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Executive Summary
Strongly committed to quality teaching and dynamic partnerships with other programs and
departments, the Critical Writing, Reading, and Research Program is part of Millikin's University
Studies sequential courses required of all students and fulfills specific university-wide student
learning goals— critical reading, writing, inquiry, and expression of self—for Traditional,
Enhanced, Honors, and Pace students. Its four student learning outcome goals—critical reading,
writing, research, and reflective thinking skills—are vital to a successful transition to college and
to the academic, professional, and personal success of a diverse student body.
To assess how the CWRR program has helped students achieve learning outcome goals, we use
three assessment methods. Our primary method directly assesses all learning outcome goals
through evaluating a percentage sampling of three student artifacts—a reading response, a
research essay and a reflection piece— collected from all sections of CWRR II. A stand-alone
CWRR Student Survey, generally required of all CWRR II sections, is another comprehensive tool
of assessment. Unfortunately, due to instability in leadership after the unexpected resignation of
the previous CWRR Coordinator, the survey was not administered this year. However, authentic
artifacts were collected and assessed. As well, the assessment report from the library on CWRR
library instruction offers a focused and indirect assessment on the learning outcome goals for
research and inquiry. See Appendices for this report.
Our assessment of the CWRR program in 2011-2012 reveals that our students are close to
successfully reaching the goals of the program. Assessment of the three student artifacts clearly
indicates that students are performing at adequate and excellent levels in achieving all of the four
learning outcome goals: Advanced Yellow for Goals 1, 2, and 3, and Green for Goal 4.
Analysis of student artifacts also indicates that students are performing at adequate and excellent
levels in all of the three artifacts: Advanced Yellow for the research essay artifact, Advanced
Yellow for the reading response artifact, and Green for the reflection piece.
Seven improvement suggestions are recommended for further improving the performance of the
CWRR program. Faculty teaching in the CWRR Program should 1) continue to monitor trends in
class size, staff overload, and the use of technology; 2) continue to refine assessment process; 3)
review and enhance the delivery of Goals 1, 2, & 3; 4; 4) explore venues for sharing, among
CWRR faculty and students, writing assignments, student writings, and other CWRR-related
discourse; 5) meet regularly to discuss teaching strategies and best practices for teaching the
research essay, reading response, reflection essays, and other assignments; 6) ensure that
students take the survey in the Spring semester. As well, 7) new faculty syllabi should be
reviewed prior to teaching by Coordinator of the First Year Writing Program.
This assessment report will be delivered electronically to all CWRR faculty by the end of August
2012 and discussed at the first CWRR meeting of the year in Fall 2012. Such delivery and
discussion will help CWRR faculty make appropriate adjustments to their CWRR courses in Fall
2012 and Spring 2013. The subsequent monthly CWRR meetings in 2011-2012 should be devoted
mainly to implementing the recommendations made in this report.

1. CWRR Program Learning Outcome Goals
Critical Writing, Reading, and Research I & II are sequential requirements in the Millikin Program
of Student Learning. Upon completing Critical Writing, Reading and Research I &II requirements,
students will be able to:
1. read critically to comprehend, analyze and evaluate texts;;
2. write polished, informed essays for personal, public and/or specialized audiences;
3. conduct research to participate in academic inquiry; and
4. reflect formally on engagements with critical reading, writing and research to acquire,
examine and present self-awareness about those engagements.
1.1 Learning Story
Every first-year Millikin student takes Critical Writing, Reading and Research I & II. In CWRR I,
first-year students fully explore entry into academic inquiry. Students not only examine the
connection between critical reading and writing, but experiment with the opportunities such an
exploration creates for academic success. In the second semester of the CWRR sequence,
students continue to grow their intellectual inquiry. The class emphasizes vital skills for academic
and professional success. Students investigate and research a topic of their choice. In both
courses, emphasis is placed on the importance of reading, writing, research, and reflection for
personal and professional growth in all learning areas and occasions.
1.2 Curriculum Map
CWRR I
CWRR II

Goal #1
X
X

Goal #2
X
X

Goal #3
X
X

Goal #4
X
X

1.3 Connections to MPSL & University-Wide Learning Outcome Goals
CWRR learning outcome goals help deliver the university-wide learning goals:
1. professional success;
2. democratic citizenship in a global environment; and
3. a personal life of meaning and value.
The program contributes primarily to professional success preparation and significantly to the
development of a personal life of meaning and value. For example, CWRR Goals 1 & 2 helps
prepare students for professional success; the additional emphasis on research and academic
inquiry in CWRR II/IN151 (CWRR I & II Goal 3) further prepares students for professional success
by introducing them to qualitative inquiry methods and general technological literacy; asking
students to reflect on the uses of reading and writing (CWRR I & II Goal 4) prepares them for a
life of personal meaning and value. While there are opportunities for CWRR I & II to contribute to
the development of democratic citizenship in a global environment, particularly through students’
reflections on their relationship to the community and the world, it is not a main focus of the
program.
The four learning outcomes of the CWRR program also help deliver the following MPSL student
learning outcome goals:
1. learn to access, read deliberately, critically evaluate, reflect on, integrate, and use
appropriate resources for research and practical application.
2. utilize qualitative inquiry as tools in decision making and creative problem solving
3. demonstrate general technological literacy
4. develop an understanding of themselves and the ability to reflect on and express their
thoughts and feelings responsibly.
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In addition to its considerable contributions to the delivery of Millikin’s three prepares and the
MPSL student learning outcome goals, the CWRR program also works to introduce students to
Millikin’s theory/practice model by integrating writing and researching theories and rhetorics into
the reading, writing, research, and reflective skills they frequently practice in the program.

2. Snapshot: Overview of CWRR Program in 2011-2012
This report will provide a brief overview of types and numbers of courses offered per semester,
variety of students served, facilities, faculty & staff, class sizes & faculty loads, partnerships
external to the program, and programmatic support structures and program review methods for
the 2011-2012 academic year.
Snapshot of IN 150/151—Fall 2011-Spring 2012
FALL 2011
Professor Name
Fall 2011, IN151
Evatt, Russell
Ralston, Devon

Type &
#

F/P

# Students
Traditional

(T-2)
(P-1)

P
F

39

39

Braniger, Carmella
Case, Julialicia
Crowe, Judi

17
20
18

P
F
F

41
18
40

P
F

17
19

F

20

Matthews, Anne

(T-1)
(T-1, E1)
(T-1, H1)
(T-2)

F

23

O’Conner, Michael
Ralston, Devon

(H-1)
(T-2)

F
F

41

Rooney, Judy

(E-1)

P

Stimeling, Melanie
(P-1)
P
Wells, Robert
(T-2)
F
Total # IN150
10 F/
Students Served
5
Total # IN150 Students Served Fall 2011
Grand Total # Students Served FA11
*Indicates Room with Tech Station

Facilities

SH 312*
SH 316,*
422*

11

39

F
P
F

Magagna, Tony

# Students
PACE

50

(T-1)
(T-1)
(T-1, H1, E-1)
(T-2)
(T-1)
(T-2)

Gilpin, Vicky
Jewett, Michelle

# Students
Enhanced

11

Total # IN151
1 F/
Students Served
1P
Total # IN151 Students Served Fall 2011
Fall 2011, IN150
Banerjee, Purna
(T-2)
F

DuBose, David
Frech, Stephen
George, Michael

# Students
Honors

19

SH 319*,
SCO 005**
SH 313*
SH 316*
Lib. 29*, SH
316*
SH 316*
SCO 212*
SH 315*, Lib
8*
SH 420*
Lib. 18*

10

15
17

SCO 315*,
Lib 8*
Dolson LLC

20

SCO 005**
SCO 109*,
SCO 313*
SH 316*,
SCO 309*
SH 302*
SH 302*

15
6
36
349

56

TRAD
HONORS
388
56
**Indicates Computer Lab

3

40

ENHANCED
40

6

PACE
17

451
TOTAL
501

SPRING 2012
Professor Name

Type &
#

F/P

# Students
Traditional

# Students
Honors

# Students
Enhanced

Spring 2012, IN150
DuBose, David

(T-1)

