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	PART A (Required by May 22, 2008 – last day of Spring semester)

	1)
	Please describe the student learning outcomes you focused on for assessment this year, the assessment activities you used to measure student learning in these areas, and the results of your assessments.  Please also comment on the significance of your results.  



	
	The student learning outcomes that LBST focused on for assessment this year were
· Students will be able to think critically and creatively.

· Students will be able to write and speak clearly, coherently, and thoughtfully

The assessment activities used to measure learning outcomes in these areas were

two rubrics in a select set of courses taught by a tenure-track faculty member. They included

 a CORE LBST course (ID340), an ICP course (LBST361b), and a non-core LBST course 
(LBST 362). 
Each course has a slightly different “clientele” that captures the different kinds of students that pass through the Liberal Studies Upper-Division offerings. The ICP course are ALL prospective teachers, and thus reflect future graduates of the program. ID340 fulfills the diversity requirement in the LBST major, but is generally taken by juniors who are trying to fulfill their GE DD requirement. LBST362 usually does not have LBST major, but attracts students who need a DD and are curious about how technology impacts their lives (students seem to come from COBA and mass media). 

All three courses require extensive reading, and classroom discussion follows from the reading effort. There is also a large amount of supplemental multi-media support to the reading available through on-line webCT resources. There is a general assessment framework for all courses that includes extensive writing and critical thinking requirements. They all require weekly journals, short pre and post course knowledge assessments, short papers on each major reading, a major course project, and project “notebook” arena (akin to a science lab book). Student learning was measured through grading of student writing assignments – that included some 50 data points for each student throughout the semester (2 levels of assessment of journals; plus an evaluation of other course written assignments). NOTE the book assignments are specifically designed to be “relational” – on how the reading changes their previous understanding (so book 1 is the shift from baseline, book 2 is built from book 1, etc.). 
The results of these assessments were as follows:

1. Across the board, as upper-division students, every student could write relatively clearly and coherently. The assessment did not focus on writing accuracy (e.g. grammar, spelling, etc.). For the most part, the writing was “close.” While all students used automation to write (e.g. their computers), many students did not systematically use basic tools such as spell-checkers, or grammar checkers. It is unclear whether this is an artifact of the courses because “correct” spelling and grammar was not a formal part of the grading rubric. What is interesting is that prospective teachers in the ICP (LBST361b) – who had received COAS and COE language arts instruction, also exhibited the same kinds of behaviors as students who were simply completing their GE requirements. 
2. Speaking was not required in all courses. Those that did speak could speak clearly and coherently. 

3. Thoughtful critical, and/or creative writing is a different problem. Most students (~95%) have the requisite skill to pass fairly basic, writing intensive classrooms. The students that did not pass were in ID340, were juniors who stopped coming to class (and/or participating on the course website). Of the 95%, significant portions (~60%) of the students are “rubric driven.” They know how to read a syllabus, and they understand how to submit something for a grade.  For the most part, they follow a survival path that answers the question: what do they need to say to pass the class? They can therefore write some version of a “book report” but they have a difficult time addressing the relationships (especially in regards to how their constructs have changed with new exposures). That being said, there were different outcomes across the 3 kinds of classroom environments.
a. ID340. This is always an extremely challenging group of students. For the most part the course is an “entry level” upper-division GE (DD) course. There is a deliberate challenge to have students read 5 books throughout the semester. The critical goal is to shift their experience of reading from “for a test” to “for meaning.” Students that try clearly develop – and many become enthusiastic when they see their own thinking change with exposures to new ideas. However, many students feel threatened by the explicit freedoms designed into the rubric, and want the safety of a directed outcome. 
b. LBST361b. Earlier ICP cohorts have shown that these students tend to be the MOST rubric driven group. However, this group – while starting off with their need to reconcile the rubric – was willing to collectively engage the critical thinking problem of how they shift from neophytes to” intelligent novices” in a knowledge domain they had little prior knowledge nor interest in. There appeared to be slight differences between students from the different COE EDMS 545b courses, where one group was clearly more enthusiastic in trying to calibrate their own learning (Flores) over the safety of a formal rubric driven outcome (Norman). 
c. LBST 362. The students who show up in this classroom seemed less interested in scripted (rubric-driven) outcomes. They are consistently more willing to take material and run with it, and critically play with new ideas. For the most part the course seems to be populated by seniors from COBA and COMM/Mass Media. The problem become to impose more structure – so there could be a more focused investigation of the materials. 
NOTE – formal quantitative level data can probably be parsed from the grading spreadsheets, but th there is little incentive to do that.

	2)
	How did your program utilize any resources provided for assessment this year? Please attach a budget with specifics.


	
	No resources were provided for assessment this year.


	3)
	As a result of your assessment findings, what changes at either the course- or program-level are being made and/or proposed in order to improve student learning?  Please articulate how your assessment findings suggest the need for any proposed changes.


	
	ID340. Needs the development of some modular exercises that can help facilitate student self-understanding of their learning, and its changes over time. Another set of modules that focus on the different kinds of insight derived from different source materials (text vs. multimedia); and exposure to the notion that multimedia can be subject to same level of critical rigor as published text. Hypothesis: the retreat from reading is predicated on the emphasis of reading for tests not meaning. During end-of-class discussions on reading, those students that read-for-meaning do not want a reduction in reading; they see how it is helpful to them. Students stuck in reading-for-testing, want to see more multi-media, because it is “more meaningful.” 
LBST361b. Needs to develop better classification systems and ways to monitor student course engagement. 

LBST362. Needs to have its content re-designed, Currently, the reading are centered on discrete topics, that make connections harder.


	PART B
Planning for Assessment in 2008-009

(Required by Friday, September 19, 2008;

 May be submitted earlier for Expedited Funding Decision)



	4)
	Please identify one or two student learning outcomes that your program will focus on for assessment next year.  

	
	

	5)
	What specific assessment activities will you conduct next year in order to measure program student learning in these areas 

	
	

	6)
	What new or additional resources/support might your program need in order to conduct these assessment activities next year?   (Please provide specific information regarding your needs and related costs)  
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