PAGE  
7
Cleveland State University

2009 Student Learning Outcomes Assessment Report

Program/Unit: Graduate Program
Department/College/Division: English/CLASS
Report prepared and submitted by: Jennifer M. Jeffers, DGS in English
Date:  29 May 2009
	1) Introduction/Context:

a) What information about your program/unit is important for the reviewers of your assessment report to understand? 

b) Has there been any change in the context of your program/unit that influenced student learning outcomes as well as the current report?

c) Has the current assessment report included any of the recommendations made by review teams based on preview year report?
A) The MA in English has two primary tracks:  the literature track and the creative writing track.  Each MA track has an assessment instrument in place.  Although we have full-time graduate students, most of our MAs work full or part-time, many of them are teachers.
B) The MA in creative writing is now eclipsed by the NEOMFA (Northeast Ohio Master of Fine Arts, in conjunction with Akron U, Youngstown, and KSU).  The NEOMFA does not have any assessment procedures in place.  I have asked the creative writing faculty to begin to draft a document that can be adopted for assessment.  I believe that this process will be thwarted by the fact that the NEOMFA acts as a consortium; hence, NEOMFA faculty (from all four schools) would have to agree on learning outcomes.  
From the seventeen completed theses in calendar year 2008, six of them were CSU NEOMFA students (there were no MAs in creative writing completed). 

C)  We have continued our “summative” evaluations of our students, but have not, as of this past year, attempted to include any “formative” assessment tools.  The English Graduate Studies program undergoes formal review AY10 and, as DGS, I would like our faculty to consider installing measurement tools at the core course level (510, 511) and at the seminar level (two sections of 695) to insure that students are meeting our standards as they progress through the program.  Perhaps the assessment team will be able to advise the English Department in regard to implementing “formative” assessment tools during AY10.


	2. Goals:

a) What are the goals of your program/unit in terms of leading to or supporting student learning?  

b) How and when were the student learning goals developed? Who was involved in the process? 
c) Have these goals been reviewed? If so, have they been modified based on student learning assessment data collected in your program/unit? Also, have the reviewers’ recommendations from the previous year report been addressed?
A) The MA student with a concentration in literature finishes her/his degree with a scholarly thesis.  The thesis project is directed by the first reader, and second reader is ideally in a cognate field, while the third reader comes into the process to oversee that standards and procedures are met. At the end of each thesis defense, the three faculty members assess the student’s oral performance and the written document at the defense.  

For the MA in English with a concentration in literature we have clear goals for our program that culminate in the writing and defending of the theses. After the oral defense of the thesis, the three faculty committee assess the student’s written work and oral performance skills based on the following program goals:

1. Demonstrates the ability to interpret texts and to defend these interpretations effectively. 

2. Demonstrates the ability to focus on and define a problem.

3. Demonstrates the ability to synthesize an approach to the problem by drawing on the significant relevant scholarship in the field.

4. Renders his/her analysis in compelling prose. The writing ought to be as clear as the nature of the subject will permit.

5. Situates his/her findings within current scholarly or critical debate on this topic in the written work; the student should be able to do so both orally and in his or her written work.

6. Demonstrates awareness of the limits of his or her claims or analytic approach.

7. Does this work have the potential to advance scholarly or pedagogical work in the field?
8. Prose is a level appropriate for publication?
9. Gives a lucid, organized presentation of the project.
10. Situations her/his findings within current scholarly or critical debate on this topic in the written work; the student should be able to do so both orally and in his/her written work.

11. Demonstrates awareness of the limits of his or her claims or analytic approach.

12.  Handles questions professionally. 

B) We developed our current assessment tool in 2003 and have amended it to weed out repetition.  

c)  The assessment team suggested exit surveys (indirect measure) to collect data.  The English Department has not followed-up on the assessment team’s suggestion of  exit surveys—this would add step to our thesis defense process—and, therefore, would need to be carefully thought through.  The assessment team also suggested adding quantitative data to our assessment process.  I think that we could add formative quantitative data to our process when we more closely monitor the core course requirements.  


	3. Outcomes:
a) What are the intended outcomes of your program/unit in terms of leading to or supporting student learning? 

b) How and when were these student learning outcomes developed for each goal listed in the section above? Who was involved? 

c) Have they been modified based on student learning assessment data collected in your program/unit? Also, have the reviewers’ recommendations from the previous year report been addressed?
A) The intended outcomes based on the above set of goals are measured at the time of the thesis oral defense.  Of course, in a field like English literature the outcome assessment is qualitative to some degree. 
B) The student learning outcomes are reported by graduate faculty at the time of the student’s thesis defense.  

C)  The summative tool is accurate in terms of our program goals; however, we need to add formative data as well in order to track our students through the program and better prepare them for their thesis and defense.


	4. Data Collection:
a) What direct and indirect methods did you use to measure the degree to which the learning (outcomes) of your students meets the goals of your program/unit? What assessment instruments/tools, methods, and processes did you use to collect student learning-related data?
b) Were these instruments/tools, methods, and/or processes modified over the course of the previous academic year? If so, what are the actual change and the rationale behind it? Also, have the reviewers’ recommendations from the previous year report been addressed?
A)  The English Graduate subcommittee reviews each thesis from the previous year, evaluating the written component from an objective standpoint (Graduate subcommittee members did not review theses they served on, except for a Creative Writer who used the MA in Creative Writing rubric to assess recent MFA students, see below).  This process is an extra check on assessment of the student’s ability to perform the list of outcomes we have set-out.  