P

31

NA

Evatt, Russell
Stimeling, Melanie

(T-1)
(P-1)

P
P

13

NA
NA

6

0 F/
44
3P
Total # IN150 Students Served Spring 2012
Spring 2011, IN 151
Banerjee, Purna
(T-2)
F
33

NA

6

Braniger, Carmella

(T-1)

F

12

NA

Case, Julialicia

P

11

NA

F

16

DuBose, David
Evitt, Russell

(P-1, T1)
(T-1, H1)
(T-1)
(T-1)

P
P

20
10

NA
NA

Frech, Stephen
George, Michael

(T-1)
(T-2)

F
F

19
33

NA
NA

Jewett, Michelle
Magagna, Tony

(T-3)
(T-1, H1)
(T-2)

F
F

53
18

F

28

(T-1, H1)
(T-3)

F

10

F

54

Total

Crowe, Judi

Matthews, Anne
O’Conner, Michael
Ralston, Devon

# Students
PACE

Facilities

SH 316*
SH 328*
Mueller**

50
NA

21

SH 327*, SH
420*
SCO 313*,
SCO 005**
Inst. C*, SCO
5**
Lib 29*, SH
312*, K128*
SH 316*
SH 328*

14

NA

SH 322*
SH 327*,
Mueller**
SCO 315*
SCO 313*

NA
NA

20

NA
12

SH 311*, SH
316*
Lib 29*,
Mueller**
SH 308*, SH
327*

NA
NA

Total

10 F/ 327
53
3P
Total # IN151 Students Served Spring 2012
Grand Total # Students Served SP12
TRAD
HONORS
371
53
GRAND TOTAL of STUDENTS SERVED ANNUALLY
Grand Total # Students Served Fall 2011
Grand Total # Students Served Spring 2012
Grand Total # Students Served 2011-2012
*Indicates Room with Tech Station
**Indicates Computer Lab

NA

14

ENHANCED
NA

PACE
20

394
TOTAL
444
501
444
945

2.1 Trends in Staff
The following chart gives an overview of the types and numbers of faculty teaching CWRR courses
per semester. Compared to the last several years, there is an overall trend for an increasing use
of adjuncts in the CWRR classroom. In Fall 2011, 6 adjuncts taught in the program, as opposed to
2 adjuncts in Fall 2005. Full-time contributions are more consistent.
SP
12

FA
11

20112012

SP
10

FA
09

SP
09

FA
08

SP
08

FA
07

SP
07

FA
06

SP
06

FA
05

Full-time tenured or tenuretrack faculty
Full-time contractual faculty

9

10

11

11

9

9

8

8

8

9

10

10

1

1

1

1

2

2

3

3

3

3

3

3

Part-time adjunct Faculty

5

6

5

4

2

3

2

2

2

2

2

2

Total

15

17

Data
Missing
Data
Missing
Data
Missing

17

16

13

14

13

13

13

14

15

15
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2.2 Trends in Types and Numbers of Courses Taught

Types and Numbers
of Courses Taught
150 Enhanced
150 Traditional
150 Honors
150 PACE
CWRR I Total
151 Traditional
151 Honors
151 PACE
CWRR II Total
150/151 Total

20112012

20102011

20092010

20082009

20072008

20062007

20052006

3
22
3
2
30
22
3
2
27
57

DM
DM
DM
DM
DM
DM
DM
DM
DM
DM

2
21
4
2
29
25
6
2
33
62

2
20
4
1
27
21
6
2
29
56

2
21
4
0
27
22
4
4
30
57

2
22
4
1
29
24
4
1
29
58

2
27
2
2
33
21
5
3
29
62

The above trend chart reveals that the total number of CWRR courses offered in 2011-2012 was 5
sections less than that in 2009-2010. Offerings of IN150 were up by one in Fall 2011, following a
general increase in enrollment university-wide. One additional section of Enhanced was offered to
help address the growing developmental needs of our incoming first year students. However,
offerings of IN151 were down by 6 sections. The Honors program enrollment was down in 20112012, resulting in one less section each of IN150 and IN151 offerings in Fall and Spring
semesters. PACE offerings remained consistent. The difference is seen most prominently in the
number of IN151 sections offered in the Spring semester, which was down by three sections. This
suggests a possible concern regarding retention of first year students, as the total number of
sections offered between Fall and Spring decreased by 3 sections.
A breakdown of different types of courses shows the following trends: we offered 1 more CWRR I,
6 less CWRR II, 2 less Honors and the same number of PACE. Overall, the distribution of different
types of CWRR courses followed the trend in the past four years, with fluctuation in the Honors
program, Enhanced sections, and persistence between semesters.
2.3 Syllabi Review
Syllabi review was not completed in 2011-2012 due to unexpected loss of leadership of the
program.
2.4 Class Size and Staff Workload
According to the guidelines, policies, and recommendations of the professional groups in the field,
the Association of Departments of English (ADE) and the Modern Language Association (MLA), the
number of students in each section of any writing course “should be fifteen or fewer, with no
more than twenty students in any case” (ADE Bulletin 2002, 73). These guidelines also state that
“class size should be no more than fifteen in developmental (remedial) courses” (ADE Bulletin
2002, 73).
Trends in Class Size:
The average class size for any one section during 2011-2012 was 19.5, compared to 19 in 20092010, 18.58 in 2009-2010, 18.07 in 2007-2008, 18.6 in 2006-2007, and 19.51 in 2005-2006.
The average class size for Fall 2011 was 19.8 and for Spring 2012 was 19.2. In Fall 2011, the
average class size was 15 for Enhanced CWRR, 18.7 for Honors, 11 for PACE, and 20 for
Traditional. In Spring 2011, the average class size for Honors was 20, 14 for PACE, 20 for
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Traditional. The cap size maintains the integrity of best practices, particularly regarding
developmental/remedial courses and is efficient and cost-effective for the university.
Trends in Staff Workload:
In addition to making recommendations concerning class size, the ADE and MLA also recommend
that “College English teachers should not teach more than three sections of composition per term”
(ADE Bulletin 2002, 73). The average number of CWRR courses taught by faculty in 2009-2010
was 2, which is consistent with the trend in the past four years (2.15 in 2009-2010, 2.15 in 20082009, 2.19 in 2007-2008, 2.15 in 2006-2007, and 2.06 in 2005-2006). In 2011-2012, 2 full-time
tenure-track faculty taught 3 CWRR sections; 1 full-time contractual faculty member taught 3
CWRR sections; 3 full-time tenure-track faculty taught only one section of CWRR each semester.
2.5 Trends in Facilities
In 2011-2012, CWRR courses were taught in the following locations: Shilling Hall, Staley Library,
ADM-Scovill Hall, the Millikin Institute, and Dolson Hall (LLC). Following the trend in past years,
the majority of the sections were taught in Shilling Hall and ADM-Scovill, with mostly Honors
classes meeting Staley Library, and a small percent of sections in the dorms (LLC) and the Millikin
Institute. Most faculty are requiring facilities equipped with technology for teaching the two
courses, choosing to teach in either a classroom with technology available to the instructor or a
traditional/computer lab split configuration. We believe that teaching writing using technology is
imperative to student success in the 21st century.
According to the Conference on College Composition and Communication (CCCC) “Position
Statement on Teaching, Learning, and Assessing Writing in Digital Environments,” “[i]ncreasingly,
classes and programs in writing require that students compose digitally.” This document uses the
phrase “compose digitally” to mean writing “that occurs when students compose at a computer
screen, using a word processor, so that they can submit the writing in print,” but also to mean
“participating in an online discussion trough a listserv or bulletin board . . .[,] creating
compositions in presentations software . . .[,] participation in chat rooms or creating web pages .
. .[or] creating a digital portfolio.” CCCC sees the future focus of first-year writing programs
moving toward two types of literacy: “a literacy of print and a literacy of the screen.” The
position statement argues that each “medium is used to enhance learning in the other” (italics
added). The CWRR Program continues to move in the direction of these priorities and seeks an
increasing number of facilities for teaching CWRR courses in electronic lab classrooms. As we
continue to hire faculty with experience teaching first-year writing in a technologically equipped
classroom, and as the effectiveness of such instruction continues to be demonstrated, necessity
and demand for it continues to increase in the CWRR Program. The program should continue to
advocate for more provision of such facilities.
2.6 Support Structures: Leadership and CWRR Faculty Development
The CWRR Program has developed a strong tradition of leadership structure and support. The
Coordinator of the First Year Writing Program leads the program, sits with the other University
Studies Coordinators, works with the University Studies Director, the Director of First Year
Experience, the Director of the Office of Student Programs, and the Library Instruction
Coordinator to help build and coordinate a high quality program.
The Coordinator of the First Year Writing program offers leadership and support to the program
through taking responsibilities for 1) helping schedule effective offerings of the CWRR each fall
and spring semester, including the gathering of course descriptions and syllabi for all sections; 2)
mentoring new faculty and coordinating among all faculty, observing and evaluating their
classroom teaching; 3) holding workshops and meetings to facilitate faculty development
opportunities for all CWRR faculty; 4)overseeing the annual CWRR assessment process; 5)
leading the CWRR assessment team in assessing data and writing the annual assessment report;
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6) collaborating with related university programs such as the First Year Experience Team
(Freshman Seminar, Student Programs, etc.), Writing Center, and especially with the librarians
for integration of library instruction. Through these support structures, faculty member teaching
in the CWRR Program are guaranteed support and development opportunities and often have the
chance to take on leadership roles in order to help improve the program.
Unfortunately, the CWRR Coordinator for 2011-2012 did not return to campus in August 2011,
leaving the program without leadership for the year. In addition, Dr. Zhao submitted neither data
nor a student learning report for 2010-2011 before she left. While Prof. Crowe generously
accepted the role of Interim CWRR Director in Spring 2012, in order to help with faculty
development, this was not enough to accomplish all tasks related to the coordinator-ship,
including the delivery of the student survey assessment and the writing of the assessment report.

