Annual Assessment Report AY24-25: Rhetoric and Language

I. LOGISTICS

1. Please indicate the name and email of the program contact person to whom
feedback should be sent (usually Chair, Program Director, or Faculty Assessment
Coordinator).

Mark Meritt, meritt@usfca.edu
Department Chair

2. Please indicate if you are submitting report for (a) a Major, (b) a Minor, (c) an

aggregate report for a Major & Minor (in which case, each should be explained in a

separate paragraph as in this template), (d) a Graduate or (e) a Certificate Program
None of the above.

3. Please note that a Curricular Map should accompany every assessment report. Has

there been any revisions to the Curricular Map?

I1. MISSION STATEMENT & PROGRAM LEARNING OUTCOMES

1. Were any changes made to the program mission statement since the last assessment
cycle?

No changes

Program Mission

The mission of the Rhetoric Program in the Department of Rhetoric and Language is to teach all
University of San Francisco students to communicate effectively and ethically in academic,
civic, and professional contexts. Through our classes, service, and co-curricular activities, we
advance the Jesuit ideal of eloquentia perfecta--reason and eloquence in writing, speaking, and
languaging--and guide our students as they learn to engage critically with the texts that influence
their beliefs, values and actions.

2. Were any changes made to the program learning outcomes (PLOs) since the last
assessment cycle?



No changes

Rhetoric Program Learning Outcomes
Upon successful completion of the rhetoric program, students will be able to:
1. Explain and apply rhetorical concepts, theories, and principles in the process of
analyzing various texts and rhetorical situations.
2. Evaluate the ethics and effectiveness of their own and others’ communication in
academic, civic, and professional situations.
3. Produce research-driven written, oral, and digital communication that
demonstrates awareness, knowledge, and application of rhetorical concepts.
4. Articulate and interpret their own rhetorical choices and composing processes.

3. Assessment Schedule: Your assessment schedule between APRs: a year-by-year list of PLOs
assessed since your last APR and those to be assessed before your next APR (Contact your
FDCD for clarification if needed)

2019: Most recent APR

2018-2019: Articulate and interpret their own rhetorical choices and composing
processes. Note: Due to the fact that USF decided to go “Test Optional,” the Department
of Rhetoric and Language had to prepare to place students in writing classes using a
method other than test scores. Given that situation, we designed and assessed a placement
tool. This effort assessed the ‘“co-curricular activities” mentioned in our mission
statement, although the object of our assessment—placement—might be better labeled
“pre-curricular.”  Thus, this wasn’t really an assessment of a PLO, but rather an
assessment of the effectiveness of our new placement system (the Directed Self Placement
Test).

e 2019-2020: During this (pandemic) year, we were given free rein to choose our own
assessment goals. We elected to evaluate “anti-racism in course descriptions” for RHET
103, RHET 110/N, RHET 120, and RHET 130/131 (the courses taken by the vast
majority of USF students to fulfill their Core A requirements).

e 2020-2021: Articulate and interpret their own rhetorical choices and composing
processes.

e 2021-2022: We didn’t assess a program LO, but instead a pilot LO of the capstone course
in our proposed “vertical” curriculum: “Identify, analyze, and critique norms and biases
of genres within your discipline and others”

2022-2023: Student success in hybrid modality courses
2024-2025: Faculty attitudes towards Al usage

What were the most important suggestions/feedback from the FDCD on your last
assessment report? How did you incorporate or address the suggestion(s) in this report?



The feedback we received was as follows: N/A (We didn’t receive any feedback from the
previous year’s report)

3. State what you assessed for the academic year 2024-2025.

We assessed faculty usage of, and attitudes towards, Al in the Rhetoric and Language Classroom.

WHY: The Rhetoric and Language department is uniquely positioned to lead Al education
because it directly aligns with core disciplinary competencies: research methods, communication
practices, and ethical frameworks.

In order to do this, we need to understand our faculty’s current attitudes towards, and usage of,
Al in the classroom. This is essential so that all faculty and students can move towards
fundamental Al familiarity, including:

Basic knowledge of how Al systems work

Familiarity with hands-on activities that reveal Al's capabilities and limitations
Ethical, cognitive, and practical frameworks to determine appropriate vs. inappropriate
tasks for Al assistance

III. METHODOLOGY

Data for this assessment were collected through a 23-question survey distributed to
approximately 65 full-time and part-time faculty who taught or had taught Rhetoric and
Language courses during Academic Year 2023-2024 and Fall 2024. The survey was designed by
the department’s New Curriculum Committee and vetted by the department leadership team prior
to finalization. The final version was edited and designed using Qualtrics with the support of the
Office of Assessment and Accreditation. It yielded approximately 36 responses from faculty
members.

