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A Presentation and Discussion of Results



Overview

 3-4:15 – Presentations by 2013-14 Assessment Grant 
Recipients
 Beth DePalma Digeser, History 
 Susannah Scott and Mike Gordon, Chemical Engineering, and 

Dr. Lubella Lenaburg, Center for Science and Engineering 
Partnerships

 Linda Adler-Kassner, Writing Program
 Paige Digeser and Lorraine McDonnell, Political Science
 Kelly Bedard and Jon Sonstelie, Economics

 Closing remarks: Interim EVC Joel Michaelsen

 4:15-5:30 Reception hosted by Interim EVC Joel Michaelsen



Department of History



 Research requirement in the major: either a 
proseminar (P), directed readings (DR), two-quarter 
history of public policy senior thesis, or two-quarter 
honors seminar

 Full range of skills (historical questions, 
finding/analyzing sources, evaluating context, crafting 
argument)

 Faculty members report anecdotally that students are 
poorly preparedhence DR



 Do students taking different course sequences perform 
differently?

 Do students taking a cluster of courses in the area of 
the P or DR perform differently?

 Result: we’re all above average…. (61% A range)



 Hired Chris Kegerreis to conduct 30-60 minute 
interviews with 41 faculty members about their 
experiences teaching their courses

 Chris collected & analyzed syllabi and handouts, 
seeking to know…



 What do faculty see as the most common obstacles to 
student success in P, DR and two-quarter seminars?

 How do faculty structure their courses to help students 
acquire the skills needed for good research writing?

 What types of assignments do faculty give in earlier 
courses to help students acquire these skills?



 Vast majority identified a range of significant obstacles 
to student success, but still think majors should write a 
major research paper

 More students enrolled in P courses; more faculty 
taught P courses

 Approaches to DR courses vary widely & people 
wanted goals clarified

 Majors have few opportunities to develop research 
skills in other department courses

 Perception on students’ part is that DR courses are 
harder (separate survey)



 Incorporate “low stakes” research assignments across 
the curriculum

 Teaching workshops
 Faculty retreat…



 Teaching workshops
 Low stakes research assignments
 New courses:

 Research seminar (required): goal as capstone, guidance on 
primary sources, archives, field specific methods, instructor 
can choose focus or theme, some common readings ok, 15-25 
page paper; 15 students

 Reading seminar (encouraged): 20 students, 12-25 p paper, 
common readings across most of the quarter

 Evaluate a couple of years in to the new arrangement



Assessment of Technical Writing Skills 
Acquisition in Chemical Engineering

2013-14 UCSB Assessment Grant

Prof. Susannah Scott, Chem. Engr.
Prof. Michael Gordon, Chem. Engr.

Dr. Lubella Lenaburg, CSEP
Ms. Anne Emerson Leak, CSEP

14 May 2014



Technical writing is a critical skill
ABET (Accreditation Board for 
Engineering and Technology)

Student Learning Outcome: 
• the ability to communicate effectively 

through written reports and oral 
presentations 

(Even) for engineering graduates,
effective communication is one of skills 
employers rate most desirable.

Most of the current Chemical 
Engineering curriculum focuses on 
developing technical skills.



Two, 1-quarter lab courses (Jr/Sr years)
8 experiments (10 hrs in lab/expt.)

Hands-on training in ChE unit operations

8 written reports
Only discipline-specific training in technical 
writing

ChE 180A/B laboratory courses

Problem areas
• No formal instruction in technical writing
• Non-uniform expectations for, and 

grading of, reports
• Widespread frustration among both 

students and faculty
• High faculty turnover



Our assessment project
Goal:   Train Chemical Engineering students for 

greater proficiency in technical writing

Approach
• Identify and clearly articulate faculty expectations 

for writing
• Assess quality of student writing and instructor 

feedback
• Provide basis for course improvement by 

identifying more effective instructional strategies



Prior to revising ChE 180B:
• Develop rubric to evaluate written lab reports
• Use rubric to assess representative sample of lab 

reports from 2010-13 ChE 180A/B cohorts

After revising ChE 180B:
• Use rubric to assess lab reports of 9 student groups 

from W14 cohort
• Conduct student surveys and focus group interviews

Assessment methodology



Components of the new rubric
Content
• Abstract
• Introduction & theory
• Description of apparatus
• Experimental procedure
• Results
• Analysis and discussion of results

– Results of experiment in context of lab objectives are given
– Critical assessment of results given (data quality, models, problems)
– Recommendations for future lab experiments

Writing mechanics
– Logical layout, idea flow, and formatting
– Appropriate level of descriptive detail
– Ability to write concisely