3. Assessment Process
3.1 Assessment Methods
1.
2.
3.

Library Entrance and Exit Surveys will measure effectiveness of research instruction.
Stand-alone CWRR Student Survey administered through a Moodle course will measure students’
perceptions of their successful completion of the goals
Student Artifacts (Reading Response, Research Paper, and Reflection Piece) will provide substantial
qualitative data about student performance in each goal area.

To assess how the CWRR program has helped students achieve learning outcome goals, we
generally use three assessment methods. Our primary method directly assesses all learning
outcome goals through evaluating a 10% sampling of three student artifacts—a reading response,
a research essay and a reflection piece— collected from all sections of CWRR II through a Moodle
shell open to all CWRR students and faculty. A newly-developed stand-alone CWRR Student
Survey, required of all CWRR II sections, is another comprehensive tool of assessment, which
allows the program to see students’ perceptions of how well they feel they have achieved each of
the four learning outcome goals. This survey is administered anonymously through a Moodle shell
open to all CWRR students. The assessment report from the library on CWRR library instruction
offers us a focused and indirect assessment of the learning outcome goals for research and
inquiry. The librarian coordinating CWRR library instruction and workshops, in consultation with
the CWRR faculty and the librarians, designs pre-test and post-test and delivers library instruction
and an annual CWRR Library and Research Assessment Report to the Director of the CWRR
Program, who will incorporate it into the annual CWRR Assessment Report.
We use rubrics to assess the four learning outcome goals that are imbedded in the three types of
student artifacts. The Staley Library Instruction Coordinator reports on data results from library
surveys.
Full-time CWRR faculty members collect and assess student artifacts annually. Each year, three
CWRR faculty members serve on the CWRR Assessment Team: Director of the CWRR Program,
one permanent assessment team member, and one rotating CWRR faculty member. For the
annual assessment, the three assessment team members meet twice to complete the
assessment. They first meet for a pre-assessment meeting, where they discuss the rubrics, score
the sample artifacts using the rubrics, and then compare their scores with each other. They then
discuss the similarities and discrepancies among the three scores and use this discussion as a
way to generate consensus about using the rubrics. Assessment team members will individually
score the artifacts assigned to them and meet again for a post-assessment meeting, during which
they share their scores, observations, and reflections and make recommendations on improving
assessing and delivering the program. The Director collects the assessment results and
recommendations, makes tabulations and charts, makes assessments, and writes the annual
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report. The Assessment Team also meets between the annual assessments to discuss ways to
implement the recommendations and respond to the needs and concerns of the CWRR faculty.
3.2 Assessment Data
Library Entrance and Exit Surveys (See Self-Study Report on Library Instruction)
The Library Entrance and Exit surveys are developed and administered by the Staley Library
faculty, whose instruction is integrated into CWRR I & II classrooms in order to deliver to students
training on library use as well as research collection and evaluation. These surveys help us assess
learning outcome goals for participating in academic inquiry.
Student Artifacts
All CWRR II students are asked at the end of CWRR II to submit the following artifacts for
evaluation: a reading response, a research essay and a reflection piece. We use the Moodle to
collect and randomly select artifacts from all CWRR students. We are using the traffic signal
analogy (red, yellow, green) to evaluate and assess. Rubrics have been developed for evaluating
each of these student artifacts to determine to what extent we deliver on all four program student
learning goals. The reading response helps assess IN 151 students’ reading skills such as
summarizing, responding, critiquing, and synthesizing. The research paper is used to assess
students’ critical writing, research and thinking skills. The student reflection piece helps to
assess, from the student’s perspective, their abilities to reflect on the uses of reading, writing,
and research skills in their public and personal lives to better understand themselves, their
communities, and the world.
CWRR Student Survey
The CWRR faculty held workshops in Fall 2011 and Spring 2012, where they revised the questions
from the old CWRR survey attached in the past to the First Year Experience Survey administered
through the Office of Institutional Research. The revised survey is administered toward the end of
CWRR II to all CWRR students through a Moodle course, wherein students submit their own
perceptions of how well they have achieved the four outcome goals by answering 13 questions
(see Appendix ). The Survey Moodle automatically generates the survey results, which is collected
and included in the assessment report.
3.3. Data Collection Links to Student Learning Outcome Goals
All data are collected to assess the four learning outcome goals:
Goal 1: Read critically to comprehend, analyze, and evaluate texts;
Goal 2: write polished, informed essays for personal, public, and/or specialized audiences;
Goal 3: conduct research to participate in academic inquiry; and
Goal 4: Reflect formally on engagements with critical reading, writing, and research to acquire,
examine, and present self-awareness about those engagements.
• Library entrance and exit surveys measure the effectiveness of library instruction on
students’ ability “to conduct research to participate in academic inquiry,” CWRR goal 3.
• The student artifact Reading Response is used to evaluate CWRR goals 1 & 2: “read and
critique texts actively, deliberately and carefully” and “write . . . polished essays for personal,
public and/or specialized audiences.”
• The student artifact Research Essay is used to evaluate CWRR goals 3 & 2: “conduct
research to participate in academic inquiry” and “write polished, informed essays for personal,
public and/or specialized audiences”
• The student artifact Reflection Piece is used to evaluate CWRR goals 4 & 2: “reflect on the
uses of reading and writing in their public and personal lives to better understand themselves,
their communities and the world” and “write . . . for personal, public and/or specialized
audiences.”
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Data
Library entrance and exit survey
Reading Response
Research Essay
Reflection
Student Survey

Goal 1

Goal 2

X

X
X
X
X

X

Goal 3
X

Goal 4

X
X

x
x

3.4 Assessment Rubrics: Performance Indicators
Each point of data collection will receive a performance indicator using the following rubric. All
student artifacts are assessed with rubrics (see Appendix for Reading Response Assessment
Rubric, Research Essay Assessment Rubric, and Reflection Piece Assessment Rubric). Due to
changes to the language for Goal 4 (on reflection), the Reflection Assessment Rubric was also
revised.
Green : A high level indicating clear movement in the right direction, not requiring any
immediate change in course of action. Continuing support should be provided.
Yellow: An average, acceptable level indicating either some improvement, but not as
quickly as desired, or indicating a slight decline in performance. Strategies and approaches
should be reviewed and appropriate adjustments made to reach an acceptable level or
desired rate of improvement.
Red: An unacceptable status or direction of change. Immediate, high priority actions
should be taken to address this area.
Blank: Insufficient information available (or governance decision pending).

