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The First-Year English program offers English 1001 

and 1002 to approximately 80% of each incoming 

class of first-year students, over the past three years 

averaging 1,577 English 1001 students in the Fall 

and 1,420 English 1002 students in the Spring. A 

common syllabus is used across all sections of the 

courses by instructors who may be teaching one to 

three sections in a given semester.  The average 

number of instructors, including ESL sections, has 

been 57 in the fall and 52 in the spring.  Class size is 

capped at 20.  The box to the right listing the 

learning outcomes for the UCCS Rhetoric 

Knowledge Area appears on the first page of every 

course guide for English 1001 or English 1002, and 

all instructors are required to paste the outcomes 

into their individual syllabi/policy statements, which 

they in turn post on D2L.
1
 These core outcomes are 

also posted on the First-Year English (FYE) Web 

page.  
 

FYE students write one major paper in each of four 

units—instructional segments—in each course, then one brief reflective essay at the end of each course.  

The units are defined by the rhetorical aim of the culminating paper and by content themes.
2
  Specific 

unit-by-unit objectives for student learning break down the broad UCCS outcomes into smaller tasks for 

instructional focus.  The broad learning outcomes as well as the outcomes pertinent to good quality unit 

papers shape our work in the classroom as well as at our desks when we are conferring with students or 

responding to and grading their papers.   
 

To assess the learning that is fostered by FYE classes, we use both direct and indirect measurements.  

Currently, we have the following three measurement methods in place:  

1. Direct measurement (the focus of this report) through analytical scoring of a random sample of 

student performance on a sample of unit outcomes for each unit paper in English 1001 

(RhetComp 1 or RC1) in the Fall and English 1002 (RhetComp 2 or RC2) in the Spring—i.e., 

papers from each course are sampled when the vast majority of FYE students are enrolled in it.   

2. Indirect Measurement via a student self-report survey about learning at the end RhetComp 2 

classes in Spring (not included in this report)  

3. Indirect measurement via an instructor survey at the end of RC 2 in Spring (not included in this 

report).   

                                                           
1
 Since the program operates from a common syllabus, individual instructors distribute (and post to D2L) what 

we call Policy Statements, which announce matters such as attendance policy, paper due dates, and the basis for 

grade calculation.  To maintain flexibility, most instructors distribute unit calendars and assignment sheets 

separately at the beginning of each unit. 
2
 Appendix A presents an overview of the assignments for each unit of the two courses. 

Learning Outcomes 
University Core of Common Studies 

Rhetoric Knowledge Area 
 
At the completion of core studies, the 
student will be able to: 

1. Use rhetorical strategies and 
processes to analyze and compose 
texts.  

2. Produce effective written, visual and 
oral texts, given diverse purposes, 
genres and audiences. 

3. Explain the importance of ethics in 
academic, civic, and professional 
applications of rhetoric. 
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Overview of This Report 
 

Direct Measurement, Findings and Commentary 

A. Oral Briefings, English 1002 Spring 2012 

B. Ethics Reflections, English 1002, Spring 2012 

C. Three-year Comparison of Outcomes Sampling from Unit Papers, 2009–2012 

1. English 1001, four unit papers 

2. English 1002, four unit papers 

 

Appendices 

A. Assignment Sequence for English 1001 and 1002 

B. Scoring Rubrics for English 1001 and 1002 

C. Sample Assignment Sheet for English 1002 Ethics and Rhetoric reflection w/ Rubric 

D. Sample Reporting/Tally Forms 

 

 

Direct Measurement 
 
As described in the introduction, we do analytical assessment of a random sampling of performance on a 

sampling of student papers throughout each semester with one quarter of the instructional staff supplying 

data for students in one section for each unit.  (See Appendix A for an overview of the unit paper 

assignments.)  In Spring, this sampling includes data regarding outcomes on oral briefings and the ethics 

reflection.  In effect, the sampling process yields 10 different reports—one for each of eight formal papers 

during the academic year, a report on oral presentations across all English 1002 units, and one on the 

ethics reflection at the end of English 1002.
3
  The tables presented on pages 3–16 summarize and compare 

the data collected over the past three years.  Note: Although these tables present summative assessment 

regarding students’ performance in each unit, the data should be understood as reflecting formative 

learning processes as students progress through each semester and across the two courses. 
 

