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Executive Summary

(After completing the questions on the next few pages, please replace this area with a written executive summary of the questions that follow, including your data analysis, findings, action plan, and improvements you have already made. This will be the top sheet of your report. This summary should be at least a paragraph, and can definitely be longer if desired.)

From Spring 2010 through Fall 2012, the English Department assessed half of its 34 courses.   Four of the English Department courses will not be addressed here as they are not part of the English Degree:  those are English 48, 49, 50, and 101.  Three of these -- 49, 50 and 101 – are the main staples of the English Department.  We do offer numerous sections of English 103 which *is* a requirement of the English degree, so a lot of information about the assessment of 103 CLOs will be included under question #4.   Otherwise, the courses in the degree program are either taught once per semester or less (once per year or once every two years).
After examining all the CLO assessment materials, matching CLOs to PLOs, and plotting CLO statistics on the excel grid, certain trends become evident.  Based on these trends, here are some suggested action items that the English Department will discuss in the fall:

1. PLOs and CLOs can be simplified and in some cases collapsed so that they focus on one goal each (some have bullet points and/or lists which makes them hard to assess);  the department might consider collapsing the four PLOs into two or three and revising the literature class CLOs both to narrow their focus and put more emphasis on writing essays.
2. The best practice may be to begin the assessment process by devising common assessment tools and methods that align with current practices, that we feel good about using, that don’t interfere with our own best teaching practices, and that lead to valuable conversations among us.  
3. It may be best to conduct common assessments in groups – literatures courses, creative writing courses, film courses.  Faculty teaching in these groups could meet once during the semester during which they are scheduled to assess and conduct assessment together.  

4. The results should be such that they are easy to keep track of.  Up to now, record-keeping has been confounding;   we recently started entering assessment results into curricunet, but even the assessment side of curricunet is inadequate (and under scrutiny).  We could use staff support and technological support to organize meetings and keep the results in order.
5.  We recently passed a motion to create a Lit and Lang Assessment Committee which will be made up of faculty from each department.   We need to populate this committee and decide on its job description (see list of ideas under question #5 below).
Faculty Included in the Preparation and Sharing of this Report:

(please replace this area with the names of all faculty that helped to prepare and provide input on this report. This includes faculty who were parts of draft discussions and conversations. Ideally, it is all faculty representing the core disciplines making up the degree or certificate.)
Debbie Gilbert, Barbara Jensen, Shelley Circle, RoseLee Hurst, Emily Malsam, Jillian Daly, Tim Hobert, Michelle Christopherson, Jenny Netto, Nita Gopal
Please provide a brief and cogent narrative in response to each of the following questions.  

1) Are the course learning outcomes (CLOs) on your spreadsheet accurate (as of right now), and do they represent the overall purpose(s) of the course(s)? Please explain why or why not. 
CLO inaccuracies
1. CLOs for 132 show an incorrect start date;  the start date should be “mid seventeenth century” in order to be consistent with the first half of the class (English 131) and the C-ID descriptor.  (I informed the curriculum rep who will make the change in curricunet.) 

2. 151 CLO #1 is incorrect on the spreadsheet.  The incorrect version is,  “Analyze and explain the literary, historical, and cultural significance of important works of English literature from 1700 to the present.” The correct version is, “Demonstrate the ability to identify and define literary techniques relevant to the study of folklore” (that’s according to a sharepoint document I found).  I have also informed our curriculum rep of this problem.
3. English 173 CLO #1 says “Chicano Literature” where it should say “Latin American Literature.” I let the Curriculum Rep know.
4. English 161 is missing from the spread sheet we received.  It is included in the one we’re returning.

Yes, in a sense, the CLOs represent the overall purpose of the courses.  We spent a lot of time four or six years ago deriving CLOs from course learning objectives as articulated in the course outlines.  Upon examining them now, in light of the more recently articulated PLOs, the literature course CLOs seem incomplete as they fail to specifically address essay-writing skills.