In comparing the data collected on our “Evaluation of English M.A. Recipient’s Thesis and Master’s Examination” (literature track) at the time of the student’s defense to the Graduate Subcommittee evaluations, we can see that there is consistency in the evaluations with the committee’s often slightly more lenient.
In section I outlined our outcomes for the literature track.  Below I record the assessment give first by the student’s committee, then the Graduate subcommittee who reviewed the thesis for this assessment report. 

From the 11 literature track theses we have the following assessments [“A” means “Exceeds Expectations”; “B,” “Meets Expectations”; “C,” Falls below expectations”].
1. Demonstrates the ability to interpret texts and to defend these interpretations effectively.

Committee      Graduate subcommittee

    4 “A”s          3 “A”s             

    5 “B”s          8 “B”s

    1 “C”

2) Demonstrates the ability to focus on and define a problem; work on this problem must have the potential to advance scholarly or pedagogical work in the field.

Committee        Graduate subcommittee

3 “A”s               2 “A”s

5 “B”s               6 “B”s
3 “C”s               3 “C”s

3) Demonstrates the ability to synthesize an approach to the problem by drawing on the significant relevant scholarship in the field. 

Committee          Graduate subcommittee

2 “A”s                  2 “A”s

8 “B”s                  6 “B”s

1 “C”                   3 “C”s

4) Renders his/her analysis in compelling prose, and in a form suitable for publication in reputable venues.  The writing ought to be as clear as the nature of the subject will permit.

Committee             Graduate subcommittee

5 “A”s                     2 “A”s

6 “B”s                     7 “A”s

                                2 “C”s
5) Situates his/her findings within current scholarly or critical debate on this topic; the student should be able to do so both orally and in his or her written work.

Committee            Graduate subcommittee

2 “A”s                    3 “A”s

8 “B”s                    4 “B”s
1 “C”                      4 “C”s

6) Demonstrates awareness of the limits of his or her claims or analytic approach.  

Committee             Graduate subcommittee

2 “A”s                        1 “A”
6 “B”s                        3 “B”s
3 “C”s                        7 “C”s
The last two questions as for a numerical ranking, 1-10, in terms of how close the written work is to publication:

7)  Does this work have the potential to advance scholarly or pedagogical work in the field?

Committee              Graduate subcommittee
5.1                           Several claimed they could not judge because in the thesis field; no data.

8) Prose is a level appropriate for publication
Committee               Graduate subcommittee

6                                No data.

There were no Creative Writing track MA theses defended in the last calendar year.  However, there were five MFA theses completed in 2008.  The MFA program has yet to develop an assessment instrument.  Therefore, there is no assessment information available in regard to the completed MFAs.  

When the Creative Writing track MA assessment instrument was used (in our at-the-year-of –the-year-review) to assess the MFA theses, only one of the following questions could be answered.

The question was simply if the reviewer thought the MFA thesis (based on the MA Creative Writing assessment tool) was ready for publication.  The reviewer indicated that 4 of the 5 theses were ready to be submitted for publication.  
B) We did not modify our instrument from last year.


	5. Data Analysis & Findings:
a) What direct and indirect methods did you use to measure the degree to which the learning (outcomes) of your students meets the goals of your program/unit? What assessment instruments/tools, methods, and processes did you use to collect student learning-related data? 
b) Were these instruments/tools, methods, and/or processes modified over the course of the previous academic year? If so, what are the actual change and the rationale behind it? Also, have the reviewers’ recommendations from the previous year report been addressed?
a) Overall, the majority of our students “met our program expectations.”  From the above data, it is apparent that our students are weakest in terms of engaging in critical analysis in regard to the critical “conversation” of scholars in their area and the ability to effectively use a methodology that would advance scholarship.  This weakness is revealed in “2)  Demonstrates the ability to focus on and define a problem…”; “3) Demonstrates the ability to synthesize an approach to the problem by drawing on significant relevant scholarship in the field”; “6) Demonstrates the awareness of the limits of his or her claims or analytic approach.”
The gap between the oral defense of the thesis that the committee hears and the reading of the theses that the Graduate Subcommittee does at the end of the year shows most remarkably in questions 5) and 6); each of these questions deal with the student’s ability to situation her/his work in the scholarly debate and to understand how her/his work fits into the debate/criticism.

B)  We have not altered our summative instrument in the last year.


	6. Review of Findings:
a) How were faculty/staff/students in your program/unit involved in the process of reviewing the findings of your analysis of student learning assessment data?  Who was involved (e.g. curriculum committee, department, unit, etc.)? When did the review process take place?
b) Have the reviewers’ recommendations from the previous year report been addressed?
A)  Graduate program is under review AY10; I suggest curricular changes that better prepares students for the thesis stage of their program.  Perhaps even putting into place a 1 credit thesis hour devoted to performing a “mock” defense.  In addition to subject knowledge, the ability to articulate oneself both verbally and in writing is the hallmark of our program.  We need formative measures put into our program to track our students’ progress from the 500 level to the graduate seminars that are supposed to prepare them for their thesis research and writing.
B)  The reviewers’ recommendations will be considered this year in our program review (AY10).


	7. Follow-Up Actions:
a) Based on your review of findings, what changes have been made to the curriculum, activities, services, goals, and/or student learning outcomes in your program/unit? Also, include references to any changed made in terms of the student learning assessment activities, such as the kinds of student learning-related evidence collected, or the review process itself.
b) Have the reviewers’ recommendations from the previous year report been addressed?
A/B)  First, the NEOMFA program must begin the process of putting an assessment program into place.  Second, our formal program review should concentrate on putting checks and balances into the existing core courses (though a thorough review of our existing courses should also be undertaken) to insure that each student progresses properly through the program and moves swiftly into her/his thesis.  Any advice the assessment reviewers could provide in AY10 would be most appreciated by the English Department.