The scoring rubrics in effect for both FYE classes during the academic years (AY) 2009–2010 are 

attached in Appendix B.  AY 2009–2010 is the first year covered in the data tables presented in this report 

because it is the first year of the current sequence of themes and rhetorical goals for the eight unit papers.  

Some rubric descriptors were changed during 2010–2011 and 2011–2012 to accommodate changed 

textbooks or reading themes, but these changes were not substantial.  Furthermore, the outcomes set forth 

in these rubrics closely match those used during AY 2002–2008, but with a different sequence of 

assignments and different readings. 

 

Sampling Process.  Program assessment for English 1001 takes place in the fall and for English 1002 in 

the spring.  For each unit paper in the two courses, four specific outcomes are selected for tracking of 

student performance in a random sample of the papers submitted as the culmination of work in that unit.  

The director and assistant director choose these outcomes with the goal of gaining longitudinal 

perspective as well as varying the sampling across a range of outcomes.  We put particular emphasis on 

outcomes unique to the rhetorical aim of the major graded paper assigned for the unit.   

 

Each instructor is randomly assigned to one unit of the course and asked to tally the performance of 

students in just one class section on the three or four specified outcomes for the unit.  (Unit and section 

are designated by the Assistant Director of FYE, who uses randomizing software to make the 

assignments.)  Instructors receive a form specifying the rubric items being tracked and are asked to tally 

                                                           
3
 English 1002 students are assigned to participate in a number of informal oral activities during the semester 

and make one formal graded presentation to the class connected with one of the four unit papers.  
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the performance of students according to the categories of Proficient, Competent, and Developing.  The 

data are compiled anonymously to allay any instructor anxiety about their teaching being evaluated on the 

basis of the results.  Participation is usually very good, with over 90% of instructors turning in their data 

forms.
 4  

As indicated by the tables at the start of sections C-1 and C-2 (pp. 7 and 12), in the past three 

years, the
 
process has resulted in the sampling of one paper by between 46% and 61% of the students 

enrolled in English 1001 and between 44% and 52% of the students enrolled in English 1002.   

 

Feedback Loop.  Information from these assessments is added to the agenda of the FYE program’s 

twice-yearly all-staff meetings, held just before classes begin.  There we look together at results from the 
previous year’s offering of the course, noting patterns and, as necessary, discussing ways to adjust 

pedagogy in ways that will improve student learning and performance. 

 

A. Oral Briefings 

Sampling from Spring 2012 
 

English 1002 students participate in a number of informal oral activities during the semester, as 

individuals or with a group, and make one formal, graded, ten-minute presentation to their class about one 

of their four unit papers.  Given the average class size of 20 students, instructors typically divide the class 

so that five students present at the end of each unit.  To ease instructors’ burden of reporting (and thus to 

increase overall compliance), we asked instructors in each unit’s random sample to tally performance 

levels for all the students giving formal presentations for that unit, a number typically equivalent to about 

a quarter of the overall class.  The result is a total sample size of 13% for this outcome, much smaller than 

that for the sampling of performance on the unit papers, but nonetheless deemed adequate by the core 

director, who was consulted before we began. 

 

Sample Sizes for English 1002 Oral Briefings, Spring 2012 
 

UNIT 
# PAPERS IN 

SAMPLE 

# ORAL PRES. 

REPORTED 

2.1 179 33 

2.2 138 30 

2.3 117 35 

2.4 182 88
5
 

TOTAL 

SAMPLE 
616 186 

FIRST-DAY 

ENROLLMENT 
1443 13% 

 

  

                                                           
4
 These sampling procedures have been in place since Spring 2006.  For the preceding five years, procedures 

had been in effect for large-scale holistic scoring of a random sample of papers at the end of English 1002, but these 

norming and scoring sessions were discontinued because of budgetary constraints. 
5
 This larger number probably reflects the fact that some instructors have all students do their formal 

presentations during the Workplace Literacy unit. 
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Sampling of Oral Briefing Performance on Six Learning Outcomes, Spr. 2012  

Findings  

 
RHETORICAL NEGOTIATION OF PURPOSE VIS-À-VIS AUDIENCE 

1. Were listeners definitely persuaded to consider the speaker’s ideas? 

UNIT  N = PROFICIENT % COMPETENT % DEVELOPING % 
2.1 

Visual Literacy 
33 73 21 6 

2.2 

News Literacy 
30 70 23 7 

2.3 

Civic Literacy 

(“My Turn”) 

35 69 31 0 

2.4 

Workplace 

Literacy 

88 69 26 5 

 
ORGANIZATION/LOGIC 

2. Did speaker forecast the organization and content of the talk near the beginning of 

the presentation? 