• Major deficiencies in areas requiring interpretation and 
summarizing

2010-13 content assessment
adequate weak absent



• Overall weakness suggests need for more formal instruction

 2014 ChE 180A/B courses revised in light of these findings

2010-13 writing mechanics assessment
Excellent Very Good Could be better Poor



• Clear expectations for reports (students given rubric)
• Useful technical writing instruction and pre-lab 

assignments
• Greater availability of professors
• Helpful and timely written and verbal feedback on 

lab reports
• Functioning lab equipment and lab notebook 

support

Changes in W14 ChE 180B course



• Overall reduction in missing content
• General improvement in all content areas

W14 content assessment
adequate weak absent

Report #1
Report #4



• Modest increase in writing skills seen across the board
• Hypothesis: significant improvement in writing mechanics 

requires earlier intervention (prior to lab courses)

W14 writing mechanics assessment
Report #1
Report #4

Excellent Very Good Could be better Poor



2014-15 UCSB Assessment Grant
“Assessing the Integration of Technical Writing Instruction in Upper 
Division Chemical Engineering Coursework”

• Continue to modify and assess ChE lab courses
– ChE 180A (S14), ChE 180B (W15), ChE 180A (S15) 

• Broaden faculty involvement
– Scott, Gordon, Helgeson, O’Malley

• Incorporate technical writing into earlier courses and assess 
subsequent impact on lab reports
– ChE 128: Separations & ChE 132B: Numerical Methods (F14)
– ChE 120B: Heat Transfer (W15)

Next steps

Long-term goal: Formulate integrated, program-wide 
plan for technical writing instruction in ChE




GE Area A Assessment
English Reading and Composition

Linda Adler-Kassner
Christopher Dean

Randalyn Browning
UCSB Writing Program faculty



Assessment Questions

• To what extent does the writing of selected lower division 
students demonstrate achievement of the revised goals of 
Writing 2 (the course fulfilling the Area A1 requirement) at a 
consistent or general level?

• To what extent does the writing of selected upper division 
students demonstrate achievement of the goals of upper 
division writing courses (courses fulfilling the Area A2 
requirement in the Writing 105, Writing 107, and Writing 109 
sequences and in English 10) at a consistent or general level? 



Area A Outcomes

Students who successfully complete two required Area A courses will be able to: 

• Produce writing that demonstrates the ability to conduct inquiry in specific 
contexts using appropriate sources (e.g., academic and non-academic sources; 
digital and print sources) and methods 

• Apply analysis of purposes, audiences, and contexts for writing to the production 
of written work 

• Use flexible processes for writing, reading, research, and analysis to formulate and 
express ideas 

• Reflect on processes for writing, reading, and analysis and consider the 
relationships between those processes and specific purposes, audiences, and 
contexts for writing 

• Develop and apply strategies to address unintentional violations of conventions of 
content, form, citation, style, mechanics, and syntax 



Area A courses/focus

• A1 (Writing 2): Strategies for studying writing in specific 
contexts (i.e., disciplines and interdisciplines). 
— Fulfilled only by Writing 2

• A2: Study of and practice with writing in specific contexts. 
— Fulfilled by Writing 105, 107, 109 courses and by 

English 10.

• WP annual GE enrollments=7500 students

• English 10 annual enrollment=400-500 students



In this assessment

• Writing 2 (also 2Engineering)
• Writing 105 (study of writing and writing in inter/cross-disciplinary contexts)

– 105M, Multimedia Writing
– 105PD, Writing and Public Discourse
– 105R, Writing and Rhetoric
– 105C, Creative Non-Fiction

• Writing 107 (writing in professional contexts)
– 107B, Writing for Business and Administration
– 107G, Professional Writing for Global Careers

• Writing 109 (writing in academic contexts)
– 109SS, Writing for Social Sciences
– 109HU, Writing for Humanities
– 109HP, Writing for Health Professions
– 109ST, Writing for Science and Technology

• English 10

313 total student submissions (some comprised of multiple pieces)



Process

September 2013-April 2014
Faculty workshops, iterative review, piloting, revision to create 
scoring guides that address two questions:
1. What do characteristics of the Area A1/A2 outcomes look 

like in <this class>?
2. Working from existing student writing, what does:

– Exemplary
– Proficient
– Developing

work with this outcome look like in <this class>? 