4. Assessment Analysis
This report will analyze the data collected and evaluate the effectiveness of our courses in helping
students meet the CWRR learning goals.
4.1 Assessment Analysis of Library Entrance and Exit Survey: Low Green
Analysis of student artifacts is based on assessment of 10% of artifacts submitted. Approximately
289 reading responses were submitted and 28 assessed; approximately 302 research essays
were submitted and 29 assessed; approximately 264 reflection pieces were submitted and 25
assessed. The CWRR Program’s Self-Study Assessment Team applies the same performance
indicators to all analyses.
The assessment team assigns a Green indicator for this point of 2011-2012 data collection. This
assignment is based on the following performance indicator scale and the average score for each
artifact collected.
Summary: For the academic year 2011-2012, the average mean score for student artifacts range
from 71% to 80%, indicating that the majority of students are performing at adequate and excellent levels
on each artifact, a level close to the last three years. Following the trend in the past three years, the reflection
piece in 2011-2012 received a GREEN indicator (80%), 21.8% higher than that in 2009-2010 (58.2 %); the
reading response paper received an advanced yellow indicator (71%), 4.2% lower than that in 2009-2010
(75.5%); the research essay received an advanced yellow indicator (74%), 3.13% lower than that in 2009-2010
(77.13%). The slight drop in percentage for the reading response and research essay is not statistically
significant, thought it does drop each artifact below the green performance indicator threshold. More significant
for the reading response is the drop from 80.61% in 2007-2008 to 71% in 2011-2012. It’s also statistically
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significant that the reflection essay has improved by almost 15% since 2006-2007. Performance indicators for
the research essay vary slightly but remain more consistent than performance on the other two artifacts.

CWRR Artifact Performance Indicators (Scale Based on Percents):
Nominal (Red—Stop)

0-52%

Adequate(Yellow--Caution)

Excellent (Green—Go)

53-74%

75-100%

4.1.1 Analysis of Reading Response Performance 2011-2012 (Low Green)
Reading Response Artifact received a Yellow performance indicator (71%).
Average
2011-2012

Reading
3.6 (72%)

Critiquing
3.1 (62%)

Writing
2.5 (83%)

Overall
9.2 (71%)

2010-2011

Data Missing

Data Missing

Data Missing

2009-2010

3.86 (77%)

3.43 (68.6%)

2.52(84%)

2008-2009

3.467 (69.33%)

2.566 (85.55%)

2.566 (85.55%)

Data Missing
9.82
(75.5%)
9.983
(76.79%)

Reading Response Performance in the Past Four Years
Year

Nominal (Red—
Stop)

20062007
20072008
200820009
20092010
20102011
20112012

Adequate(Yellow--Caution)

Excellent (Green—Go)

68.95%
80.61%
76.79%
75.5%
Data Missing

Data Missing

Data Missing

71%*

4.1.2 Analysis of Research Essay 2011-2012 (Yellow)
Research Essay artifact received a Yellow performance indicator (74%).
Research
Informed
Audience
Polished
2011-2012
3.7 (74%)
3.6 (72%)
2.4 (80%)
1.5 (75%)
2010-2011
2009-2010

Data Missing
3.87
(77.4%)

Data Missing

Data Missing

3.625 (72.5%)

2.428
(80.9%)

Total
11.1
(74%)

Data Missing
1.642
(82.1%)

Data
Missing
11.57
(77.13%)

2008-2009

4.103
(82.06%)

3.8234
(76.47%)

2.632
(87.74%)
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1.485
(74.26%)

12.06
(80.39%)

Research Essay Performance in the Past Four Years
Year
Nominal (Red—
Adequate(Yellow--Caution)
Stop)
200668.69%
2007
20072008
20082009
20092010
2010Data Missing
Data Missing
2011
201174%
2012

Excellent (Green—Go)

74.38%
80.34%
77.13%
Data Missing

4.1.3 Analysis of Reflection Artifact 2011-2012 Green
Reflection Artifact Received a Green performance indicator (80%).

Year

2011-2012

Identification and
articulation of selfawareness
1-5 pts
4.1 (82%)

Critical Examination
and Evaluation of SelfAwareness
1-5 pts
3.8 (76%)

Presentation of
Self awareness to
public audience
1-5 pts
4.1 (82%)

2010-2011

Data Missing

Data Missing

Data Missing

2009-2010

2.65 (53%)

2.88 (57.6%)

2.68 (53.6%)

Total
score
15 pts
12.02
(80%)
Data
Missing
8.74
(58.2%)

2008-2009

2.91 (58.28%)

2.293 (45.86%)

Reflection Performance in the Past Four Years
Year
Nominal (Red—
Adequate(Yellow--Caution)
Stop)
200654.73%
2007
200761.11%
2008
200854.71%
2009
200958.2%
2010
2010Data Missing
Data Missing
2011
20112012
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3.00 (60%)

8.207
(54.71%)

Excellent (Green—Go)

Data Missing
80%*

The average of the overall score for each of the three types of artifacts in 2011-2012 was 75%, a
strong green level, which exceeds the average of all previous years of data collection. Such
comparison shows that the overall performance of the CWRR Program is consistent with the trend
in the past four years, and it is strengthening particularly in the area of reflection. Overall, the
CWRR program show success in all three artifacts: reading response, reflection essay, and
research essay.
CWRR Overall Artifact Performance (Average of Three Artifacts):
Year
Adequate(Yellow--Caution)
Excellent (Green—Go)
Nominal (Red—
Stop)
2006-2007
63.88%
2007-2008
71.70%
2008-2009
70.35%
2009-2010
70.28%
2010-2011
Data Missing
Data Missing
Data Missing
2011-2012
75%

4.2 Comprehensive Analysis of Four Learning Outcome Goals
Analysis of the average score of individual components contributing to corresponding goals
a comprehensive assessment of how our students perform at each goal.
Artifact
Goal 1 Goal 2 Goal 3
Reading response: comprehending and critiquing
Yellow
Reading Response: writing
Yellow
Research Essay: informed, audience, polished
Yellow Yellow
Research essay: research, informed
Yellow
Yellow
Reflection: Identification and articulation of self awareness
Green
Reflection: Critical Examination and evaluation of self
Green
awareness
Reflection: Presentation of self awareness
Green Green