2) Are the program learning outcomes (PLOs) on your spreadsheet accurate (as of right now), and do they represent the overall purpose(s) of the program? Please explain why or why not.
PLOs are accurate, and they absolutely represent the overall purposes of the program.  In the same way that we spent time deriving CLOs from course outlines, we came together as a department to articulate our program-level targets.  I see now, however, that the PLOs may be unnecessarily long, complex and redundant in a way;  this became clear when matching CLOs to PLOs.  PLOs #1 and #4 are difficult to distinguish between when attempting to make a connection between PLOs and CLOs.  Likewise, PLOs #2 and #3 were hard to distinguish between when matching CLOs to PLOs.  The result is that reading and analysis- focused CLOs tended to be matched to both PLOs #1 and #4, and writing-focused CLOs tended to be matched to both PLOs #2 and #3.  The department might consider collapsing the four PLOs into two or three:  one which is reading and analysis-focused (or one for each) and one which is writing focused.

3) How well do the course learning outcomes (CLOs) fulfill, support and align with the program learning outcomes (PLOs)? Additionally, just in terms of the structure, do you think the assessment data from the CLOs can tell a qualitative and quantitative story about the PLOs? Please explain, and take some time to think through and write about what kinds of PLO analysis your CLO assessments will foster.
Some English PLOs align well with the CLOs including:  English 102, English103, the creative writing ones (English 105, 106, 108, and 109) and the “intro to” courses (112, 114, 116).  But the literature and film CLOs don’t align as well with the PLOs in part because they are too broad.  CLOs may work best when they are brief and focused (e.g. no subcategories like a, b, and c *and* no lists like “genres, themes and periods” ).  As a striking example, Palomar Community College has just this one CLO for all of its literature courses:  “Demonstrate the ability to analyze literary texts by using close-reading skills.”  

The Palomar CLO leads to the second problem with our literature course CLOs:  they don’t specifically target writing skills.  Most of our lit CLOs use language like “demonstrate the ability to analyze” and “analyze the significance of” but analysis can be and often is verbal.  The literature and film courses should be re-examined in both of these regards.

While our assessment process may be improved by revising some CLOs, the assessment tools and methods more than the CLOs themselves seem to render or lead to a specific kind of assessment data.  At present our assessment methods in the courses which are part of the English degree program (with the exception of English 103) don’t foster the most valuable quantitative *or* qualitative data (more on this in the next section).

4) You’ve mapped your CLOs to PLOs. You’ve also been provided CLO assessment data in your packet. Now, take some time to reflect on, consider and analyze the data you have. This is not an easy section to complete, and the purpose of this pilot is to generate thoughtful reflection on—and assessment of—PLOs in relationship to our CLO assessment data. 
Please look at every CLO data sheet included. Then, analyze, engage and write as much as you can, addressing the following question: what does your CLO data tell you about each of your  PLOs? Be detailed, descriptive and analytical.
As you consider this question…

· Discuss what kinds of trends you see in the data provided, and provide a qualitative assessment of each PLO.

· Try to fill in the CLO data from each sheet on your spreadsheet, and attempt to come up with an aggregate percentage for your PLOs. Is it possible to give a PLO quantitative assessment based on all of the courses listed? Or, can you give a PLO quantitative assessment based only on your discipline/department courses?
· Please be thorough and provide as much reflection and analysis as possible. The more analysis, the better. Feel free to write beyond this page.
PLO assessment -- When matching CLOs to PLOs it became evident that PLOs are redundant.  Reading and analysis-focused CLOs tended to be matched to both PLOs #1 and #4, and writing-focused CLOs tended to be matched to both PLOs #2 and #3.  The department might consider collapsing the four PLOs into two or three:  one which is reading and analysis-focused (or one for each) and one which is writing focused.  More importantly, we can’t assess the PLOs well until the CLOs are retooled and we develop better assessment tools and methods.
Reflection on English 103

English 103 is one of the two courses that every English major must take (102 is the other one and it wasn’t assessed), and those who assessed 103 in Fall 2011 did so in common using a valid sample of essays.  They made the following significant reflections:

Some CLOs might benefit from revision/added clarity:
· CLO #l-ambiguity with the words "an argument” 
· CLO #1-must the word “counterargument” be included? While some attention to counterargument is expected, instructors noted that the explicit requirement of it is too specific in the CLO and that the language could be less prescriptive
· CLO #2-Instructors noted that there's redundancy in CLO 1and CLO 2a. It can be assumed that CLO 1 was designed with the idea that a student is analyzing someone else's argument and that CLO 2a was designed with the idea that a student is presenting his or her own argument. However, because of ambiguity in CLO #1 with the term "an argument," the case can be made that success with CLO 2a means success with CLO 1. Instructors could not arrive at a solution to this puzzle without changing the CLO and making it more prescriptive than they wanted it to be. The current language is loose, but tighter language presents difficulties as well. 
· CLO#2- Because CLO #2 has three parts that were assessed, the overall success of CLO 2 is lower than the success rate of all its specific parts (note that CLO 2 overall = 53% whereas CLO 2a, b, and c = 62-78%)
Recommendations for improving the common assessment meeting:
· When planning assessment, start very early (before the start of the semester) to let instructors know and ask for samples to be assessed
· Assessment will work best if instructors strive to have one assignment they can submit that will allow students to showcase their ability to meet all the desired outcomes for the course
· to help ensure that assignments align well with CLOs being measured, one possibility is to be more specific about what kind of assignment to submit
· Also let instructors know the date the essays (for common assessment) should be completed
· Instructors suggested some of the specific assignments being read did not allow for students to showcase some of the skills being assessed. That is to say, a key reason for a lack of success wasn't necessarily the students' lack of skill but a lack of neat alignment between the assignment and the skills being assessed.
· Ask instructors to include their prompts. Reading prompts with each essay would involve extra time and copying;  one suggestion is to have instructors include their prompts electronically and those could be sent a week prior to the meeting so instructors could read them at their leisure. Instructors assessing essays would then feel more prepared.
· Be clearer about whether electronic documents or hard copies are to be submitted
· Make it even clearer that W#s are expected on each essay
· Double check to make sure everyone's name is on the email distribution list.
· Offer a chance for norming before the assessment meeting
· A rubric for the CLO' s was included to help instructors make decisions, but sometimes it had the opposite effect, confusing readers and causing debate. The overall suggestion was to keep the rubric as simple as possible, perhaps omitting it entirely. The rubric for CLO 2c, for example, was specified as being more confusing than helpful.
Other comments:

· Instructors noted that essays that didn't show good attention to MLA format (particularly with regard to citation) did not demonstrate the desired outcome of CLO 2a.  Instructors mentioned that proper citation goes hand in hand with advanced forms of argumentation even though MLA conventions are generally taught in ENGL 101 and not given nearly as much attention in ENGL 103.
· While there are various things to consider, one concern instructors highlighted was how the group assessment prevented instructors from considering multiple assignments when assessing students.

· expecting one assignment to measure all the CLOs of the course demands a lot --  if instructors had more freedom to assess CLOs, not by submitting samples from one assignment but by assessing multiple assignments on their own, the success rates could have been higher
· The benefits and drawbacks of group assessment should be discussed at an Assessment Workgroup meeting

Trends that emerged in the assessment of literature courses (English 131 and higher not including the two film courses, 161 and 162)
Trend #1:  When matching literature course CLOs to PLOs, one sees that none of the lit course CLOs address the two writing-focused PLOs (#2 and #3).  It seems that literature class CLOs should be retooled in order to put more emphasis on writing essays (there’s more about this in the answer to question #3 of this report).

Trend #2:  Overall the success rates are higher in literature classes than they are in the courses with common assessments (English 49, 101 and 103) with many 100% success rates reported.
Trend #3:  Instructors of lit courses approached assessment individually, and all devised their own tools and methods of assessment.  Among those tools are listed:  midterm questions, final exam questions, short essays, i.d. quizzes, in-class writings, class participation, student presentations, final presentations, essays, extra credit assignment.
Only a few instructors included specific assessment tools, but those who did provide valuable insight into the process.  Here are two examples:

Example #1:

English 162 CLO #1:  Demonstrate the ability to explain the major periods of development in the history of cinema and assess the impact that particular historical events, social and artistic movements, developments in media technology, and stylistic innovations of individual filmmakers have had on the film industry in each major period of its development;

Instructor’s approach to assessing English 162 CLO #1:  In a 500-word essay, identify at least 5 of the challenges that the innovation of "sound-cinema" posed for film artists working in Hollywood in the 20s. Discuss the ways in which these challenges were met and overcome. 