GE Area A Assessment – PRELIMINARY Results Part 1



Results part 2

• Intensive discussions about qualities associated with 
outcomes in 9 high-enrolling WP courses and English 10

• Articulation of characteristics of 
exemplary/proficient/developing work with these qualities

• Analysis of scoring 



Next steps

• English 10 reading: end of spring term
• Writing Program efforts have led to:

– Work by WP course committees on course-level 
outcomes and curriculum guides/guidelines

– Attention to (/revisions of) assignments used to 
achieve outcomes for A2 in different courses

– Consideration of Area A outcomes



______________________________________________________

______________________________________________________

ASSESSING PROGRAM LEARNING 
OUTCOMES THROUGH STUDENT WORK

Paige Digeser Lisa Argyle
Lorraine McDonnell   Cecilia Farfan-Mendez

Margarita Safronova

DEPARTMENT OF POLITICAL SCIENCE



______________________________________________________

______________________________________________________

RESEARCH QUESTION
1. Can coverage and student mastery of the Department's PLOs 

be validly measured through student work?

2. Can we achieve acceptable levels of reliability using graduate 
students to score the sampled work?

3. With a modest budget can a portfolio assessment be 
maintained on an ongoing basis, including drawing the 
student sample, collecting multiple pieces of work over 
several years, scoring it, and using the results to inform 
program improvement efforts?



______________________________________________________

______________________________________________________

RATIONALE FOR A 
PORTFOLIO STRATEGY

Standardized assessments for measuring mastery of 
political science content do not reflect our 
curriculum, so we had to develop a feasible 
alternative.  Our approach is consistent with 
emerging national efforts to measure learning using 
student course assignments (Chronicle of Higher 
Education, 4/25/14, p. 16)



______________________________________________________

______________________________________________________

METHODOLOGY
• Six faculty operationalized the PLOs by identifying four 

or five dimensions that define major components of each.

• Ladder faculty reported levels of PLO/dimension 
coverage for undergraduate courses ("major emphasis," 
"moderately covered," "briefly taught," and "not taught"). 
A curriculum map was prepared.

• Coursework was collected from a sample of 59 students 
over three quarters from an average of 2.4 
courses/student.  Final exams and papers were collected 
from 18 courses; midterms were also collected in eight of 
them (artifact N=341).



______________________________________________________

______________________________________________________

METHODOLOGY (cont.)
• Scoring rubrics developed to measure PLO/dimension 

coverage and to gauge student mastery at four levels on 
five criteria (substantive understanding, argument, 
evidence, clarity and style, and structure).

• All assignments were double-coded, and the scores 
moderated.  Decisions made in developing scoring rubrics 
and coding procedures were documented.

• Data analysis estimated the match between PLO coverage 
reported on the curriculum map and in course 
assignments, and on student mastery controlling for level 
of coverage.



______________________________________________________

______________________________________________________

PRELIMINARY FINDINGS
• Student mastery of majority of PLOs increases as they take more 

courses.  For example, average score on effective writing PLO is 
40% higher for students who have taken four or more political 
science courses (2.3 on a four-point scale), as compared with those 
who have taken only one course (1.64).
– However, there are some anomalies--most likely due to the course sample and the 

truncated time period for the project.  Further investigation is needed for one or two 
PLOs, but we expect the overall result to hold.

• There is a high degree of agreement between ladder faculty's self-
reports about level of PLO coverage in their courses and the 
graduate coders' assessment of coverage in course assignments 
(correlation=.83 fall 2013; .87 winter 2014).

NB: Coders did not see the curriculum map based on faculty self-reports until they had 
completed all the coding of assignments.



______________________________________________________

______________________________________________________

TENTATIVE IMPLICATIONS OF 
PILOT STUDY

• PLO coverage and student mastery can be measured through course 
assignments. (Research Q. 1)

• Although coding of two assignments (typically a paper and final 
exam) produces a reasonably valid measure of PLO coverage, some 
coverage is lost (e.g., if a final exam does not cover the entire 
course).  Trade off: greater content validity, but higher data 
collection costs.

• Acceptable levels of inter-coder reliability can be reached.  
However, the graduate RAs' initial role as co-designers of the pilot 
means that we have not yet routinized training and score 
moderation for successive groups of coders. (Research Q. 2)



______________________________________________________

______________________________________________________

TENTATIVE IMPLICATIONS OF 
PILOT STUDY (cont.)

• Because of the additional costs of designing and 
conducting a pilot study, we do not yet have an accurate 
cost estimate for an operational system. (Research Q. 3)
‒ An operational portfolio assessment would extend over several years 

and four courses for each sampled student cohort. Student cohorts 
would be sampled every two or three years.

• Even our preliminary findings suggest areas for 
discussion about program improvement (e.g, the 
differential emphasis given PLOs across courses).