The instrument was organized into five sections:

e Section 1 examined faculty attitudes toward generative Al use in writing and speaking
courses (RHET-designated);
Section 2 assessed college teachers' general knowledge of generative Al
Section 3 addressed faculty knowledge of Al and linguistic bias;
Section 4 focused on knowledge of Al detection software; and
Section 5 consisted of open-ended questions inviting faculty to share broader reflections
on Al and to identify ways the Department of Rhetoric and Language, the College of Arts
and Sciences, Educational Technology Services, or the University more broadly could
better support them.
Together, these sections provided both quantitative and qualitative insight into faculty
perspectives on Al integration in composition instruction.



See Appendix A for Survey Questions
IV. RESULTS & MAJOR FINDINGS
Survey Findings

Student AI Usage

e 83% of Rhetoric and Language faculty believe students should be allowed to use GenAl
in college coursework
e However, acceptance varies significantly based on how Al is used

Permitted Al Functions (by faculty support level)
Faculty showed clear boundaries for acceptable Al use:

Universal acceptance (100%): Spell-checking and grammar correction
Moderate acceptance (68-69%): Brainstorming ideas and expanding word choice
Limited acceptance (40% or less): Generating counter-arguments, improving writing
style, producing outlines

e Minimal to no acceptance: Completing sentences (23%), writing full sentences (6%),
paragraphs (3%), or essays (0%)

Current Classroom Practices
Faculty report allowing Al for:

Brainstorming and ideation after students complete initial work independently
Research assistance and finding counterarguments

Structural support (outlines, organization)

Critical analysis exercises where students compare their work to Al-generated content
Grammar and citation checking

A significant concern: Many faculty report students use Al extensively despite policies against it,
with some submitting Al-generated paragraphs or entire essays.

Faculty Professional AI Usage

Adoption Rates

o 88% of faculty believe professionals should be allowed to use GenAl in their work
e However, many are not actively using it or use it minimally


https://docs.google.com/document/d/1JsLMDi9-TgtU8n_T4h87umO2jbk7e77fcHvyRLVRxQQ/edit?usp=sharing

Professional Applications
When faculty do use Al it's primarily for:

Administrative tasks: Drafting emails, syllabi, rubrics, and letters of recommendation
Lesson planning: Brainstorming activities, discussion questions, and time management
Research assistance: Complex queries, finding sources, exploring perspectives

Writing support: Grammar checking, rewriting drafts, generating summaries

Skepticism and Non-Use
A substantial number of faculty:

Do not use Al at all professionally

Question its time-saving benefits

Have ethical concerns about its use

Use it only to understand how students might be using it

Faculty Knowledge and Confidence Levels

Familiarity with Al Technology

e Slightly familiar: 14 faculty (40%)
o Moderately familiar: 11 faculty (31%)
e Very to extremely familiar: 5 faculty (14%)

Confidence in Detecting AI-Generated Content

Moderately confident: 14 faculty (40%)
Slightly confident: 6 faculty (17%)

Very to extremely confident: 9 faculty (26%)
Not confident: 2 faculty (6%)

Understanding of Linguistic Bias in Al

e Moderate understanding: 14 faculty (40%)
e Limited to no understanding: 11 faculty (31%)
e (Good to excellent understanding: 6 faculty (17%)

Faculty are most familiar with:

e Bias against dialects (26 faculty)
e Racial and ethnic bias (25 faculty)



Cultural, gender, socioeconomic, and age-related bias (14-16 faculty each)

Al Detection Software

Usage and Confidence

Faculty responses reveal significant division:

Have not used detection software: 6 faculty

Neither agree nor disagree about confidence: 8 faculty
Agree they're confident: 9 faculty

Disagree/strongly disagree: 17 faculty

Major Concerns About Detection Tools

Faculty expressed substantial skepticism:

False positives, particularly affecting non-native English speakers and students from
marginalized communities

Privacy violations from submitting student work to third-party companies without
consent

Unreliability: Faculty report their own writing being flagged as Al-generated
Ethical concerns about disproportionate impact on under-resourced students
Preference for traditional methods: Many rely on their own expertise to detect
Al-generated work

Awareness of Bias in Detection Software

Faculty recognize multiple issues:

High false positive rates for non-native speakers (16 faculty)

Bias against dialects (14 faculty)