UNIT  N = PROFICIENT % COMPETENT % DEVELOPING % 
2.1 

Visual Literacy 
33 61 30 9 

2.2 

News Literacy 
30 73 20 7 

2.3 

Civic Literacy 

(“My Turn”) 

35 54 37 9 

2.4 

Workplace 

Literacy 

88 69 25 6 

 
ORGANIZATION/LOGIC 

3. How effectively did the reasons, evidence, and examples given support the speaker’s 

main points? 

UNIT N = PROFICIENT % COMPETENT % DEVELOPING % 
2.1 

Visual Literacy 
33 70 21 9 

2.2 

News Literacy 
30 63 30 7 

2.3 

Civic Literacy 

(“My Turn”) 

35 77 23 0 

2.4 

Workplace 

Literacy 

88 74 23 3 
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VERBAL DELIVERY 

1. Was the speaker’s delivery natural, not memorized or read in sentences from notes? 

UNIT N = PROFICIENT % COMPETENT % DEVELOPING % 
2.1 

Visual Literacy 
33 85 9 6 

2.2 

News Literacy 
30 53 40 7 

2.3 

Civic Literacy 

(“My Turn”) 

35 77 20 3 

2.4 

Workplace 

Literacy 

88 76 22 2 

 
Nonverbal Delivery 

2. A.  Did the speaker make effective eye contact with audience members? 

B.  Was the speaker’s attire appropriate and professional? 

UNIT N = PROFICIENT % COMPETENT % DEVELOPING % 
2.1 

Visual Literacy 
33 88 12 0 

2.2 

News Literacy 
30 

A.  73 

B.  83 

20 

13 

7 

4 (N=1) 

2.3 

Civic Literacy 

(“My Turn”) 

35 63 26 11 

2.4 

Workplace 

Literacy 

88 70 20 10 

 
USE OF PRESENTATION SOFTWARE OR OTHER VISUAL AIDS 

3. How effectively did visual aids enhance the speaker’s points? 

UNIT N = PROFICIENT % COMPETENT % DEVELOPING % 
2.1 

Visual Literacy 
33 64 33 3 

2.2 

News Literacy 
25

6
 80 15 5 

2.3 

Civic Literacy 

(“My Turn”) 

35 69 20 11 

2.4 

Workplace 

Literacy 

67
7
 69 24 7 

 

  

                                                           
6
 Only 25 of the 30 presentations tracked in the unit were tallied in this category. 

7
 Only 67 of the 88 presentations tracked in the unit were tallied in this category. 
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Commentary on Findings re Oral Briefings 
 
This sampling indicates the need for several action items regarding the oral briefing assignment.  

1. Regarding outcome #2 (forecasting the organization of the talk), the proficiency level dropped 

markedly between Unit 2, News Literacy, (probably the FYE paper that is most difficult to 

organize) and Unit 3, “My Turn” presentations, where the need for top-down organization may 

not have seemed obvious to students.  Fall 2012 instructors have been advised to provide 

additional, explicit instruction regarding this outcome, which will be discussed in January 2013. 

2. Regarding outcome #3 (sufficiency of support), the dip in the number of students ranked 

proficient on Unit 2 may again be a function of the difficulty of the paper itself (wish an opposite 

effect).  Again, additional instruction to address the problem has been and will be called for.   

3. Regarding outcome #4 (naturalness of delivery), the lower numbers in both the proficiency and 

competent categories probably again reflect the difficulty of the Unit 2 paper and indicate the 

need for instructors to address these points directly. 

 

These matters were brought to the attention (via email) of the six instructors teaching English 1002 in Fall 

2012 and added to the agenda of the January 11, 2013, FYE staff meeting. 

