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	1) Introduction/Context:

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

The Master of Arts in English has two tracks, literature and creative writing.  For each track there are separate sets of goals and outcomes (see below).  Nine M.A. theses were completed in calendar year 2009: seven in the literature track, two in the creative writing track.  

The English Department participates in the Northeast Ohio Master of Fine Arts Program in Creative Writing (NEOMFA), along with the University of Akron, Kent State University, and Youngstown State University.  The creative writing track has fewer students than it had before the MFA program commenced a few years ago.  
Unlike last year’s assessment report, this report will not take into account any MFA theses (of which there were six in 2009).  In last year’s report, Professor Jennifer Jeffers, then Director of Graduate Studies, observed that establishing an assessment procedure for the NEOMFA was essential, but pointed out that the process would be slowed because it would require NEOMFA faculty from all four universities to reach consensus on learning outcomes.  In September 2009 the current Director of Graduate Studies met with the Director of the NEOMFA, Professor Mary Biddinger of the University of Akron, to discuss the NEOMFA setting up a system of assessment, perhaps one modelled on that used for the CSU English M.A.  (The other three universities are not asking the MFA program to come up with such a system.)  The entire NEOMFA program will be evaluated by a committee from the Association of Writers and Writing Programs in 2010-2011, and this evaluation may lead to an assessment system.  
b) Has there been any change in the context of your program/unit that influenced student learning outcomes that should be reflected in the current report?
None.  A new Director of Graduate Studies took over in August 2009.  
c) If the case, has the current assessment report addressed any of the recommendations made by review teams based on preview year report? 


	2. Goals:

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

The English M.A. program’s principal goals are to develop in its graduates

A. The skills to interpret texts of all kinds and to defend their interpretations effectively;

B. Excellent facility in written and spoken language;

C. A thorough awareness of at least one particular field within the study of writing, literature, theory, cultural studies, linguistics, or pedagogy; and
D. The capacity to produce scholarly, critical, or creative written work in the genres and of the quality that could lead to publication in reputable venues.   
In last year’s report, our “outcomes” were mistakenly listed under “goals.”  
b) Have these student learning goals been reviewed over the past academic year? If so, who was involved in the process? Additionally, have they been modified based on student learning assessment data collected in your program/unit? If the case, have any recommendations from the review of the previous year report been addressed?
The English department still endorses these goals.  



	3. Outcomes:
a) What are the intended outcomes of your program/unit in terms of student learning?  
Each M.A. student completes his or her degree work with a thesis and an oral examination that focuses on the thesis.  At the end of each oral examination, the three-person thesis committee assesses both the student’s oral performance and the written document.  
The literature track has clearly-defined outcomes.  The three faculty committee members decide how well the student in the thesis 

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;
6. Demonstrates awareness of the limits of his or her claims or analytic approach;
7. Has produced a work that has the potential to advance scholarly or pedagogical work in the field; and 
8. Has produced a work in which the prose is of a level appropriate for publication. 

The three committee members also address whether the student has fulfilled certain objectives in the oral examination: namely, whether the student

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;
11. Demonstrates awareness of the limits of his or her claims or analytic approach; and
12.  Handles questions professionally. 

The committee decides whether the student’s work exceeds expectations (“A”), meets expectations (“B”), or fails to meet expectations (“C”) for each outcome.  
Because the last four objectives listed pertain only to the oral examination, they obviously cannot be judged at a later date.  
b) Have these student learning outcomes been reviewed over the past academic year? If so, who was involved in the process? Additionally, have they been modified based on student learning assessment data collected in your program/unit? If the case, have any recommendations from the review of the previous year report been addressed?

The English department stands by these outcomes.  


	4. Data Collection:
a) What direct and indirect methods did you use to measure the degree to which the student learning outcomes meet (align with) the goals of your program/unit? 
Each spring the Graduate Subcommittee reviews theses from the previous calendar year, and evaluates how well they fulfill outcomes 1-8 given above, marking each thesis as exceeding expectations (“A”), meeting expectations (“B”), or failing to meet expectations (“C”).  Every two or three years, the Graduate Subcommittee reviews the evaluation sheets filled in at the oral examination (see above).  
The Graduate Subcommittee read the seven new literature theses from 2009.  The two creative writing theses were disregarded not only because there were so few but also because the Creative Writing Subcommittee and the Graduate Subcommittee will be reevaluating the creative writing track in 2010-2011, and it would be better to wait until then and perhaps examine all creative writing theses from the past few years.  
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? If the case, have the reviewers’ recommendations from the previous year report been addressed?
No changes have been made in our methods of assessment.  
Last year it was suggested that we add an indirect method of assessment.  This is something that can be discussed next year, although in the past the department has not found an indirect method that promised to be illuminating.  
The department will consider using benchmarks.  


	5. Data Analysis & Findings:
a) How did your program/unit analyze the student learning assessment data collected? What are your findings/results? How do they compare to the findings/results from the previous academic year?
There were four outcomes for which more than one thesis failed to meet expectations:
“2. Demonstrates the ability to focus on and define a problem”—two theses.  

“3. Demonstrates the ability to synthesize an approach to the problem by drawing on the significant relevant scholarship in the field”—two theses
“5. Situates his/her findings within current scholarly or critical debate on this topic”—two theses.  
“6. Demonstrates awareness of the limits of his or her claims or analytic approach”—two theses.  
Although it would be hard to place much weight on such a small sample, these results conform to the impressions we have from past years.  Our students tend to let their argument become overwhelmed by critical context; they sometimes fail to win control over all the secondary and theoretical sources they have examined.  As Professor Jennifer Jeffers said in last year’s report, “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.”  
b) If the case, have the reviewers’ recommendations from the previous year report been addressed?
The reviewers commented that the findings were not compared to previous years; this year the comparison has been made.  


	6. Review of Findings:
a) Who was involved in your program/unit review of the findings from your analysis of student learning assessment data? When did the review process take place?
The Graduate Subcommittee reviewed the theses in May.  
b) If the case, have the reviewers’ recommendations from the previous year report been addressed?  


	7. Follow-Up Actions:
a) Based on your review of findings, what changes have been made to the curriculum, OR activities, OR services, OR goals, OR student learning outcomes (choose all that apply) in your program/unit? Also, have any of these changes led to modifications in the process of collecting and/or reviewing student learning assessment data?
Because the review of theses was just completed, there has been no opportunity to discuss changes to curriculum, activities, etc.  As I mentioned earlier, the creative writing track of the M.A. will be reevaluated in 2010-2011, paying particular attention to its relation to the creative writing MFA program.  (Last year’s report stated erroneously that the graduate program would be “under review” in 2009-2010.)  
In 2010-2011 the Graduate Subcommittee will discuss possible revisions to the M.A. literature track.  Several ideas have been advanced in the past.  It has been suggested that we institute a track for the M.A. that does not require a thesis, a track intended for high school teachers in particular (this track might require reconsideration of our stated program goals).  We also may wish to institute a method of measuring the progress that students have made by the time they complete their core courses (ENG 510 and either ENG 511 or ENG 512, depending on the track).  The Director of Graduate Studies may recommend that the department review theses from recent years in order to have a truly representative sample before we reevaluate our goals and our methods of seeing whether students are meeting those goals. 
b) If the case, have the reviewers’ recommendations from the previous year report been addressed? 