Disproportionate impact on underrepresented racial groups (14 faculty)
Reinforcement of stereotypes (14 faculty)

8 faculty report no familiarity with racial bias in detection software

Central Tensions and Concerns

1. Pedagogical Dilemmas

Faculty struggle with competing priorities:

Recognizing Al as an inevitable tool students will use



Fearing it undermines critical thinking, original writing, and cognitive skill development
Wanting to teach ethical Al use while preventing academic dishonesty
Balancing efficiency gains against educational value

2. Student Engagement Crisis

Multiple faculty report alarming trends:

Students increasingly disengaged and focused on efficiency over learning
Growing dependency on Al that prevents development of their own voices
Difficulty moving beyond Al-generated content to develop original ideas
Students who "don't read" and struggle with basic writing skills

3. Ethical Concerns

Faculty raise multiple ethical issues:

Al trained on copyrighted material without compensation

Privacy implications of using detection software

Bias and discrimination embedded in Al systems

Environmental impact of Al technologies

Questions about whose voices and perspectives are represented in Al training data

4. Policy Inconsistency

Faculty perceive significant problems:

No clear institutional guidance on Al policies

Widely varying rules across different instructors and sections
Need for nuanced approaches rather than binary yes/no policies
Desire for student involvement in policy development

5. The "It Depends" Problem

Faculty emphasize context matters:

Al as a crutch vs. a tool depends on how it's used

Pedagogical value varies by assignment type and learning objectives
Need to distinguish between productive and harmful uses
Recognition that blanket bans may be futile and counterproductive

Future of Writing Instruction



Existential Questions

Faculty express deep concerns about:

What writing classes will be for if Al can generate text?

Whether traditional assignments remain relevant?

How to maintain academic integrity when Al is ubiquitous?

The role of human instructors in an Al-mediated learning environment?

Adaptive Strategies

Faculty suggest focusing on:

Support Needs

Al-resistant assignments: Personal narratives, interviews, multimodal projects
Process over product: Scaffolding, in-class writing, one-on-one conferences
Critical Al literacy: Teaching students to evaluate, critique, and ethically use Al
Unique human skills: Original voice, critical thinking, creativity, ethical reasoning

Most Requested Resources

Faculty overwhelmingly request:

1. Training and workshops on:

(@]

o

o

o

Responsible Al use and ethical implications
Linguistic bias in Al systems
Pedagogical applications and best practices
Detection strategies and tools

2. Collaborative learning:

o
O

o

Sharing experiences and strategies among colleagues
Discussion forums and reading groups
Student-faculty dialogue about Al use

3. Practical tools:

O
o

o

Ready-to-use or adaptable assignments
Al-proof prompts and rubrics
Concrete examples of effective Al integration

4. Institutional support:

o

o
o
O

Clear, consistent Al policies across the university
Leadership from full-time faculty

Reduced class sizes to provide individualized attention
Data privacy protections



5. Ongoing dialogue:
o Regular department conversations about Al
o Current research findings on Al in higher education
o Student perspectives and involvement in policy-making

(See Appendix B for full survey data)

Discussion:

Faculty responses reveal a department in transition, grappling with profound questions about the
future of writing instruction. While most faculty accept that Al is here to stay and students
should be allowed some use of it, there's significant anxiety about:

Loss of essential skills and student disengagement

Academic integrity when detection is unreliable

Equity concerns around biased Al systems and detection tools
Lack of institutional guidance and support

Faculty demonstrate cautious openness to Al rather than outright rejection, but emphasize the
need for:

Thoughtful integration that serves pedagogical goals

Strong ethical frameworks

Critical engagement rather than passive acceptance
Collaborative problem-solving rather than top-down mandates

The dominant sentiment is one of uncertainty mixed with pragmatism: faculty recognize they
cannot simply ban what students will use anyway, but they urgently need support, training, and
shared strategies to navigate this transformation of writing pedagogy.

Part-Time Faculty Gap

Faculty identified a critical equity issue: while full-time faculty have been engaged in Al
discussions for two years, the department's large part-time faculty population has not had the
same access to training, resources, and ongoing conversations. This creates inconsistent student
experiences across sections.

