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1. ASSESSMENT MEASURES EMPLOYED



Briefly describe the assessment measures employed during the year.

· Direct measure: committee review of all graduate portfolios in literature submitted during academic year 2004-2005


Participants: English Department Graduate 
Committee



Challenges: Small quantity of literature portfolios 
submitted during AY 2004-2005. It is difficult to 
generalize from a pool of five
· Indirect measure: survey and brownbag open discussion of portfolio process and expectations with all department portfolio evaluators 



Participants: all department graduate faculty



Challenges: N/A



2. ASSESSMENT FINDINGS
Two sets of outcomes are described in the Graduate Program’s Assessment Plan. The first set applies to all graduates:
All Graduates of the M.A. Program in English should:

1. 
be skilled critical readers of significant texts in their chosen fields;

2. 
be effective writers of the kinds of documents required in their 
special fields;

3. 
be familiar with the research methods and materials (and know how to use the systems of documentation) appropriate to their field of concentration;

4. be aware of and appreciative of the place of literature, language and rhetoric in a culture's identity.
All of the portfolios assessed had been passed by their evaluating 
committees during the year. Two of the five portfolios had failed on first presentation and had required revision of the independent paper and/or introductory essay prior to second presentation. Both students were advised by faculty area specialists prior to revision. One of these student portfolios fell short on Outcome 2; the other on Outcome 3.  Both of the portfolios passed on second presentation, indicating their satisfactorily achieving the desired outcomes.  


During assessment of the whole set of portfolios, the Graduate Committee agreed that all the portfolios demonstrated skill at critical reading and awareness and appreciation of the place of literature in a culture's identity. The committee noted a wider variation in skill levels for Outcomes 2 and 3, but within the range of acceptability. 
The second set of outcomes applies only to students in the Literature Concentration:

Students taking the emphasis in literature (347) should:

1.
be familiar with a range of literatures in English;

2. 
be able to demonstrate understanding of specific texts, writers, 
themes or approaches;

3.
be aware of and able to use critical theory;

4.
be able to apply the creative, analytical and communicative skills implicit in literary study to various workplace situations.

The committee felt that two of the portfolios assessed did not demonstrate familiarity with a range of literatures in English, as the papers tended to cluster around one subject area or literary historical era. However, reference to the students’ programs of study indicated that the problem lay with the students’ choice of representative papers, not with the courses taken. The committee regards this, then as not compelling evidence that Outcome 1 is not being met.

More significantly, the committee also found some fault with Outcome 3, in that, while all portfolios satisfactorily demonstrated an awareness of critical theory, two portfolios did not satisfactorily demonstrate the ability to use it. All literature students are required to take a theory survey as part of their core—which accounts for the students’ awareness. The committee noted that increased opportunity for students to practice using critical theory in their coursework will be beneficial, and noted that theoretical approaches in seminars are seen with increasing frequency. However, given that many part-time 
students’ programs of study stretch over three or more years there may be some lag time before results are seen.
Significantly, although I have identified two pairs of portfolios as not meeting specific individual outcomes from the four literature outcomes listed above, every portfolio satisfactorily met at least three outcomes, and one portfolio satisfactorily met all four. This indicates that, while there is some small room for improvement, overall 
the program is meeting its goals.
3. PROGRAM IMPROVEMENTS

As a result of the faculty survey and brownbag discussions, several program improvements, targeted toward the shortcomings noted in the portfolios assessed, have already been implemented. During the discussions organized by the Graduate Committee, department faculty noted the need for careful advising before students embark on writing their independent papers. This need was further confirmed by the failure of two portfolios during their initial presentation and their subsequent improvement after advising. As a result, beginning this fall, a required preliminary advising session has been added to the graduate portfolio process for all students. The portfolio contents have been revised to focus student attention on the independent paper and on a new critical/reflective essay. New sample portfolios and ancillary materials have been collected for student perusal, and the Graduate Committee has written clear rubrics for evaluating the portfolios, which are available to students and evaluators.

4. ASSESSMENT PLAN COMPLIANCE
No deviations from the plan this year
5. NEW ASSESSMENT DEVELOPMENTS
The Graduate Committee will be observing the results of the new portfolio process closely this year. 
PAGE  
3

