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Description of Activities

With the support of the LITRE grant (LTS technical support and funds for a graduate assistant), I created 10 online modules, which I used Spring 2005 in two sections of ENG332 Communication for Business and Management. The modules supported work in the following areas:

1. Identifying audience and purpose

2. Searching for information on the Internet

3. Writing coherently

4. Writing a resume

5. Writing a letter of application

6. Creating PowerPoint slides

7. Writing a proposal

8. Delivering negative news

9. Designing charts and graphs

10. Using “netiquette” in the workplace

The LTS staff created a series of templates so that all of the modules had the same format and appearance; however, the modules differed in the type of work, amount of work, and type of response required. The LTS staff also assisted me with the design of specific modules.

I also used WebCT Discussion and Quiz tools in conjunction with the modules. Again, LTS staff assisted me in setting up the Discussion Board and creating the quizzes.

Assessment

I completed two types of assessment of the technological innovations produced for my course: (1) a blind comparison of work produced by my students in a traditional classroom setting and in the technologically enriched setting and (2) a self-assessment of the effectiveness of the technological innovations as learning tools.


Comparative assessment:

The first assessment involved comparison of student work from the technologically enriched version of the course with comparable assignments from the previous semester. For this assessment, I took 22 resumes produced by students in ENG332 in the fall of 2004 and 22 resumes produced by students in the spring of 2005. I changed the names on all resumes to “Chris Smith” to hide gender and nationality as a way of reducing any possible bias. I also changed all e-mail addresses (for the same reason) and all dates (to hide the date produced). I merged the files and randomized the order, and then printed out two copies of all 44 resumes. I hired two graduate students to rate the resumes, using the rubric that I use to grade this assignment, but with a quantitative modification that would allow the raters to give each resume a numerical score. I trained the graduate students in how to use the rubric. I followed the same steps with a second assignment, the letter of application. The data that resulted from the ratings were given to Allen Dupont, who worked with graduate students in statistics to analyze the results. 

Results of statistical assessment:

The results were very interesting, but not terribly helpful  with regard to the resume assignment. No statistically significant difference was found between semesters (see Figure 1). However, there was a statistically significant difference between the ratings given by the two graduate students. I’m not sure what this tells me about the online module, but it does tell me that I need to spend more time training the evaluators.


With regard to the letters of application, the ratings given by the graduate students were more consistent with one another. Importantly, the data also show that the students in the spring semester (hybrid course) did better than those in the fall semester (traditional classroom) on this assignment (see Figure 2). 


Self assessment (survey):

The second assessment consisted of a survey that the students in my Spring 2005 sections of ENG332 completed. With LTS staff help, I wrote the survey questions:

· For each of the ten modules, the students were reminded of the objective of the module and then asked to rate its effectiveness on a scale from 1-5

· The students were asked to choose the two modules they thought were most effective and explain why they made those choices.

· The students were asked to choose the two modules they thought were least effective and explain why they made those choices.

· The students were asked to rate the effectiveness of the use of classroom time and were given an opportunity to make suggestions for improving it.

· The students were asked to rate the effectiveness of the use of the discussion board and were given an opportunity to make suggestions for improving it.

Although I wrote the questions, the students responded to an electronic survey with results sent directly to Scott Watkins at LTS. Scott sent me the compiled results. In this way, I was able to assure that students that I could not identify the source of the comments, giving them the freedom to report openly about the effectiveness of the course. As an incentive, I gave the students bonus points (25 points out of 1000 for the course) for completing the survey. (The students logged into the survey site using their Unity Id and Scott sent me this list, but without connecting an ID to a particular result.)

Results of survey:

37 (out of 44) students completed the survey.

	Module
	Very effective
	somewhat effective
	somewhat ineffective
	very ineffective
	not sure/ no answer

	Audience & Purpose
	12
	22
	3
	0
	0

	Internet Search
	19
	14
	3
	0
	1

	Coherence
	9
	22
	5
	1
	0

	Resume
	26
	8
	3
	0
	0

	Letter of app
	24
	8
	3
	1
	1

	PowerPoint
	12
	12
	4
	4
	5

	Proposal
	21
	14
	2
	0
	0

	Graphics
	12
	11
	7
	4
	3

	Negative News
	14
	14
	7
	1
	1

	Netiquette
	9
	15
	5
	3
	5


Three modules received more than ten “votes” as one of the two most effective:

Resume 


22

Letters of Application 
16

Proposal


13

In the section asking for the reason behind the selection of a module as most effective, several responses appeared repeatedly. The most common were some version of the following:

· It helped me complete an assignment for this course.

· It was relevant to writing I will have to do in the workplace.

· It gave me a chance to practice something I haven’t done before.

· It allowed me to brush up on skills.

Three modules received more than ten “votes” as one of the two least effective:

PowerPoint 


18

Graphics 


17

Netiquette 


12

In the section asking for the reason behind the selection of a module as least effective, several responses appeared repeatedly. The most common were some version of the following:

· This wasn’t necessary because I already know how to do it. 

