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Please list all Student Learning Outcomes/Objectives (SLOs) for this program in Tables 1A & 1B. 

Table 1A. Learning Outcomes (all outcomes if one program reported, or common outcomes if multiple programs reported on this form.)
	SLO #
	Exact wording of Student Learning Outcome (SLO)

	Skill #1
	 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Ability to read texts closely and to articulate the value of close reading in the study of literature and rhetoric.

	Skill #2
	 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Ability to explicate texts written in a wide variety of forms, styles, structures, and modes. 

	Skill #3
	 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Ability to recognize and appreciate the importance of major literary genres, subgenres, and periods.

	Skill #4
	 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Ability to respond imaginatively to the content and style of texts. 

	Skill #5
	 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Ability to write clearly, effectively, and imaginatively, and to adjust writing style appropriately to audience, content and subject.

	Skill #6
	 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Ability to develop and carry out research projects and to articulate them within appropriate conceptual and methodological frameworks, including the ability to recognize when information is needed, and to locate, evaluate, organize, and incorporate information effectively. 

	Skill #7
	 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Ability to analyze texts other than literary or rhetorical: for example, political, journalistic, commercial, technical, etc.

	Skill #8
	 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Ability to read and speak a language other than English.

	Knowledge #1
	 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Understanding of the historical development of the English language and of literature written in English from Old English to the present.

	Knowledge #2
	 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Understanding of the relations between culture, history and texts, including ideological and political aspects of representation, economic processes of textual production, dissemination and reception, and cross-fertilization of textual representations by those of other arts: architecture, sculpture, music, film, painting, dance, and theatre.

	Knowledge #3
	 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Understanding of the twofold nature of textual analysis: 1) objective study from varied analytical perspectives; 2) subjective experience of the aesthetic reality of the text. 

	Knowledge #4
	 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Familiarity with a wide range of British and American literary works, as well as with selected authors and works of other literatures, including folk and popular forms.

	Knowledge #5
	 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Familiarity with a wide range of British and American literary works, as well as with selected authors and works of other literatures, including folk and popular forms.

	Knowledge #6
	 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Familiarity with a wide range of literary terms and categories relating to literary history, theory, and criticism, including figurative language and prosody.

	Knowledge #7
	 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Familiarity with basic practices of literary research and documentation, including using the library and electronic forms of information retrieval and communication.


Table 1B. Unique Learning Outcomes, if multiple programs reported on this form.
	Program Name:

	SLO #
	Exact wording of Student Learning Outcome (SLO)

	
	

	
	

	Program Name:

	SLO#
	Exact wording of Student Learning Outcome (SLO)

	
	

	
	


Please complete the schedule of learning outcome assessment below by listing all program SLOs by number down the left column and indicating whether data were/will be collected (C), when they were/will be discussed by your faculty (D) and when changes resulting from those discussions were/will be implemented (I). 
NOTE: * SJSU must provide data to WASC for all SLOs by the end of Sp07.
Table 2

C = data Collected

D = results Discussed
I = changes (if any) Implemented 
	SLO #
	F05 or earlier
	Sp06
	F 06
	Sp07
	F07
	Sp08

	Skill #1
	
	C
	CDI
	
	
	

	Skill #2
	
	C
	CDI
	
	
	

	Skill #3
	
	C
	CDI
	
	
	

	Skill #4
	
	C
	CDI
	
	
	

	Skill #5
	
	C
	CDI
	
	
	

	Skill #6
	
	C
	CDI
	
	
	

	Skill #7
	
	C
	CDI
	
	
	

	Skill #8
	
	C
	CDI
	
	
	

	Knowledge #1
	
	
	
	
	CD
	CD

	Knowledge #2
	
	
	CD
	CD
	
	

	Knowledge #3
	
	
	
	
	CD
	CD

	Knowledge #4
	
	
	
	
	CD
	CD

	Knowledge #5
	
	
	CD
	CD
	
	

	Knowledge #6
	
	
	CD
	CDI
	
	

	Knowledge #7
	
	
	
	
	CD
	CD


1.  Check the SLOs listed at the UGS Website  (www.sjsu.edu/ugs/assessment/programs/objectives). Do they match the SLOs listed in Tables 1A and 1B?