Instructor’s analysis:  Students were further prompted to refer specifically to "The Jazz Singer" and 2 late-silent Hollywood films which they'd already analyzed in shorter writing assignments. That earlier work no doubt prepared them to perform very well on this slightly longer assignment -- which accounted for half their midterm exam score.

Example #2:

English 163, CLO #2:  Demonstrate the ability to identify and define genres, periods and themes relevant to Shakespeare's works.
Instructor’s approach to assessing English 163, CLO #2: There were three short papers (one for each genre of Comedy, Tragedy, and History). In the prompts, the students were asked to perform particular analyses based on appropriate critical theory

Instructor’s analysis:  The percentage of passing this CLO is acceptable. Critical analysis at this level of study is a challenge, and students attacked the assignment well. Measuring this CLO through a written assignment is effective
Trend #4:  The literature course CLOs are too big to assess well.
Instructor’s reflection on English 112 CLO #2:  36% of the students who passed the course passed this CLO. This course met one night a week, had an ambitious reading schedule (6 Novels and 11 Short Stories). In the course objectives, the objective to do with historical development of prose fiction suggested starting with ancient Greece. In my estimation, it was more valuable for the students to read a lot, analyze the literature, and make connections between movements than for them to be able to recite a historical time line from ancient Greece to now. I did not emphasize this CLO nor the objective upon which it was based.  I believe the CLO is valuable; however, the objective upon which it is based needs revisitation. It seems overly ambitious to expect students to study both the novel and short story, have a sense of history from Greece to now, AND accomplish any reading of note.

Instructor’s reflection on English 131 CLO#2:  Understanding of genres and themes is fairly easy to assess, periods not so much.  This is easier to assess in, for example, American Lit from 1850 with a relatively tidy march through the –isms:  Romanticism, Realism, Naturalism, etc.  World Lit covers over 2,500 years – just too vast.
Instructor’s reflection on 135, CLOs #1 and #2:  I found that testing students on periods is problematic and counterproductive in that literature is not obedient to clear-cut periods, and trends evolve and overlap; scholars often debate and disagree about periodization.  Romanticism, for instance, took so many forms over a long period of time and coexisted with distinct traditions like the slave narrative.  Secondly, I don't feel that "literary techniques" should be focused on in a CLO of its own.  This class is an introduction to American literature and, it seems to me, meant to focus on ideas or themes not literary techniques.  I recommend that we change the first two CLOs so that they lend themselves better to assessment (and match the course outline better too).  I recommend that we replace the first two with these: 
1. Explain central themes and literary techniques associated with major Early American literary genres.

2. Describe the major ideologies and concepts that drive the thematic development of early American literature (e.g. Puritanism, the Enlightenment, the Cult of Domesticity, Slavery etc.).

Instructor’s reflection on 137 CLO #1:  In the CLO, the phrase "from its beginnings to the 18th century" sets up a wide range to assess. It's hard to create one instrument to assess the CLO. Therefore, quizzes throughout the semester were used as well as a key essay. Quizzes were worth a small portion of a student's grade and in some cases absences affected success. I wonder if a different instrument of measurement would have yielded different results.  Perhaps re-evaluate the wording of the CLO or the instruments of measurement.
Instructor’s reflection on 161 CLOs #1, #2 and #4:  

Regarding #1:  To assess this CLO the right way, I would need to choose typical representatives from the three referenced categories of film (which is problematic especially in the case of avant-garde film) and either a) administer a short answer exam, or b) assign three separate essays (each stack of 80 essays takes fifteen hours to grade).  I would have to organize one quarter to one third of my class around the project of assessing this one CLO.  