· This is just common sense, so it was a waste of time.

· The instructions weren’t clear.

In the section asking about the use of class time, 32 of 37 students said it was either somewhat (14) or very (18) effective.  In the section asking for suggestions, students asked for more time to write in class and less time on discussion and instructions.

In the section asking about the use of discussion boards,  the response was quite mixed. 16 students said it was somewhat or very effective, 17 said is was somewhat or very ineffective, and 4 were either not sure or did not respond. In the section asking for suggestions, students primarily said that discussion boards are a waste of time. The few who made suggestions for improving use of the board suggested that it should have been used more consistently throughout the semester, that students should have been required to post comments, and that students should be required to respond to one another instead of just to the instructor.

Future plans

Based on this experience, I know that I will continue to revise these modules and develop new modules. The lesson I think I can take away from the statistical analysis is an interesting one. The resume module was fairly straightforward, and many of the students reported that they thought it was effective. And perhaps it was. . .just as effective online as in the classroom. For the resume module, I quite literally put a classroom activity online, so students were doing a very similar activity. For the letter module, however, I created something I had never done before. And I frankly thought it was a disaster. The module asked students to read a sample letter and then take a series of quizzes based on the letter. The quizzes just didn’t work the way I wanted them to, and the students were extremely frustrated by their attempts to complete the work. However, the end result was that students again reported that this was an effective module and the spring semester students performance on the letter assignment improved. I am thinking that perhaps the problems with the quiz forced the students to spend more time reading the letter than they otherwise might have, and this repeated reading taught them about the features of a good letter of application.

One of the most important things I learned from the student survey was that the most effective modules were the ones where students were asked to analyze actual models of the type of document they would be asked to produce for an assignment. In each of the three listed as most effective, I presented either good or bad (or both) models of documents. Although some of the other modules asked for analysis of texts, they were not texts that I would ask students to produce. This suggests to me that students are recognizing relevant genres, and can guide me in revising the modules. For example, the module on writing coherently asked students to analyze a newsletter article, but students do not write a newsletter article in this course (nor would it be appropriate to ask them to do so). Therefore, when I revise this module, it might be better to have them analyze the coherence in a business letter or short business report.

Although this did not come up frequently on the survey, e-mail messages sent throughout the semester indicated that some modules did not have clear instructions. When I revise the modules, I will need to review my notes about those messages and make sure that students understand what is expected of them.

The modules all consisted of four consecutive sections, which I had labeled “Overview,” “Resources,” “Activities,” and “Wrap Up.” I quickly came to see that students saw “Resources” as an optional section, even though that was not my intention. I will need to relabel that page of each module so that students read through all the materials listed on the resources page as they cannot complete the modules appropriately without doing so.

Additional uses

Although I will not be teaching ENG332 in F05 or S06, I plan to modify some of these modules for other courses that I teach. For example, I will use the resume and letter of application modules for ENG350 Internships in English, which has a unit of the job search. 

Several of my colleagues have asked permission to modify and use these modules in their own sections of ENG332 next year. As time permits, I will be creating more generic versions of these modules, which will be mounted on the Professional Writing Web site and available for use by faculty in the Professional Writing Program. 

I also plan to share information about these modules with the Campus Writing and Speaking Program, allowing them to further disseminate information about the modules to other departments as they identify relevant courses or programs that can use them. Information about the modules will also be available to the Writing and Speaking Tutorial Center.

I am currently creating a personal Web site, which I plan to mount in my Unity space. This site will have a page describing the modules and explaining how they are intended to be used. Links to the modules will allow other instructors to use them in their own courses.

Figure 1: Resume results





Semester is given a dummy variable 1 if the student is from spring 05 and 0 if from fall04. Grad student is also a dummy variable 1 and 0.





Y= (o + (1 (semester) +(2 (grad) + e





Using SAS we get the values of (1 = 0.1245 with a p- value of .75.


From this we can say that there is no association between the score a student obtained and the semester that he was in after accounting for the T.A.





Odds Ratio Estimates





		Point	95% 	Wald


	Effect	Estimate 	Confidence 	Limits





	semester1	1.133	0.522	2.456





A point estimate of 1.133 tells us that at spring semester level the estimated odds of obtaining a particular score are 1.1335 times the estimated odds at the fall semester level.








Figure 2: Letter Results





Using the same format as done for resume we have,





Y= (o + (1 (semester) +(2 (grad) + e





Where Y here is the letter-score obtained by a student in a particular semester.





Running logistic regression we (1=1.5185, which is a positive value hence we can say that the probability of getting a higher score increases in the spring semester for the cover letter scores, compared to the fall.








		Point	95% 		Wald


	Effect	Estimate 	Confidence 	Limits





	semester1	4.566	1.991		10.469





A point estimate of 4.566 tells us that at spring semester level the estimated odds of score below any fixed level are 4.566 times the estimated odds at the fall semester level (fall04).