_____X___ YES                _________ NO

The Department English & Comparative Literature Curriculum Committee decided to assess English 101, Introduction to Literary Criticism, one of the core requirements for the major.  Following its earlier decision to rotate assessment of SLOs, the Committee determined to focus on Knowledge SLOs 2, 5 and 6 as these are germane to the goals of English 101.  To that end, we collected information and data for Fall 2006 and Spring 2007, discussing the Fall 2006 data and implementing a change for Fall 2007. English 101 is a required course in the study and application of various historical and contemporary approaches to literature, such as formalism, structuralism, new criticism, cultural studies, new historicism, post-structuralism, Marxism, post-colonialism, feminism, etc. These approaches are applied to works of literature as well as other arts. This course is intended to build on the skills acquired in English 100W, a writing workshop that requires 8,000 words of critical, personal and research-based writing about works of drama, fiction and poetry and concludes with a common, holistically-graded final examination. The Department Curriculum Committee believes that, when assessed, English 101 shows English majors’ pattern of success in meeting Knowledge SLOs 2, 5 and 6. 
2.
Fall 2006 Performance Data: Describe the direct assessment (performance) data that were collected in fall 2006 (‘C’ in F06 column of Table 2), how much and by whom. Be specific, for example: Instructors in two sections (60 students) of PSYC 150, Anagnos and Cooper, gave an embedded exam question and in their summary  report indicated  the % of students who earned a ’B’ or better, ‘C’, or less than ‘C’ using the same grading rubric for that question.
	SLO #
	Data collected, how much, by whom**

	Knowledge 2
	Data/Information included rate of student success in writing short in- and out-of-class analytical essays concerning criticism about a major canonical work with the goal of understanding the relations between culture, history and texts.  The Data also included rate of student success in writing short evaluations of digital media and visual arts from various theoretical perspectives to emphasize the connection between literature and other arts, including architecture, painting, film and music.

	Knowledge 5
	Data/Information included rate of student success in writing 2-3 page “applications” which required the student to apply a specific literary theory to a work of art and produce a concrete piece of criticism that demonstrates familiarity with literary terms, language and prosody. 

	Knowledge 6
	Data/Information included rate of student success in writing critiques of primary and secondary criticism on a major canonical text demonstrating familiarity with the nature of canon and canon formation. 


3.
Fall 2006 Indirect Measurement (if any): Describe the indirect assessment data that were collected in fall 2006 (‘C’ in F06 column of Table 2), how much and by whom. Be specific, for example: 50 employers were surveyed by Margaret Wilkes, Career Planning and Placement about performance of recent hires who graduated from our program in 2004-5.
	SLO #
	Data collected, how much, by whom**

	Knowledge 2, 5, 6
	The Department Curriculum Committee received the following Data from the instructors of English 101:  A survey (a combination of instructor-generated midterm evaluations, SOTES and unsolicited student letters) reveals that over 75% of students thought that the course was difficult but highly valuable to successfully complete the English undergraduate program. A majority of students felt that the course exposed them to multiple ways of interpreting literature as well as products of culture.  In particular, pre-law students felt that this course was especially relevant to their career goals and recommended that the Department offer more of such courses.


4. Fall 2006 Findings/Analysis:  Describe the findings that emerged from analysis of data collected in F06.  Be specific. For Example: less than 50% of students met criteria for teamwork outcome. OR Employers indicated students have sufficient teamwork skills, no change needed.
	Finding 1 (SLO Knowledge #2)
	For SLO Knowledge #2, the student success rate was well over 90%.  These written essays demonstrated comprehension of complex readings relating to culture, history and literature.

	Finding 2 (SLO Knowledge #5)
	For SLO Knowledge #5, the student success rate was approximately 70%.  In English 101 students seemed to have most difficulty defining, understanding and applying literary terms.

	Finding 3 (SLO Knowledge #6)
	For SLO Knowledge #6, the student success rate was approximately 80%. While English 101 students seemed to have comparatively less difficulty with analyzing primary texts, they seemed to have more difficulty in understanding secondary criticism. However, students seemed eager to express their views about canon formation.


5.
Fall 2006 Actions: What actions are planned and/or implemented to address the findings from fall 2006 data? These are indicated by ‘I’ in Table 2 for the SLO data collected in fall ’06. Examples of actions taken include curricular revision, pedagogical changes, student support services, resource management. Be specific. For example: revising ENGR 103 to include more teamwork.)
	Planned
	After the Fall 2006 Data and Information collection, English 101 instructors felt that better coordination of curriculum between the sections would benefit the students and help to achieve the goals of the course more effectively.  

	Implemented
	Based on the above statement, in Spring 2007 the instructors of English 101 decided to teach the same canonical text (Heart of Darkness) on a trial basis. By using this text with which students are (usually) already familiar, the instructors hoped to help students focus more on the secondary criticism that they find more challenging.