offers
Goal 4

Green
Green

Overall Performance of Each Learning Goal

Average Score
Performance indicator

Goal 1
73.9%
Advanced Yellow

Goal 2
78.6%
Green

Goal 3
73%
Advanced Yellow

Goal 4
79%
Green

Goal 1— Read critically to comprehend, analyze and evaluate text (Advanced Yellow 73.9%)
Goal 1 is assessed by a combination of four criteria: the “Reading” and “Critiquing” criteria from
the Reading Response, the “Informed” criterion from Research Essay, and the “Presentation of
Self Awareness” criterion from the Reflection Piece. In 2011-2012, Goal 1 received an Advanced
Yellow indicator, indicating that Goal 1 is heading in the right direction but needs immediate
attention from the program to adjust strategies and approaches in order to reach higher level of
performance.
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Goal 2—Students will be able to write polished, informed essays for personal, public
and/or specialized audiences. (Green 78.6%)
Goal 2 is assessed by a combination of the following seven criteria: the “Critiquing” and “Writing”
criteria from the Reading Response, the “Informed,” “Audience” and “Polished” criteria from the
Research Essay, and the “Identification and articulation of self awareness” and “presentation of
self awareness to public audience” criteria from the Reflection Piece. According to our assessment
of these seven criteria, the CWRR Program’s Self-Study Assessment Team concludes that Goal 2
should receive a Green indicator (78.6%).
Goal 3—Students will be able to conduct research to participate in academic inquiry.
(Advanced Yellow 73%)
Goal 3 is assessed by the “Research” and “Informed” criteria from the Research Essay student
artifact rubric. Combining assessment of these criteria, the CWRR Program’s Self-Study
Assessment Team concludes that Goal 3 should receive an Advanced Yellow indicator. The
committee recommends that the program continue to target the areas of research and informed
use of sources when teaching the research essay in CWRR2.
Goal 4— Reflect formally on engagements with critical reading, writing and research to
acquire, examine and present self-awareness about those engagements (Green 79%)
Goal 4 is assessed by the three criteria from the Reflection Piece student artifact rubric. According
to our assessment of this artifact, the CWRR Program’s Self-Study Assessment Team concludes
that Goal 4 should receive a Green (79%) performance indicator. Efforts to improve reflective
learning in CWRR has been successful. No change is needed at this time. Faculty should continue
what they are doing with regard to teaching reflection.
4.4. Analysis of CWRR Student Survey
Not administered due to lack of consistent leadership throughout the year.

5. Recommendations and Improvement Plans
Based on synthesized information presented in this report, the CWRR Program Assessment Team
makes recommendations and improvement plans that further enhance the quality of the program.
Our detailed assessments of each artifact and each learning outcome goal suggest that both the
student artifact assessment and library instruction assessment have been useful and effective in
assessing our CWRR program. While believing that we need to continue with out established
methods, the Assessment Teams recommends the following plans for further improving our CWRR
program.
1.

Appoint a permanent replacement for IN150/151 (CWRR) Coordinator for 2013-2014.

2. The CWRR program should continue to monitor its trends in class size, staff overload, and the
use of technology.
Several trends in 2011-2012 that could have affected the delivery of learning outcome goals
are:
1) a significant decrease in staffing the CWRR courses with full-time tenure-track faculty and
a significant increase in staffing them with part-time adjunct faculty, which is contrary to
our mission of ensuring that enough full-time English faculty are available to teach our
freshmen;
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2) overloading of 3 full-time faculty with more than 2 CWRR courses, though consistent with
thetrend in the past years, was not as effective in delivering student learning outcome
goals for the CWRR program.
External factors, such as university-wide enrollment increase and financial and budgetary
situations, play a significant role in delivering the student learning goals.
While trends in use of facilities remain largely the same, the CWRR program should continue
to encourage the use of classrooms with technology and more frequent use of computer labs.
Best practices in the teaching of writing indicate an increasing need for technology in the
writing classroom. Additionally, more frequent use of computer labs will further facilitate the
assessment by increasing students’ participation in submitting student artifacts and in the
student survey on the Moodle, which should be revised and reinstituted in 2012-2013.
3. The CWRR Program should continue to enhance its delivery of Goals 1, 2, & 3. Assessment
scores of student artifacts demonstrate that reading, writing, and research have continued to
receive decreasing scores over the past four years. In particular, the research essay needs
attention in the criteria of informed research and polish, and the reading response needs
attention in the areas of reading and critiquing. According to results from student artifact
assessment, students performed lower (compared to 2009-2010) in these categories for each
artifact. Both artifacts could be improved by better design and execution of assignment
prompts
The Assessment Team recommends that CWRR faculty 1) encourage students to find research
sources of more variety and better quality; 2) instruct students in the differences between
research essays and research reports/summaries; 3) encourage students to integrate a
variety of sources and formulate an insightful opinion about the topic; 4) ensure proper
guidance during every stage of the writing process, especially the revision, editing, and
proofreading stages; 5) continue to collaborate with the librarians in enhancing the library
workshops and administering the entrance and exit test to improve the quality and quantity of
source materials; 6) continue to review the assessment rubrics for both artifacts and create
assignment design that will more clearly address the criteria used to evaluate the artifacts,
therefore aligning these assignments with the learning outcome goals.
Workshops on teaching reading, research, and writing and on developing assignments and
strategies for teaching these three skills can help us begin to recover the slowly sliding scores
in these areas. CWRR faculty need to meet on a more regular basis—at least once a month
and not in conjunction with regularly scheduled English department meetings—in order
continue to explore and share writing assignments and essay prompts. As we welcome many
new full-time and adjunct faculty into the English department and University Studies Program,
it is especially important to continue to share best practices for reading, writing, & research
activities and assignments. Librarians should be invited periodically to discuss improvement
in research skills. A focus on reading response assignment prompts will help us better address
the criteria of the rubric and will help to create a more consistent approach to teaching as well
as assessing the reading response.
4. As we work to rebuild our delivery of CWRR I & II, focusing on reading, writing, and research,
we should continue to develop a data pool of best reflection essays and articles that & I help
faculty understand reflection. Although the reflection artifact stabilized in overall score for
2011-2012, it will be important to share with faculty the slight adjustments made to the
reflection rubric that enabled the assessment team to more accurately account for student
learning with regard to Goal 4.
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4. The CWRR Program should continue to explore venues, such as anthologies of student essays,
an interactive CWRR website, and networking space such as Facebook, for sharing among
CWRR faculty and students, writing assignments, student writings, and other CWRR-related
discourse. Such explorations could also help position the program’s performance-learning
identity within the University Studies Program.
This assessment report will be delivered electronically to all CWRR faculty in Fall 2012 and
discussed at the First CWRR meeting. Such delivery and discussion will help CWRR faculty make
appropriate adjustments to their CWRR courses in Fall 2012 and Spring 2013. The subsequent
monthly CWRR meetings in 2012-2013 will be devoted mainly to implementing the
recommendations made in this report.
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Appendices
1. CWRR Student Artifact Descriptions 2011-2012
Reading Response Artifact Description (Revised in 2009)
The reading response artifact targets primarily learning outcome goal 1 (read critically to
comprehend, analyze, and evaluate the texts).
• The reading response artifact may take various forms—reading response essay,
annotation, or journal entry;
• The reading response should emphasize reading skills such as summarizing, analyzing,
and critiquing/evaluating
• The reading response should include a summary, analysis, and critique of a common
reading;
• The length should be 2-3 pages or 600-900 words;
• The reading response must be collected from students after detailed instruction and guided
practices on the expected reading skills
Research Essay Description (Revised in 2009)
This research essay artifact targets primarily Goal 2 and Goal 3.
• Individual instructors have the liberty to decide the topics suitable for the research essay;
•

The proper length should be 10-15 pages (between 3,000 and 4,500 words);

•

Individual instructors have the liberty to decide documentation style used for the research
essay (MLA, APA, or Chicago Style). Please ask students to number the pages, doublespace the document and include a title page;

•

The research essay should be assigned and collected as the last major non-collaborative
research project of IN151;

•

Individual instructors should give detailed guidance and instruction to the students and to
allow students sufficient time and chances to revise their paper with feedback from peers
and/or instructors.