Regarding #2:  As they are written the CLOs for this class are very large and difficult to assess. …This CLO would be best assessed by assigning one take-home essay dealing with each of the four areas -- cinematography, mise-en-scène, editing and sound design.  Instead I picked a portion of this CLO and assessed it with one take-home essay. 

Regarding #4:  This CLO is very large (it asks that students be able to analyze three broad categories as they relate to “typical” films) and it overlaps significantly with the above three CLOs….My overall thought is that the emphasis on assessment and outcomes is too controlling;  the learning process can not be so neatly controlled especially when it comes to critical thinking.
5) Action Plan. Based on the assessments and analysis you have provided in questions 1-4, please consider what changes or improvements you would like to make, which might include updating your CLO or PLO statements, modifying course outlines, rethinking instruction efforts, using different assessment instruments, etc. Based on the analysis you have provided in questions 1-4, provide an action plan for improvement that draws on your assessment results and efforts.
Based on evidence and analysis set forth in the answer to question #4, the department might consider collapsing the four PLOs into two or three:  one which is reading and analysis-focused (or one for each) and one which is writing focused.
Perhaps the literature class CLOs should be retooled in order to simplify/narrow them down and to put more emphasis on writing essays (see answer to question #3 for reasoning).  Palomar Community College has this one CLO for all of its literature courses:  “Demonstrate the ability to analyze literary texts by using close-reading skills.”
It seems that we, English faculty, need more time to develop assessment tools and methods that coincide with our established practices, that we feel good about using, that don’t interfere with our own best teaching practices, and that lead to valuable conversations among us.  Instead we feel under pressure to do an extra task to satisfy accreditation requirements, an endeavor that has little in the way of positive outcomes for us.  The process of assessment may be simplified and made more valuable if we use common assessment tools and work in groups.
In the Literature and Language Arts Division, we recently passed a motion to create an Assessment Committee which will be made up of faculty from each department.  Here are some ways the Assessment Committee might help faculty make this process more meaningful:

1. keep track of what needs to be assessed
2. run group meetings for revising CLOs and PLOs
3. hold work groups to develop assessment tools and methods
4. organize group assessments and/or find faculty to facilitate these
5. analyze data from each semester
6. train faculty to enter assessment results into curricunet
6) The college should be making improvements based on student learning outcomes assessment, and we need to continue to document and share the improvements and progress you have already made. This is extremely important.
· Did you make any changes in your CLO or PLO statements during the last 4-year cycle that ended in 2012, or any changes this year? Please explain what you accomplished.
· Did you make any improvements in the areas of teaching and instruction processes, your courses, or your program? Please explain and provide details about your efforts!
We have made some changes to CLOs in order to bring course outlines into alignment with C-ID descriptors so that we can apply for an AA-T.  Specifically, we had to change cut-off dates in our pair of British Literature courses (137 and 138) and our pair of World Literature courses (131 and 132).
Assessment has been hard in part because it’s been a moving target, but also because we haven’t always had adequate support.  As a result,  the process has not always fostered a climate of collaboration and improvement especially when it comes to our literature courses where instructors have been working on assessment individually.  Working individually, one struggles to devise tools and methods of assessment.  This struggle involves deciphering the task of assessment and brings about conversations about its obscurity.  The process tends to be frustrating and prevents the kinds of conversations that lead to reflection. 

7) Please reflect on the process of learning outcomes assessment in your division and at Modesto Junior College. What do you think would make it more meaningful? How could it be improved? What would help you?

This question has been answered above.  In short, this PLO assessment process has brought CLO assessment into focus.  It’s becoming more clear what needs to be done in order to have meaningful qualitative *and* quantitative assessment data:  simplifying PLOs and CLOs;  devising a menu of simple assessments tools that correspond to what we already do;  having the valuable conversations about what we do in the classroom perhaps by conducting assessment in common according to groups; and requesting staff support.

Furthermore, it seems increasingly clear that assessment, program review, resource allocation and institutional planning will all somehow be linked.
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