Economics Assessment
Test of Understanding in College Economics (TUCE)

Kelly Bedard and Jon Sonstelie, Department of Economics 



Test of Understanding in College 
Economics (TUCE)

• Developed by the National Council on Economic 
Education

• Nationally normed

• Microeconomics and Macroeconomics



Microeconomics Test

• The Basic Economic Problem (scarcity, opportunity cost, choice)

• Markets and Price Determination (determinants of supply and demand, 
utility, elasticity, price ceilings and floors)

• Theories of the Firm (revenues, costs, marginal analysis, market structures)

• Factor Markets (wages, rents, interest, profits, income distribution)

• The (Microeconomic) Role of Government in a Market Economy (public 
goods, maintaining competition, externalities, taxation, income 
redistribution, public choice)

• International Economics (comparative advantage, trade barriers, exchange 
rates)



Our Sample

• We tested 1738 students in late September and 
early October 2014

• 10 questions from the 30 question TUCE test

• Questions were randomly drawn within topics

• There were 6 different forms



Test Scores at a Glance

• Test scores converted to 30 point equivalent

Score Sample Size

Econ 9 11.3 189
Econ 1 13.9 547
Econ 10A 15.4 512
Econ UD 17.3 373



TUCE Norming 
Sample

UCSB 
Students

TUCE Norming 
Sample

UCSB 
Students

Year Standing GPA
Freshman 9.4 13.9 2.00-2.99 8.8 13.9
Sophomore 9.4 14.9 3.00-4.00 9.7 15.6
Junior 9.4 14.6
Senior 9.4 16.4 Major / Intended Major

Economics 10.5 15.8
Gender Non-Economics 9.6 13.2
Women 9.0 13.5
Men 9.6 15.8 Number of Economics Courses

None 9.2 13.2
Race/Ethnicity One 9.7 --
White 9.5 15.6 Two 9.8 15.5
African-American/Black 8.3 13.7 Three 9.7 --
Hispanic/Latino 9.4 14.0 Four or More 12.5 17.3
American Indian/Alaska Native 9.8 15.4
Other 9.3 14.7

Institution Type
Associate's College 9.4 --
Baccalaureate College 9.7 --
Master's College / University 9.2 --
Doctoral/Research University 9.7 14.9



Transfer Students and Minorities

Econ 10A Econ UD Econ 10A Econ UD Econ 10A Econ UD

Econ Major
Freshman Entry 17.7 18.9 18.7 19.6 18.9 18.7
Transfer 13.7 17.8 14.6 17.8 13.0 20.4

Econ & Acc Major
Freshman Entry 16.6 17.8 15.5 18.1 15.2 19.5
Transfer 14.0 16.1 15.3 17.0 15.6 23.3

Chicano/LatinoWhiteAll



Correct Answers by Area

Econ 9 Econ 1 Econ 10A Econ UD
Number of 
Questions

Basic 0.31 0.57 0.51 0.61 2
Markets and Prices 0.38 0.47 0.52 0.59 6
Theories of the Firm 0.32 0.44 0.47 0.56 9
Factor Markets 0.42 0.46 0.52 0.56 3
The Role of Government 0.41 0.40 0.52 0.59 7
International Economics 0.51 0.64 0.61 0.58 3

Fraction Correct Answers



Correct Answers by Area

For Comparison

Econ 1 Econ 10A Econ UD Econ 10A Econ UD 

Basic 0.57 0.58 0.67 0.43 0.59
Markets and Prices 0.47 0.58 0.62 0.46 0.58
Theories of the Firm 0.44 0.49 0.58 0.45 0.53
Factor Markets 0.46 0.55 0.58 0.47 0.51
The Role of Government 0.40 0.56 0.68 0.47 0.56
International Economics 0.64 0.68 0.61 0.53 0.500.59 0.59

Freshman Entry Transfer



2014-15 Assessment Grants

 Chemical Engineering: Follow up on 2013-14 grant

 Mechanical Engineering/Chemical Engineering: Ethics in 
engineering curriculum

 GE Area C: Assessment of students’ perceptions of 
courses and their usefulness

 History: Assessment of graduate perceptions of SLOs

 Political Science:  Follow up on 2013-14 grant

 Sociology: Defining ‘critical thinking’



Upcoming Assessment Council Events 

Creating a Climate of Responsiveness for Learning and 
Writing: Better Learning Through Better Feedback

Dr. Chris Thaiss, Clark Kerr Presidential Chair and 
Professor, Writing Program, UC Davis

Friday, May 30, 2pm (with reception to follow)

Loma Pelona Center
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