B. Sampling of Performance on Reflections re Ethics and Rhetoric on Four 

Learning Outcomes, Spr. 2012
8
 

 Findings  
 

RHETORICAL NEGOTIATION OF PURPOSE VIS-À-VIS AUDIENCE 
1. Does the essay demonstrate confident, authoritative understanding of the 

audience (the instructor) and the assigned purpose: reflection on intersections 

of ethics and rhetoric? 
N=94

9
 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2012 50 36 14 

ORGANIZATION/LOGIC 
2. Does the essay employ a logical arrangement of ¶s that highlight concepts 

as main points? [A narrative-only response cannot earn above a B.] 
N=76

10
 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2012 64 29   7 

DEVELOPMENT 
3. How thoroughly does the essay illustrate its points about “the importance 

of ethics in academic, civic, and professional applications of rhetoric”? 
N=94 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2012 48 41 11 

WRITER’S ETHOS 
4. How effectively does the writer convey “earned insights” as opposed to 

stock answers? 
N=94 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2012 59 31 10 

 

  

                                                           
8
 The sample assignment sheet from the 2012 English 1002 Course Guide is presented in Appendix C, along 

with the grading rubric. 
9
 Only five out of ten instructors returned tally sheets, a disappointing showing, explainable perhaps by the fact 

that these reports must come in at the very end of the school year. 
10

 One instructor did not submit data for this item. 
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Commentary on Findings re Reflections of Ethics and Rhetoric 

With over 80 per cent of these essays rated either competent or proficient, these findings may be 

considered satisfactory.  However, the “Proficient” ratings are so much lower than those on the 

Unit 4 papers, one may expect and work toward improved performance.
11

  Factors probably 

affecting these results include (a) the low rate of return, (b) the fact that the director who 

designed and piloted the assignment was on sabbatical and not available to provide leadership or 

guidance for its presentation, and (c) the newness of the assignment for the instructors 

themselves (probably the most important factor).  Improved performance on this assignment will 

be an agenda item of high importance at the January 11, 2013, staff meeting. 

 

 

C-1. 3-year Comparison of Selected English 1001 Outcomes
12

 

  Findings and Commentary 
 

Sample Sizes for English 1001 Papers, Fall Semesters, 2009–2011 
 

2009 2010 2011 

UNIT PAPER 
# INSTRUC/ 

PAPERS  

UNIT 

PAPER 

# INSTRUC/ 

PAPERS  

UNIT 

PAPER 

# INSTRUC/ 

PAPERS  

1.1 10/191 1.1 8/155 1.1 12/252 

1.2   9/167 1.2 11/210 1.2 12/248 

1.3 10/190 1.3   9/176 1.3 10/212 

1.4   9/174 1.4 11/215 1.4 12/259 

TOT. PAPERS 

IN SAMPLE 

722 

(46%)
13

 
 

756  

(48.6%) 
 

971 

(60.5%) 

FIRST-DAY 

ENROLLMENT 
1,569  1,555  1,606 

 

 

RhetComp 1, Unit 1 Paper Summary/Strong Response/Rhetorical Analysis 
 

ORGANIZATION/LOGIC 
3.  How well does the thesis statement present the writer’s strong response 

about the text being analyzed? 

 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2009 41 46 13 

2010 36 53 11 

2011 42 42 16 

 

                                                           
11

 For the three-year comparison of RC 2, Unit 4, findings, see page 16.  It should be noted that instructors and 

students in the sample for this reflection are different from those in the Unit 4 sample. 
12

 For sample reporting/tally forms from Unit 1 of both English 1001 and 1002, see Appendix D.  These 

represent the format of the forms used throughout the courses on the 10 different items of student performance that 

were assessed.  All the tally forms are available if needed. 
13

 Percentage is of first-day enrollment. 
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ORGANIZATION/LOGIC 

4.  How well does the text address the assignment’s task of rhetorical analysis? 
 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2009 26 59 15 

2010 29 59 12 

2011 39 47 14 

 
DEVELOPMENT 

6.  How well are paragraphs framed around the writer’s own points, which link 

to thesis? 

 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2009 31 57 12 

2010 29 56 15 

2011 33 46 21 

 
DEVELOPMENT 

7.  How well does the text use summary, paraphrase, and quotation as evidence 

for points? 