Reflection Artifact Description (Revised in 2009)
The reflection artifact targets primarily Goal 4.
• The reflection essay should be collected after guided discussions and practices on
reflections on students’ engagements with reading, writing, and research;
• The reflection essay should be 3-5 double-spaced pages or 1,200-15,00 words.
Reflection Assessment Rubric
Goal 4: Reflect on critical reading, writing and research experiences to acquire,
examine and present new knowledge about the self in relation to the public.
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2. CWRR Student Artifact Assessment Rubrics 2011-2012
Reading Response Artifact Assessment Rubric
(revised in 2007)
Millikin University
Critical Writing, Reading and Research Program
Student Learning Evaluation
Evaluation of CWRR Goal 1 & 2: “read and critique texts actively, deliberately, and carefully” and “write . . .
polished essays for personal, public, and/or specialized audiences”
Item Evaluated: Reading Response
Evaluation by: Self-Study Assessment Team Member
Excellent (Green—Go)
Reading

An excellent reading
response contains a
detailed and careful
summary of the major
aspects of the reading.
Student demonstrates
that s/he understands
the structure and
strategy of the text’s
argument and/or play
of ideas. [5 points]

Critiquing

An excellent reading
response contains
either careful, wellsupported, and wellpositioned judgments
about the reading
and/or active
conversation with the
reading. [ 5 points]
An excellent reading
response demonstrates
the student’s ability to
proofread and edit his
or her work. [3 points]

Writing

Adequate (Yellow—
Caution)
An adequate reading
response contains a
passive paraphrasing
of the major aspects
of the reading. The
student shows an
understanding of the
text, but does not
actively engage with
the structure or
strategy of the text’s
argument and/or play
of ideas.
[3 points]
An adequate reading
response contains
only some careful,
supported and
positioned judgments
and/or passive
engagement with the
reading.
[3 points]
A good reading
response
demonstrates the
student’s attempt to
proofread and edit
his or her work. [2
point]

Nominal
(Red—Stop)
A nominal reading
response contains an
incomplete summary or
misunderstanding of
the major aspects of
the reading.
[1 point]

A nominal response
contains no judgments
about the reading.
[1 point]

A nominal reading
response demonstrates
the student did not
attempt to proofread
and edit his work.
[1 points]

Total Points for this Student:
Final Signal Rating:
Excellent (Green—Go)
10.5-13

Adequate(Yellow--Caution)
7-10.5
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Nominal (Red—Stop)
1-6

Points

Research Essay Artifact Assessment Rubric
2006-2007
Millikin University
Critical Writing, Reading and Research Program
Student Learning Evaluation
Evaluation of CWRR Goal 2 & 3: “conduct research to participate in
essays for personal, public, and/or specialized audiences”
Item Evaluated: Research Essay
Evaluation by: Self-Study Assessment Team Member
EXCELLENT
ADEQUATE (YELLOW;
(GREEN; GO)
CAUTION)
An excellent research
Research
An adequate research
essay demonstrates the
essay demonstrates
student’s abilities to find
inconsistent attempts to
and fairly use a variety of
find and use a variety of
reliable sources in order to reliable sources & to
assimilate, synthesize,
evaluate and synthesize
make judgments
these sources. Student
about/use these sources
may make an attempt
to participate in ongoing
to enter academic
academic conversations
conversations.
and inquiries. [5 points]
[3 points]
An adequate research
Informed
An excellent research
essay demonstrates the
essay demonstrates the
student’s abilities to
student’s inconsistent
attempt to formulate an
formulate a wellargument or opinion by
positioned and wellcritically synthesizing
supported argument or
multiple perspectives.
opinion by critically
[3 points]
synthesizing multiple
perspectives.
[5 points]
Audience
An excellent research
An adequate research
essay demonstrates the
essay demonstrates the
inconsistent awareness
student’s strong
awareness of expectations of expectations of
specialize or public
and interests of
audiences.
specialized or public
audiences
[2 points]
[3 points]
Polished
An excellent research
An adequate research
essay demonstrates the
essay demonstrates the
student’s ability to
student’s inconsistent
compose a well-organized, attempt to write in a
properly-documented, and
confident, personal
carefully edited piece in a
voice. The student may
confident and personal
make errors in
voice.
documentation and/or
grammar.
[2 points]
[1 point]

academic inquiry”; “write polished, informed

NOMINAL
(RED; STOP)
A nominal research
essay demonstrates
little or no attempt
to use and evaluate
multiple sources.
[1 point]

Nominal essay
demonstrates no
attempt to
recognize other
perspectives, relies
heavily on sources;
no clear opinion.
[1 point]

A nominal essay
demonstrates
little/no awareness
of expectations and
interests of
specialized/public
audiences.
[1 point]
A nominal research
essay demonstrates
little or no attempt
to edit and to
document. Lacks a
personal voice.
[0 points]

Total Points for this Student:
Final Signal Rating:
Excellent (Green—Go)
12-15

Adequate(Yellow--Caution)
8-11
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Nominal (Red—Stop)
1-7

POINTS

Reflection Artifact Assessment Rubric
(revised in 2009)
Millikin University
Critical Writing, Reading and Research Program
Student Learning Evaluation

Identification
and
articulation
of Selfawareness

Critical
examination
and evaluation
of selfawareness

Presentation
of self
awareness to
a public
audience

EXCELLENT
(GREEN-- GO)
An excellent reflection
demonstrates
student’s ability to
clearly identify and
articulate new
knowledge about the
self in reading,
writing, and research
processes
An excellent reflection
demonstrates the
student’s ability to
critically analyze and
evaluate the new
knowledge about the
self in reading,
writing, and research
processes .[5 points]
An excellent reflection
demonstrates the
student’s ability to
present new
knowledge about the
self to a public
audience[5 points]

ADEQUATE
(YELLOW—CAUTION)
An adequate reflection
demonstrates the
student’s attempt to
clearly identify and
articulate new
knowledge about the
self in reading, writing,
and research processes
[3 points]
An adequate reflection
demonstrates the
student’s attempt
critically analyze and
evaluate the new
knowledge about the
self in reading, writing,
and research processes
[3 points]
An adequate reflection
demonstrates the
student’s attempt to
present new knowledge
about the self to a
public audience
[3 points]

NOMINAL
(RED—STOP)
A nominal reflection
lacks attempt to
identify and
articulate new
knowledge about
the self in reading,
writing, and
research processes
[1 point]
A nominal reflection
lacks attempt to
critically analyze
and evaluate the
new knowledge
about the self in
reading, writing,
and research
processes.[1 point]
A nominal reflection
lacks attempt to
present new
knowledge about
the self to a public
audience
[1 points]

Total Points for this Student:
Final Signal Rating:
Excellent (Green—Go)
12-15

Adequate(Yellow--Caution)
8-11
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Nominal (Red—Stop)
1-7

POINTS

6. Library Research Methods Assessment Report

Student Learning in Library Research Instruction
for Seminar and Critical Writing, Reading and Research I & II
Assessment Report for Academic Year 2011--‐2012
Reported by Debbie Campbell, Instructional Services Coordinator
July 15th, 2012

Abstract
Staley Library’s instruction program seeks to empower students to become information literate individuals
who are confident in their information seeking abilities, able to apply critical thinking skills in the retrieval
and evaluation of information, and capable of growing into life--‐long learners. Thus, it follows that the
program is designed not only to teach information retrieval skills, but also the importance of the critical
analysis and evaluation of information used in academic research and everyday life.
Integrated into the first year core sequence, the research instruction program assesses student learning
through the use of a pre--‐test completed prior to library instruction in IN150 and post--‐test completed after
library instruction in IN151. Results from academic year 2011--‐2012 show an increase in average scores
from the pre--‐ to the post--‐test components, as well as improvement on individual questions. Overall, the
student learning in the research instruction program continues to be strong.

Goals
The research instruction program corresponds directly with CWRR learning outcome goal #3: “Conduct
research to participate in academic inquiry.” The purpose of research instruction for CWRR is stated in
Staley Library’s four CWRR learning goals:
1. The student will identify the use and purpose of the Library’s resources available via its web
pages, including the differentiation between Library--‐provided resources and Internet resources.
2. The student will recognize what constitutes plagiarism through a discussion on how to avoid it,
and how to cite sources.
3. The student will demonstrate an understanding of basic concepts of information retrieval and
database function by successfully outlining a search strategy that demonstrates the ability to
retrieve appropriate and relevant periodical articles, books, and Internet resources.
4. The student will demonstrate the application of evaluative criteria in the selection of information,
regardless of source or format, through exercises that demonstrate their ability to differentiate
resources.
These goals correspond with the University--‐wide learning goals:
1. Millikin students will prepare for professional success.
2. Millikin students will actively engage in the responsibilities of citizenship in their communities.
3. Millikin students will discover and develop a personal life of meaning and value.
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The table below shows how Staley Library’s learning goals relate to University--‐wide learning goals:
Learning Goal
The student will identify the use and
purpose of the Library’s resources available
via its web pages, including the
differentiation between Library--‐provided
resources and Internet resources.
The student will recognize what constitutes
plagiarism through a discussion on a how to
avoid it, and how to cite sources.
The student will demonstrate an
understanding of basic concepts of
information retrieval and database function
by successfully outlining a search strategy
that demonstrates the ability to retrieve
appropriate and relevant periodical articles,
books, and Internet resources.
The student will demonstrate the
application of evaluative criteria in the
selection of information, regardless of
source or format, through exercises that
demonstrate their ability to differentiate
resources.

