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Process
· See http://www.bellarmine.edu/faculty/arenner/idc/curriculum%20assessment.htm for the full IDC assessment system

· Five randomly selected papers were requested from all faculty to be turned into their chairs by May 5, 2009.  Packets of papers for outside readers were prepared for pickup on May 12, 2009.  Outside readers were required to return evaluations by May 31, 2009.

· A call was put out to all full-time faculty in April, 2009 requesting outside readers with a promise of a stipend for their work.  The first 18 responders were chosen and an orientation was offered in April, 2009, which covered the requirements for reading the papers. (See attached agenda.)

· Some notes on procedure

· Timely turn in of randomly selected papers from faculty:  Since papers were not turned in by May 6, all classes were not represented in the papers outside readers evaluated. As well, four readers of papers were more than five weeks late with their responses, which delayed the compilation of this report. 

· We ran 49 sections of IDC in the fall.  We were able to collect papers from 34 sections on time (@70%, whereas in the fall 2008, we only were able to collect @47%. An improvement, but still some ways to go).

· The 18 readers included a diverse array of faculty: Elizabeth Hinson-Hasty (Theology), Tom Wilson (Psychology), Beth Ennis (Physical Therapy), Adam Molnar (Mathematics), Frederick Smock (English), David Mosley (Philosophy), Corrie Orthober (Education), Mary Pike (Nursing), Joan Masters (Nursing), Julien Carriere (Global Languages), Melody Carriere (Global Languages), Nancy Urbscheit (Physical Therapy), Frank Hutchins (Anthropology), Ruth Waggoner (Communications) Lynnell Edwards (Writing Center), Matisa Wilbon (Sociology), Greg Hillis (Theology).
· In fall 2008 reader’s qualitative comments could be broken down into five main themes:

· Writing style

· Organizational Problems

· Thesis

· Critical Thinking

· Sources 
· This semester, reader’s qualitative comments focused on the following:

· Quality of Assignments

· The assignments were so varied it calls to question whether or not the common assessment IDC rubric used for this review of IDC papers was used within each course

· A book review is not the best approach for an IDC assignment

· Assignments need to be more specific, particularly relative to thesis; perhaps standardize and streamline the topics

· Correlation between clarity of instructor’s assignment and student achievement; some assignments were not of good quality

· Use of sources and their analysis

· Quality of sources was mixed; still some citation issues; relied far too much on internet for sources

· Use of quotes tends to overshadow their own thinking on the subject; did not integrate sources well

· Papers need work on analysis; few, if any, students questioned their sources
· Level of writing

· Papers were merely a collection of information; papers more like reports

· Writing skills were better at senior level than freshman level

· Lack of fire, personality, vim, vigor 
· Too much colloquial language, did not vary word choice for sentence-starters, and often started with “It;” lacked scholarly tone

· Papers were not bad, but neither were they in any way distinguished

· Thesis

· Lacked clear, guiding thesis statement

· Thesis is not debatable or arguable

· Other notable comments:

· Papers needed more integration of catholic social teaching

· Students seem to be learning a great deal of interesting material in courses

· Do we expect first year students to score well on the same rubric we use to measure second, third and fourth year students? Are we expecting high schools to produce graduates who argue thesis in papers?

· Ambiguity now in requirements (between skills grid and rubric)
· Suggestions

· Provide an “architecture of paper” document

· Show examples of good theses

· Weblinks for style pointers; competency test for MLA or APA
· More consistent approach to writing so that all students get similar lessons in both style and process of writing 

· Reader’s quantitative comments are tabulated on the attachment

· Concluding thoughts from fall 2008 (and follow up comments, bolded)
· Inter-rater reliability appeared low (at least at Freshman level—Will run inter-rater reliability test)—need to check for this year given the evolved orientation we offered
· Outside readers seemed to offer different evaluation (much lower evaluation, in fact) of Freshman papers than course instructors—had more blind review this time, so this fact did not jump out to any great degree
· Assignments from faculty

· There was some concern over the quality of assignments—this was a major emphasis in reader’s comments this time around
· Unsure if some assignments were connected to rubric in anyway—could the students have scored better if they were?

· Should we provide growth opportunities in assessment for faculty?—the May Workshop, which occurred after this semester, of course, should help with this. Will continue to monitor.
· Tension in dictating assignments to faculty—this continues to be a tension
· What this data can tell us

· Different rubrics make it difficult—we fixed this during the current semester; however, new worries have been raised that using the same rubric may not be the best process—perhaps a developmental rubric that might also show growth over time
· Too much information to collect and analyze

· 101—23 sections—@250 students—@1000 rubrics

· 200—9 sections--@200 students--@200 rubrics

· 301—10 sections--@220 students--@440 rubrics

· 401—11 sections--@150 students--@750 rubrics

· @2400 rubrics overall (research, writing, participation, discussion-leading, seminar skills, cultural competency)—Assessment 2.0 collects much less and more manageable information. As well, Jennifer Sinski has devised an electronic assessment gathering took through Access, which the IDC will pilot in fall 2009 with volunteer faculty.
· What’s different for 2009

· New rubrics that collect the same information across all levels relative to writing/research

· Collecting less information overall

· More training/orientation

· Considering electronic platform for collecting data

· Build skills early in program; focus more on content as you move through courses

· Concluding thoughts from spring 2009