 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2009  

2010 29% 61 10 

2011 41 45 14 

 

Commentary re RC1, Unit 1 (Rhetorical Analysis) Findings.  These four outcomes lay the 

foundation for the rest of the papers in the two courses.  As the sampling from the other three 

papers in the course shows, students tend to do least well on this first paper, rhetorical analysis, 

which incorporates rhetorical concepts typically not addressed in high school and which 

introduces an analytical rhetorical aim unfamiliar to them from high school.   

 

Of concern in the longitudinal data is outcome #6, “Framing paragraphs around the writer’s own 

points.”  (This outcome is so important that we sample it in English 1002 as well.)  The increased 

number in the Developing category from Fall ’09 to Fall ’10 was pointed out at the August 2011 

staff meeting, followed by discussion about addressing the problem.  However, the Developing 

category increased further that semester.  Indeed, in 2011, the spread across all three categories 

was greater for all four outcomes, which may indicate these instructors’ increased willingness to 

rate performance above and below the mean.  On a brighter note, results for the same outcome 

on the second paper—Organization/Logic point #3 for RC 1, Unit 2 papers—show increased 

Proficiency over Unit 1 in all three years included here. (See footnote 14.) 

 

With outcomes #3 and #4 for Paper #1 showing consistent results, discussion at the August 2012 

staff meeting highlighted paragraph development (outcomes # 6 and #7), concerning which more 

work is still needed. 
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RhetComp 1, Unit 2 Paper Academic Exposition: Information Literacy & Informative Writing 
 

PURPOSE/AUDIENCE NEGOTIATION 
1.  How effectively does the paper use the introduction and thesis statement to 

assert the writer’s purpose in terms of a surprising view that will fill in a 

knowledge gap? 

 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2009 37 51 12 

2010 39 52   9 

2011 48 39 13 

 
ORGANIZATION/LOGIC 

3.  How well does text employ the writer’s own ideas as main points?
14

 

 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2009 44 48   8 

2010 47 49   4 

2011 49  41 10 

 
ORGANIZATION / LOGIC 

4.  How well does text employ a logical sequence of ¶s that present multiple 

perspectives on the phenomenon being discussed? 

 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2009  

2010 44 46 10 

2011 46  41 13 

 
DEVELOPMENT 

8.  How well does the text state and illustrate the writer’s reasoning in support 

of the thesis? 

 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2009 35% 54 11 

2010 32 53   9
15

 

2011 39  46 15 

 

Commentary re RC1, Unit 2 (Information & Exposition) Findings.  Unit 2 introduces 

information literacy and requires incorporation of material from at least three sources.  While 

instructors place particular stress on informative techniques for incorporating those sources, 

students typically are more accustomed simply to reporting information, not making points about 

it.  With the percentage in the Developing category increasing for each sampled outcome during 

the last academic year, the need for continued and particular attention to these sampled items was 

stressed at the August 2012 staff meeting. 

 

More positively, as noted in the discussion of Unit 1 papers, we found consistent increases from 

the analysis papers to the explanatory papers in the students’ ability to articulate their own ideas 

as main points.  This improvement was highlighted at the January 2012 staff meeting because 

students’ work in framing paragraphs has been a continuing concern in RC 2 as well. 

                                                           
14

 Compare to figures for Outcome #6 on unit paper 1.1 (p. 8). 
15

 Percentages don’t total 100, and the discrepancy could not be resolved by consulting the original data forms. 
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RhetComp 1, Unit 3 Paper Academic Argument 
 

PURPOSE/AUDIENCE NEGOTIATION 
2.  How well does the text assert a major claim in the thesis statement and provide 

an overview of the argument (may be two sentences)? 

 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2009 57 36   7 

2010 48 44   7  (rounded) 

2011 49 42 10  (rounded) 

 
PURPOSE/AUDIENCE NEGOTIATION 
3.  How effectively does the text present justification arguments (principles, 

consequences,  precedent/analogy)?   

 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2009 42 45 13 

2010 34 50 16 

2011 41 48 11 

 
DEVELOPMENT 
8.  How well does the text employ reasons to support the thesis argument—

defending a claim about a debatable issue? 