Corresponding MU Learning Goal
Number(s)
1, 3

1, 2

1, 3

1, 3

Snapshot
The research and instruction librarians devote a majority of their in--‐class instructional activities to the first-‐year core courses--‐ CWRR and University Seminar. The 2011--‐2012 academic year was the first year of the
2:2 instruction model--‐ two sessions in the fall and two sessions in the spring (see last year’s
instruction report for more details on the development of this model). The fall sessions could be taught in
either Seminar or CWRR as the respective core course professors saw fit (2 sessions per cohort); the two
spring sessions are both taught in CWRR as there is no spring Seminar equivalent.
During the 2011--‐2012 academic year, the librarians conducted 69 sessions (43 sections) for in--‐sequence
CWRR classes, 24 sessions (21 sections) for in--‐sequence Seminar classes, 6 sessions (4 sections) for the
off--‐sequence CWRR classes, and 2 sessions (1 section) for the PACE CWRR classes.
Debbie Campbell coordinates the research instruction program, and shares in the instruction with
librarians Rachel Bicicchi, Cindy Fuller (director), Denise Green, and Amanda Pippitt. The Instructional
Services Coordinator, as with the other librarians, reports to the Library Director.

The Learning Story
The average Millikin student’s introduction to college--‐level research begins in his/her first year through
the first year core courses--‐ CWRR and University Seminar. Although most first--‐year students are
comfortable with technology, their skills as “digital natives” do not necessarily translate into well--‐
developed information seeking skills. Anecdotal evidence shows that, like most college freshmen, those
students entering Millikin display an over--‐reliance on the free web for information and do not critically
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evaluate the information that they use. The Research and Instruction Librarians play an integral part in
preparing students to become information--‐savvy. Through hands--‐on sessions the librarians introduce
students to the library catalog and article databases, as well as how to evaluate different sources and
formats of information. By coordinating with the Seminar and CWRR cohort professors to appropriately
time the library session(s) within the course content, the students are able to learn, practice, and apply
these skills in a way that makes them relevant to their research needs.

Assessment Methods
Pre and Post--‐Test Assessment Methods
The 2011--‐2012 academic year was the sixth complete year of data collected via a pre--‐ and post--‐test. This
test has taken various forms and utilized various technologies to mediate the assessment (all as
documented in prior instruction reports).
For the 2011--‐2012 academic year, the two part pre--‐test was administered via Moodle before the students
met with a librarian in the fall; the post--‐test was administered in the spring also via Moodle, either during
the second library session in IN151 or as an assignment following the session.
The twenty questions that comprise the first part of the test were based on the Project Information
Literacy report entitled, “Truth Be Told: How College Students Evaluate and Use Information in the Digital
Age.” Students were asked to rank on a scale from 1 to 5 (with 1 being “Always Difficult” and 5 being
“Never Difficult”) how they felt about different stages of the research process. This first part of the
assessment is designed to measure the students’ confidence level with the academic research process
(affective learning), instead of measuring the students’ actual level of skill. All questions are assessed in
the following Pre and Post--‐Test Data section.
The second portion of the assessment includes more traditional library assessment questions; they assess
the students’ level of proficiency with an information literacy skill or behavior. Half of the questions in the
second portion are multiple choice, requiring the students to choose between a set of provided answers.
However, instead of all questions being multiple choice as in assessment from years past, half of the
questions in this second part of the assessment are open ended. To achieve a comparable pre and post
test measurement for these open ended questions, student answers were individually assessed and scored
using a rubric with ratings of 0 to 3. The simple rubric is as follows: 0 = stated explanation “I don’t know”
or similar reply, 1 = answer completely wrong, 2 = answer partially correct. 3 = answer completely correct.
Once each student’s answer was scored with this rating of 0 to 3, the average was taken. Data from the
second portion of the assessment is assessed in the following Pre and Post--‐Test Data section below. Note:
The average is calculated from those who submitted an answer; the variables for why the question was left
blank are too numerable to calculate, and so if the question was left blank by the
student, it does not figure into the calculations.
Other forms of evaluation for the Library Instruction Program:
The scope of this report is to assess Library Instruction within the first--‐year core curriculum, as such, it
focuses upon the pre and post test designed by the librarians. However, there are multiple methods of
assessment that the Instruction Coordinator considers when evaluating the program as a whole, and
planning instruction session content each year.
In addition to the formalized library instruction sessions for the first--‐year core curriculum courses, the
new students have traditionally participated in a library self--‐guided tour during the first month of the fall
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semester. Library research literature (and a survey of some of our own students during Fall 2010) has
shown that many students experience "library anxiety" when first visiting academic libraries. The purpose
of the self--‐guided tour is to help the students become familiar with the library so that they can feel
comfortable while studying, researching, relaxing, and locating resources at the library, know who they
can ask for assistance, and have hands--‐on practice in locating the library materials they will learn of
through library instruction. For Fall 2011, the self--‐guided tour was designed as an indoor, 5--‐hole
miniature golf course. “Tickets” for the tour were handed out in the University Seminar classes by the
librarians. The students putted for par while answering a worksheet designed to teach them about the
library as a place. Each librarian paired with the first--‐year cohort marked and returned the completed
worksheets to the Seminar professors. While the assessment of the tour was informal in that no
cumulative data was compiled during 2011--‐2012, each librarian was able to answer questions written by
students on the worksheets, make comments about student observations, and connect with the students
during the first month of the school year.
As a new assessment method beginning in Fall 2011, the Instructional Services Coordinator created a
Faculty Assessment of Library Instruction survey comprised of 9 questions housed in the Millikin survey
system. At the end of each semester, the Instruction Coordinator sends an email with a link to the survey to
every campus faculty member within whose class library instruction was conducted. The faculty can then
give anonymous or signed feedback, which we will use to continually improve library instruction. To view
this survey in its entirety, please email the Instruction Coordinator.

Pre and Post--‐Test Assessment Data
Brief Summary:
Fall Pre--‐Test: total avg. score= 65%
• Part 1: avg. score on a 5 point scale, where 1 is Always Difficult and 5 is Never Difficult= 3.1 or
62%
• Part 2: Multiple Choice: avg. percentage of students answering question correct = 68%
Open Ended: avg. on 3 point scale, where 1 is wrong and 3 is completely correct= 1.91 or
64%
Spring Post--‐Test: total avg. score= 75%
• Part 1: avg. score on a 5 point scale, where 1 is Always Difficult and 5 is Never Difficult= 3.23 or 65%
• Part 2: Multiple Choice: avg. percentage of students answering question correct = 72%
Open Ended: avg. on 3 point scale, where 1 is wrong and 3 is completely correct = 2.61 or
87%
The lack of participation for the post--‐test is a continuing problem for library assessment.
*Out of approximately 500 first year students for the 2011--‐2012 year, in the Fall semester 283 students
responded to Part 1 of the Pre--‐Test assessment, 234 students responded to Part 2.
*For Spring Semester, 106 students responded to Part 1 of the Post--‐Test assessment, and 91 students
responded to Part 2.
Our data cannot fully be representative of the entire class of 2015.
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Analysis of Assessment Results by Library Instruction Goal:
Grouping each of the quiz questions with the corresponding Staley Library learning goal(s) allows the
librarians to measure the effectiveness of instruction towards each goal. The ratings for this portion of the
assessment have historically been based on the multiple choice percentages that coincided with the CWRR
Artifact Performance Indicators Scale (Based on Percents): Nominal (Red--‐Stop) 0--‐52%, Adequate (Yellow—
Caution) 53--‐74%, Excellent (Green--‐Go) 75--‐100%. However, due to the nature of this two part

assessment, the Instruction Coordinator is monitoring the overall improvement of
student confidence and performance on the library goals, more than a seeking a
specific percentage.