6.
Fall 2006 Process Changes: Did your analysis of fall 2006 data result in revisiting/revising the Student Learning Outcomes or assessment process?  Yes __  No _X__.   


If the answer is yes, please explain and submit an updated version of the Student Learning Outcomes and/or assessment plan.
7.
Spring 2007 Performance Data: Describe the direct assessment (performance) data that were collected spring 2007 (‘C’ in Spr07 column of Table 2), how much and by whom. Be specific. For example: Instructor for MATH 188 (30 students), Stone, gave 3 embedded exam questions and in his summary report indicated the % of students who met or did not meet SLO #2.
	SLO #
	Data collected, how much, by whom**

	Knowledge #2
	[NOTE: As with Fall 2006 Performance Data, the collection of assessment data and information for SLO Knowledge 2, 5 and 6 was done by the Department Curriculum Committee; the data and information was supplied by instructors of English 101.  Data was compiled using appropriate grade analyses of various critical essays, research papers and reader responses in English 101.  All written work in this course is graded using the same departmental rubric.]

In three sections of this course, nearly 90% of students received a B or better grade for short essays about criticism on Heart of Darkness. These essays clearly demonstrated an understanding of the relations between culture, history and texts. 

	Knowledge #5
	The papers requiring application of theory demonstrated success rates of approximately 75% good to excellent. Both instructors noted that many students began the semester having considerable difficulty applying theory to literary texts but improved markedly over 15 weeks perhaps because they were required to write 8-10 application exercises during the semester.  5% of the students, however, were unable to overcome the difficulty and received failing grades for this assignment. 

	Knowledge #6
	Based on oral presentations and written summaries of critical essays, approximately 85% of students rated good to excellent while less than 5% were near failure in terms of addressing issues of culture, history, race, ethnicity, gender and sexual orientation.


8.
Spring 2007 Indirect Measurement (if any): Describe the indirect assessment data that were collected (‘C’ in Spr07 column of Table 2), how much and by whom. Be specific, for example: 100 alumni were surveyed by the department with questions related to SLOs #1 & #2. 
	SLO #
	Data collected, how much, by whom**

	Knowledge 2, 5, 6
	The Department Curriculum Committee received the following Data from the instructors of English 101:  Based on surveys (a combination of instructor-generated midterm evaluations, SOTES and unsolicited student letters), the Committee found that a majority of students (over 75%) thought that the course was difficult but extremely valuable to performance in other courses. Several students felt that the course “opened their eyes” to new ways of seeing not only literature but also visual arts. Once again, pre-law students felt that this course was especially relevant to their career goals and recommended that the Department offer more of such courses.


9. Fall 2007 Direct Measurement: For the SLOs scheduled to be assessed in fall 2007, describe the direct (performance) data that will be collected, how much and by whom.

Be specific, for example: Instructors in two sections of ART144, will assess SLOs #3 & #4 using a common rubric on the students’ final paper.
	SLO #
	Data to be collected, how much, by whom**

	Knowledge 2, 5, 6
	In Fall 2007 and again in Spring 2008, the Department Curriculum Committee will collect Data for assessment of the B.A. English & Comparative Literature degree.  For these two semesters we will concentrate on other “Knowledge” SLOs listed on the University assessment Website, though as always we reserve the right to change our SLOs at any time.  Key to assessing Knowledge SLO #1 will be sections of the course English 103. For Knowledge SLOs #3 and #4, we will ask instructors to report on the required courses, English 56A and English 56B. For Knowledge SLO #7, we will ask instructors to report on the required course, English 100W.  The Committee will ask instructors of these sections to submit assessment of student success in relation to this SLO based on various papers, tests, other written work, and perhaps oral presentations/informal discussion as well.  The Data will be similar in form to that collected in Spring 2007. 


10.
Fall 2007 Indirect Measurement (if any): Describe the indirect assessment data that will be collected (‘C’ in F07 column of Table 2), how much and by whom. Be specific, for example: graduating seniors in all capstone course sections will be surveyed on curriculum strengths & weaknesses. 
	SLO #
	Data to be collected, how much, by whom**

	Knowledge SLOs #4, 5, 7
	Members of the Department Curriculum Committee are not certain they understand fully the nature of “Indirect Measurement” in Assessment, though we tried to supply information concerning this category of information earlier on this form. Insofar as Indirect Measurement has to do with the reported or apparent success of graduates of the B.A. English & Comparative Literature program, we hope to increase and improve our information gathering, assessment and of course fund raising relation to graduates, including those graduating in Spring 2008.
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