 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2009 54 38  8 

2010 42 51  7 

2011 39 52  9 

 
INFORMATION LITERACY 
11.  How well does the text integrate, summarize, and counter a pertinent opposing 

argument? 

 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2009 56 31 13 

2010 37 55 (rounded)   9 

2011 44 45  11 

 
Commentary re RC1, Unit 3 (Argument) Findings.  The sampling in the argument unit shows 

considerable fluctuation in performance over the past three years, a function perhaps of the 

difficulty of writing arguments, perhaps because of the abstract unit theme (environmental 

priorities, now changed), and perhaps of the fact that the program lacks money and time for large 

scale norming of standards and grades.  At staff meetings, we have noted in particular the fact 

that performance used to be much stronger on outcome #11, the countering of a pertinent 

opposing argument.  It may be that the environmental theme that has been in place made it more 

difficult for students to do this because doing so might have necessitated additional research.  

The change in theme for AY 2012–13, together with increased attention to teaching this outcome 

(at staff meeting and in coaching emails to the staff) may bring about improved performance.  
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RhetComp 1, Unit 4 Paper Academic Interpretation—Narrative Literacy 
 

PURPOSE/AUDIENCE NEGOTIATION  
3.  How well does the text employ an interpretive thesis statement to organize the 

paper? 

 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2009 31 60 9 

2010    

2011    

 
PURPOSE/AUDIENCE NEGOTIATION  
1.  How well does the introduction define a purpose to examine the rhetorical 

impact of the textual, cultural, and ethical dimensions of a narrative contained 

within a text that has broader purposes? 

 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2009    

2010 45 48 7 

2011 50 41 9 

 
DEVELOPMENT 
8.  How well does the text report and tie in particular details (from the narrative, 

the containing text, and additional texts) as evidence? 

 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2009 41 49 10 

2010 40 55   6 (rounded) 

2011 42 48 10 

 
INFORMATION LITERACY 
11.  How well does the text employ rhetorical analysis in discussion of all texts? 

 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2009 44 46 10 

2010    

2011    

 
INFORMATION LITERACY 
12.  How well does the text use attributive phrases and use internal MLA style 

parenthetical citations to credit sources? 

 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2009    

2010 50 44   6 

2011 45 38 17 

 
READABILITY 
19.  How well chosen is the text’s vocabulary for an academic style? 

 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2009 46 50   4 

2010 46 52 (rounded)   3 

2011 47 43 10 
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Commentary re RC1, Unit 4 (Academic Interpretation) Findings.  With close to 90% of 

students performing at the competent or proficient levels at the end of the course, these results 

are reasonably satisfactory.  The only troubling factor here is the 17% judged “developing” on 

outcome #12, the incorporation of sources.  This skill should be well under control by the end of 

English 1001; indeed, that summative factor is the reason it is sampled here, along with 

appropriate use of vocabulary.  Instructors will be encouraged throughout the semester to place 

more emphasis on following MLA conventions for attributing and citing sources. 

 
C-2. 3-year Comparison of Selected English 1002 Outcomes

16
 

 Findings and Commentary 
 

Sample Sizes for English 1002 Papers, Spring Semesters, 2010–2012 
 

2010 2011 2012 

UNIT 
# INSTRUC/ 

PAPERS  
UNIT 

# INSTRUC/ 

PAPERS  
UNIT 

# INSTRUC/ 

PAPERS  

2.1 7/137 2.1 8/157 2.1 9/179 

2.2 8/157 2.2 9/179 2.2 7/138 

2.3 9/177 2.3 10/187 2.3 6/117 

2.4 8/161 2.4 10/196 2.4 9/182 

TOT. PAPERS 

IN SAMPLE 

632 

(44.4 %)
17

 
 

719 

(51.6 %) 
 

616
18

 

(42.7 %) 

FIRST-DAY 

ENROLLMENT 
1,423  1,394  1,443 

 

RhetComp 2, Unit 1 Paper Visual Literacy 
 

PURPOSE/AUDIENCE NEGOTIATION 
1.  How well does the opening of the paper locate its purpose in terms of 

interpreting the narrative and cultural elements of two visual texts that have a 

“common denominator”? 

 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2010 47 46   7 

2011 37 56   7 

2012 48 38 14 

 
DEVELOPMENT 

8.  How well are paragraphs framed around the writer’s own points, which link 

to thesis? 