The following explanation will explore the interpretation that instruction continues to be successful.
Learning Goal
1. Library Resources

2. Plagiarism/Citing
Sources

3. Retrieval of
Information

4. Evaluation of
Information

Question Numbers:
P1--‐5 *
P1--‐6
P1--‐8
PreTest Avg.= 64%
PostTest Avg.= 67%

Question Numbers:
P1--‐16
P1--‐17
P1--‐18
PreTest Avg.= 60%
PostTest Avg.= 65%

Question Numbers:
P1--‐2
P1--‐3
P1--‐4
PreTest Avg.= 61%
PostTest Avg.= 63%

Question Numbers:
P1--‐7
P1--‐9
P1--‐10
P1--‐11
PreTest Avg.= 62%
PostTest Avg.= 65%

P2--‐5
PreTest Avg.= 80%
PostTest Avg.= 86%

P2--‐8
PreTest Avg.= 73%
PostTest Avg.= 74%

P2--‐2
PreTest Avg.= 60%
PostTest Avg.= 76%

Total for LG 1
PreTest Avg.= 68%
PostTest Avg.= 72%
Improvement= 4%

Total for LG 2
PreTest Avg.= 64%
PostTest Avg.= 68%
Improvement= 4%

Total for LG 3
PreTest Avg.= 61%
PostTest Avg.= 66%
Improvement= 5%

P2--‐3
P2--‐4
P2--‐6
P2--‐7
PreTest Avg.= 64%
PostTest Avg.= 74%
Total for LG 4
PreTest Avg.= 63%
PostTest Avg.= 70%
Improvement = 7%

*P# refers to the part of the assessment, Part 1 or Part 2; the number following the dash is the question number within that part.
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Analysis of Assessment Results for Part 1:

This first part of the assessment is designed to measure the students’ confidence level with the academic
research process (affective learning), instead of measuring the students’ actual level of skill. The twenty
questions that comprise Part 1 of the assessment were based on the Project Information Literacy report
entitled, “Truth Be Told: How College Students Evaluate and Use Information in the Digital Age.” Students
were asked to rank on a scale from 1 to 5 (with 1 being “Always Difficult” and 5 being “Never Difficult”)
how they felt about different stages of the research process.
Student scores (confidence) on Part 1 increased for 17 out of 20 questions as seen in the following Table
2.
This data is presented graphically in Chart 2 for easier comprehension.
As we are looking at the students’ responses in aggregate as opposed to tracking each student individually,
we are unable to provide certain contextualization for why scores on three questions decreased from pre
to post--‐test. As the pre--‐test was taken during the first month at college, the assumption could be made that
the reading, note--‐taking, and motivation needed for college level work is more difficult than students had
initially expected, thus with that realization, their belief in their ability to do these activities easily has
decreased.
All questions reflected in the library instruction goals show improvement in student comfort from pre
test to post test with the most significant improvement in Question 5 “Finding articles through research
databases”. Students also are more comfortable with knowing whether a website is credible (Q. 7),
evaluating sources (Q.11), and topic narrowing (Q. 3). Many of the other skills included as part of this
assessment are believed by the librarians to be taught by CWRR faculty, including Q. 17, knowing how to
cite a source in the correct format.
The data derived from averaging together all of the questions is presented below in Table 1 and the
corresponding Graph 1. Due to the inconsistent assessment completion rates, it is difficult to compare the
total number of students who answer at each rating level, but analysis of the percentage of students
answering with each rating level allows for comparisons. At the end of the first year, more students overall
ranked these necessary research skills as “5--‐ Not Difficult,” and Graph 1 displays the upward shift in the
percentage of students reporting at each level.
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Table 1--‐ Average of student rankings for pre--‐test and post test.

Fall Pre--‐Test:
Rating given on
scale of 1 to 5

Percent of
students
answering
with rating

Total
number of
students
answering
with rating

Spring Post--‐
Test:
Rating given on
scale of 1 to 5

Percent of
students
answering
with rating

Total
number of
students
answering
with rating

Not difficult 5
4
3
2

8.05%
27.20%
38.10%
20.26%

22.85
77.25
108.2
57.55

Not difficult 5
4
3
2

14.30%
25.33%
36.40%
17.01%

15.3
27.1
38.95
18.2

Always Difficult
1

6.39%

18.15

Always Difficult
1

6.96%

7.45

Graph 1--‐ Average of student rankings for pre--‐test and post test.
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To read more about how the results of this portion of the assessment will affect library instruction, read the
Improvements section of this report.
Table 2. –Comparison of Student Ratings, Pre--‐ to Post--‐Test for Part 1.
PreTest PostTest: Points
Percentage
PreTest:
PostTest:
Question—Scale of 1--‐5:
: Fall
Change
Change
Spring
Fall
Spring
1= IS difficult
Average
Average
Average
Average
5= is NOT difficult
Points
Points
Percentage Percentage

1. Getting started on the
assignment.
2. Defining a topic for the
assignment.
3. Narrowing down a topic.
4. Coming up with search terms.
5. Finding articles in the research
databases on the Library’s website.
(examples include EBSCO, JSTOR,
ProQuest, etc.)
6. Finding sources to use out on
the web: Il(example--‐ Google,
Wikipedia, websites).
7. Determining whether a website
is credible or not.
8. Figuring out where to find
sources in different parts of the
library.
9. Finding up--‐to--‐date materials.
10. Having to sort through all the
irrelevant results I get to find what
I need.
11. Evaluating the sources that I’ve
found.
12. Reading through the material.
13. Taking notes.
14. Integrating different sources
from my research into my
assignment.
15. The writing part.
16. Knowing when I should cite a
source.
17. Knowing how to cite a source
in the right format.
18. Knowing whether or not my
use of a source, in certain
circumstances, constitutes
plagiarism.

2.64

2.53

--‐0.11

52.8%

50.6%

--‐2.20%

2.99

3.00

0.01

59.8%

60.0%

0.20%

3.00
3.21
2.95

3.14
3.31
3.27

0.14
0.10
0.32

60.0%
64.2%
59.0%

62.8%
66.2%
65.4%

2.80%
2.00%
6.40%

3.66

3.70

0.04

73.2%

74.0%

0.80%

3.11

3.35

0.24

62.2%

67.0%

4.80%

3.00

3.12

0.12

60.0%

62.4%

2.40%

3.09
2.93

3.25
2.97

0.16
0.04

61.8%
58.6%

65.0%
59.4%

3.20%
0.80%

3.15

3.40

0.25

63.0%

68.0%

5.00%

3.56
3.76
3.27

3.44
3.68
3.34

--‐0.12
--‐0.08
0.07

71.2%
75.2%
65.4%

68.8%
73.6%
66.8%

--‐2.40%
--‐1.60%
1.40%

3.09
3.13

3.20
3.33

0.11
0.20

61.8%
62.6%

64.0%
66.6%

2.20%
4.00%

2.68

3.10

0.42

53.6%

62.0%

8.40%

3.18

3.37

0.19

62.6%

67.4%

4.80%
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19. Deciding whether or not I’m
doneIl.
20. Knowing whether or not I’ve
done a good job on the assignment.

2.96

3.10

0.14

59.2%

62.0%

2.80%

2.68

2.99

0.31

53.6%

59.8%

6.20%

Total Average:

3.102

3.2295

0.127
5

62.0%

64.6%

2.60%
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