Resource Needs
Faculty called for:

e Short, accessible video content on ethical issues in Al that can be used in class



e Practical, ready-to-use materials rather than requiring extensive independent research
e Overall recognition that faculty need streamlined resources due to time constraints

Faculty also emphasized the need to shift away from a purely punitive, academic-dishonesty
framing ("the cheating vibe") toward a more nuanced pedagogical approach that:

Acknowledges Al as a rhetorical tool students will encounter throughout their lives
Focuses on critical engagement rather than prohibition
Teaches students to make informed, ethical choices about when and how to use Al

Positions instructors as guides in navigating complex technological literacy rather than
enforcers of blanket bans

This reframing aligns with the department's rhetorical tradition of teaching students to analyze
purpose, audience, context, and ethical implications in all communicative acts—including those
mediated by Al

Our assessment team emphasizes the need to connect Al to the department’s existing
commitments to linguistic justice, in at least the following ways:

e Equity, bias and representation: Examining how Al reflects and perpetuates class, race,
and gender biases. But also considering some of the equalizing effects of Al as it
provides access to the “language of power,” as well as discipline-specific and expert
knowledge (including knowledge of genres and the language of specialized discourse
communities).

e Voice and authority: Analyzing whose perspectives and languages Al represents
(faculty noted it often "sounds like a white guy"). Teaching students to recognize and
critique the ideological assumptions embedded in Al-generated text

e Plagiarism reimagined: Using familiar academic integrity concepts to contextualize Al
citation and attribution issues. Pay attention to how Al detection and usage policies may
disproportionately harm certain student populations, like multi-lingual speakers, and
speakers whose “home” language is not White Academic/Standard English.

V. CLOSING THE LOOP

1. How will you notify your faculty and close the loop between the implication of these
results and your curriculum?

Our findings and analysis have been communicated to R&L faculty through a number of
mechanisms:
e Fall 25: Developed a NEW, Department-Wide, Al READING REQUIREMENT. The
Rhetoric and Language department’s leadership team requested that all department
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https://docs.google.com/document/d/1WA2FaMUC1oxS1ulX3n4nTDuFdUfYz-VVnSszXjWdxh4/edit?tab=t.0

faculty incorporate at least one reading that addresses the impact of Al on language,
literacy, and/or learning. This new requirement was in response to our survey results,
including the articulated need from faculty for support from department leadership
around enhancing students' critical engagement with AI. We provided 3 options to choose
from and we aimed to offer as much support as possible for instructors at any level of
proficiency in teaching about the topic of Generative Al

e Fall 25: Our department Start of Year Retreat also featured a student panel discussing
their perspective/usage of Al

e Spring 25: At the End of Year Retreat, the leadership team shared an updated Al
Assessment tool for potential placement in department syllabi, or as a guide for both
students and faculty for articulating the level of acceptable Al for a given assignment:

Updating the Al Assessment Scale
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e Fall 24: Developed a department-specific Al syllabus statement:

o AI POLICY: Al can both hinder and enhance our capacity to learn. Therefore, we
must learn how to recognize when it impedes us and when it provides us with new
understanding. In this course, you may use Al-generated text to supplement and
broaden your own ideas and creativity, but be mindful of how Al text shapes your
thinking and communication. Additionally, you will be expected to adequately
cite your use of AI (MLA and APA guidelines are available). Remember
Al-assistance is a form of collaboration that can help you think in new ways, but
only you can make judgements and choices about content. Please keep in mind
that there may be certain assignments that will be designated as Al-free writing to
emphasize the importance of human generated content. (policy adapted from
1Sophist Lance Cummings)”
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Further, the R&L leadership team is involved in sharing this information outside the department,
and applying it to newly formulated, university-wide policies and initiatives concerning Al.
These include:

e Faculty and Staff AI Working Group: R&L Composition Area Director, Nicole
Gonzales Howell, is the Co-Chair of this new working group, which is charged with
assisting in the development of a new, university-wide Al student “competency.” Public
Speaking Area Director Leigh Meredith is also a member of this group.

e Core Revision/Gateway Courses: The new “Gateway” courses will likely be charged
with developing some aspects of students’ core Al competencies. R&L Leadership Team
faculty, including Nicole Howell, Christine Young, Leigh Meredith, and Mark Merrit, are
all members of this committee or sub-committees focused on specific courses within the
new Gateway sequence.

e Student “Research-to-Policy” Pipeline: R&L faculty (Leigh Meredith, Nicole Howell,
Phil Choong), collaborated with librarians (Annie Pho) and students (Arianna Costello) to
propose a new lab supporting students’ discipline-specific research on Al, with intentions
for this research to inform policy decisions at the university level. Team members have
applied for a Spring 2026 CRASE grant to support a summer pilot program.

Appendices:
Appendix A: Survey Questions

Appendix B: Survey Results
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