 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2010 34 60   6 

2011 39 52   9 

2012 46 41 13 

                                                           
16

 For sample reporting/tally forms from Unit 1 of both English 1001 and 1002, see Appendix D.   
17

 Percentage is of first-day enrollment. 
18

 For the Unit 5, Ethics Reflection, reported separately on page 6 above, the work of 94 additional students was 

sampled, raising the percentage of papers sampled relative to first-day enrollment to slightly more than 49%.   
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DEVELOPMENT 
9.  How well does the text provide evidence for these points with details about 

the visual texts derived from personal observations, ideas in source texts, and 

external research? 

 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2010 43 48   9 

2011 45 50   5 

2012 50 35 15 

 

STUDENT EXPERT’S ETHOS 
10.  To what extent does the writer demonstrate confident, authoritative 

understanding of the assigned interpretive purpose and content? 

 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2010 45 45 10 

2011 45 51   4 

2012 57 30 13 

 

Commentary re RC 2, Unit 1 (Visual Literacy) Findings.  The three-year comparison of 

findings yielded several surprises that need to be addressed at the January 2013 staff meeting and 

in coaching emails. 

1. On all four items sampled, the Developing category was well above 10% in Spring 

2012.  This result suggests that more focused teaching is needed on all items. 

2. The accompanying increase in the Proficient category for all four outcomes in 2012 

also suggests the need for work with sample papers at the 2013 staff meeting to establish 

grade norming. 

More positively, genuine progress seems evident in the first outcome, which evaluates how well 

students introduce the purpose of their papers.  This item, which had been in decline since 2009, 

was presented as a point of concern, in need of focused instruction, at the January 2012 staff 

meeting. 

 

RhetComp 2, Unit 2 Paper News Literacy 
 

PURPOSE/AUDIENCE NEGOTIATION 
1.  How well does the opening of the paper locate its purpose in terms of 

evaluating coverage of an event by multiple U.S. and international news media?   

 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2010    

2011 58 39   3 

2012 45 43 12 

 
ORGANIZATION/LOGIC  

5.  How well does the thesis statement make an evaluative claim about the 

quality of coverage across the media outlets and indicate the criteria used for 

evaluation? 

 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2010 50 42   8 

2011 59 36   5 

2012 38 49 13 
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DEVELOPMENT 

9.  How well is the thesis supported by body paragraphs that explain the 

criteria-match process in use? 

 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2010 51 43   6 

2011 51 41   8 

2012 41 46 13 

 
DEVELOPMENT 

12.  How effectively does the text summarize and respond to anticipated 

objections to criteria or to matches?
19

 

 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2010 39 46 16 (rounding) 

2011    

2012    

 
DEVELOPMENT 

10.  How well are body paragraphs developed from point sentences stating the 

writer’s reasoning in the writer’s own words? 

 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2010    

2011 51 42   7 

2012 40 47 13 

 
Commentary re RC 2, Unit 2 (News Literacy) Findings.  Again in this unit, the performances 

in the Developing category showed a higher percentage in Spring 2012 than in previous years.  

The lower percentages in the Proficient category across all four items sampled are also striking 

and suggest an overall slide in performance during Spring 2012 here as well as in the Visual 

Literacy unit.  Ironically, in the “feedback loop” presentation at the January staff meeting we had 

celebrated the increases in the “Proficient” percentage for outcome #5 and the high number for 

outcome #1, which had not been sampled previously.  (We began using the News Literacy 

assignment and unit content in Spring 2009.) 

 

Again, substantive discussion and examination of sample papers for grade/standards norming are 

called for at the January 2013 staff meeting.  Notable is the fact that downward trends are not 

evident in Units 3 and 4.  We see them only on English 1002’s first two papers, the two 

explicitly thesis-based academic papers.  Causation is difficult, indeed probably impossible to 

determine.  (Perhaps there were more students in the sample who had not taken English 1001 at 

Marquette, placing into English 1002 by AP, IB, or transfer credit?)  In fact, for some years we 

have seen a pattern of increased proficiency regarding rhetorical analysis and support of the 

thesis through English 1001 followed by a decrease in Proficient scores on the more academic 

papers in English 1002 during spring.  Perhaps students “forget”; the population inevitably 

changes from one semester to the next.  But our business is not the cause but the effects.  As we 

move forward, we need to concentrate on more focused instruction that is aimed at improved 

performance on these two demanding academic assignments. 

 

                                                           
19

 This requirement made the papers overly complicated, so we dropped it completely from the assignment 

in 2011, replacing it for the assessment with outcome item #10. 
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RhetComp 2, Unit 3 Paper Civic Literacy—“My Turn” Essays 
 

RHETORICAL NEGOTIATION OF PURPOSE 
1.  How well does the essay define a social issue as a rhetorical problem—i.e., 

as a flaw that the writer is seeking to remedy via the public discourse of this essay? 

 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2010 63 27 10 

2011 62 35   3 

2012 78 18   4 

 
ORGANIZATION/LOGIC 

4.  How effectively does the paper employ genre conventions of creative 

nonfiction (e.g., personal + cultural issues, characters/scenes, dialogue, 

personal/conversational voices, narrative arc(s), gaps, informal references to 

outside texts used)? 

 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2010 61 32 7 

2011    

2012    

 
DEVELOPMENT 

9.  How well does the text tell a story linked to a larger social issue that is 

likely to interest My Turn readers? 

 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2010    

2011 62.5 34.5 3 

2012 77 20 3 

 
DEVELOPMENT 

12.  How well does the text employ specific details to develop the story and 

provide evidence for reflections? 

 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2010 52 38 10 

2011 50 47   3 

2012 71 23   6 

 
STUDENT EXPERT’S ETHOS 

14.  To what extent does the writer demonstrate personal engagement with 

purpose and content? 

 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2010 71 25 4 

2011    

2012    
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READABILITY 

15.  How free is the text of spelling, grammar, punctuation, and word usage 

errors? 

 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2010    

2011 63 30   7 

2012 68 26   6 
 

Commentary re RC 2, Unit 3 (Civic Literacy) Findings.  This unit is often mentioned as 

students’ favorite in the program, a reputation clearly supported by the data indicating successful 

performance.  Students report that they enjoy following the genre model of Newsweek’s “My 

Turn” columns, and most do well with it.  With consistently high scores on the outcome related 

to genre conventions (#4), we moved in 2011 to sampling performance on the broader issue of 

connecting personal experience to larger social issues, again with good results.  In 2012, even the 

item with the lowest percentage in the Proficient category, #12, the use of specific details, 

showed significant improvement.  For this unit, the only cause of concern is the diminishing 

number of current exemplars of the “My Turn” genre, a function of Newsweek’s merger with 

TheDailyBeast.com.  

 

RhetComp 2, Unit 4 Paper Workplace Literacy 
 

RHETORICAL NEGOTIATION OF PURPOSE 
1.  How well does the text define a workplace problem and propose a solution? 

 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2010 62 33 6 (rounding) 

2011 66 30 4 

2012 76 19 5 
 

ORGANIZATION/LOGIC 

5.  How well does the text organize individual paragraphs around major 

problem-solution points? (Think topic sentences & skimmability.) 

 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2010 67 30 3 

2011 62 33 5 

2012 63 31 6 
 

DEVELOPMENT 

7.  How well does the writer present the information in terms of reader benefits 

and needs? 

 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2010 44 47 9 

2011 65 33 2 

2012 64 33 3 
 

 

READABILITY 
14.  How effectively does the text employ strategies of business style (e.g. 

you-view strategy, positive phrasing, clarity, conciseness, clear subject positions)? 

 PROFICIENT% COMPETENT% DEVELOPING% 

2010 48 46 6 

2011 53 42 5 

2012 63 34 3 
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Commentary re RC 2, Unit 4 (Workplace Literacy) Findings.  This culminating unit of the 

two-semester sequence asks students to use business format (letter or memo, depending on 

context) for a proposal argument that suggests a change in procedures at a real organization.  It 

cannot be merely a complaint letter.  The findings indicate good improvement in performance 

over the past three years, with a slight downward turn on outcome #5, regarding paragraph 

organization.  This point, entirely in keeping with students’ difficulties regarding paragraph 

organization throughout both courses, was highlighted at the Spring 2012 staff meeting and will 

be again in January 2013. 

 


