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Table 1A. Learning Outcomes 
	SLO # 1
	Students will demonstrate an appropriate level of expertise in literary history, literary theory, and rhetoric.

	SLO # 2
	Students will demonstrate high-level proficiency in literary research and in the synthesis of research.

	SLO # 3
	Students will demonstrate critical and analytical skills in the interpretation and evaluation of literary texts.

	SLO # 4
	Students will demonstrate a command of written academic English, including the abilities to a) organize and present material in a cogent fashion, b) formulate and defend original arguments, c) employ effectively the language of their discipline and d) write under time constraints.

	SLO # 5
	Students will demonstrate a reading knowledge of at least one foreign language.

	SLO # 6
	Students preparing for teaching careers will receive the appropriate instruction.

	SLO # 7
	Students will be prepared for further graduate study.


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). 

Table 2

C = data Collected

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

	SLO # 1
	CDI
	CDI
	C
	DC
	CI
	CDI

	SLO # 2
	C
	
	C
	D
	C
	D

	SLO # 3
	CDI
	CDI
	C
	DC
	CI
	CDI

	SLO # 4
	CDI
	CDI
	C
	DC
	CI
	CD

	SLO # 5
	CD
	CDI
	C
	DCI
	C
	CD

	SLO # 6
	
	
	
	DC
	C
	CD, possible I

	SLO # 7
	
	
	
	C
	
	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? YES                
2. Fall 2006 Performance Data: 
	SLO # 1, 3
	The pass rates for the comprehensive exam were closer together in Fall: 100% for part 1 and 66% for Part 2, or 17/17 passed part 1 and 9/13 passed part two, adding up to 87% of cumulative student performances were at least satisfactory. Based on instructor evaluation of student performance in the nine graduate seminars in Fall 2006 that focused on rhetoric and literary evaluation, theory, and history, students performed satisfactorily (B or better) 95% of the time.



	SLO #2
	As evaluated by Dr. Linda Mitchell, 93% of her students did excellent work in her Research Methods course (201, the one required course of all MA’s).  Two earned A+’s, 11 earned A’s, and one received an F.  The one student with unsatisfactory work has left the program.

	SLO #4
	In Fall 06, MA Students had a 100% pass rate on Part I of the MA Comprehensive exam and Part II had a 66% pass rate.  Thus, in terms of clear and effective timed writing, our students performed (cumulatively) to our satisfaction 87% of the time.  Based on instructor evaluation of student performance of the written work done for all 12 graduate seminars in Fall 2006, students performed satisfactorily (B or better) 97% of the time.

	SLO #5
	According to the records of Professor Juan Sempere, Graduate Advisor in Spanish, this SLO was “achieved by 80% of the [7] students in their first exam. Those who failed were instructed to seek remedial support and eventually were able to pass the exam.”  No German exams were taken in this time period.  Professor Trudeau reports that 3 students took the new exam.


3.
Fall 2006 Indirect Measurement: 
	SLO # 1, 3, & 4
	Many students informed the coordinator that the special exam-taking workshop was particularly helpful in preparing for this semester’s as well as future exams.  All of the students sampled said that they felt the exams were fair.  One student responded that she felt the exams tested two different things: Part 2 your ability to apply and respond to literary criticism and part 1, how well you could synthesize information. Two students mentioned our curriculum’s emphasis on the earlier period when asked why they felt there was a different pass rate for the two tests.

	SLO #6
	Hiring personnel for Modesto Junior College contacted the coordinator to set up a recruitment meeting so that he could acquire more of our graduates (based on his admiration of our alumna, Nita Gopal) .  A Washington, D.C. area Community College Chair gave me unsolicited praise of her employee and our recent graduate: Ary Jones.  Many more of our recent graduates have found plentiful work at area institutions such as Evergreen and San Jose City College.  Some are also lecturing for us.


4. Fall 2006 Findings/Analysis:  
	Finding 1 (SLO # 1, 2,3 & 4)
	Based on performance data, our admission process seems to be on target for admitting qualified students (effectively picking capable students more than 90% of the time).  We will continue to work on modifying our qualifying exams to reflect our courses and current research in our discipline.

	Finding 2 (SLO # 1, 3, & 4)
	Based on the indirect measurements of student comments, we intend to keep offering MA exam test preparation workshops each semester.

	Finding 3 (SLO # 6 & 7)
	In looking at the final two learning outcomes, we realize that these cannot be directly measured by us and thus will require some mechanism for surveying alumni and their employers which we do not currently have.  We will also need to find some way to judge these outcomes while recognizing that not all students share the goal of attaining these outcomes (teaching careers and/or PhDs).  To meet the varying needs of our students and their reasons for attaining their MA, these last two outcomes are, in effect, optional for our students but essential for our program.


5.
Fall 2006 Actions: 
	Planned/Implemented

(effecting SLO 1,& 3)
	We have completely revised the reading list for the MA exams to better reflect the breadth of discussion in current research and pedagogy.  We plan to implement this in the Fall, pending acceptance of the revised list by our Graduate Committee.  Based on the uneven rates of passage of the two parts of the exam (and the realization that a much larger body of texts are covered on the 2nd part of the exam and the student assumption that theory is only dealt with on part 2), we will continue to rethink the two exams and plan a change in store for how the exams are constructed in Spring 2008, once the new reading list has been disseminated, hopefully adding more theory to part 1, and more world literature to part 2. 

	Implemented (effecting SLO 1, 3, & 4)
	Making the exam prep workshops a permanent faculty-led event every semester.

	Planned/Implemented for SLO #6 & 7
	The MA program plans to design some kind of quantifiable measurement of the ways our students satisfy the Foreign Language Outcome so that we can better assess changes that have been implemented in that part of the program. 

	Planned/Implemented for SLO #6 & 7
	The department will attempt to keep better records on our alumni so that we can survey them as to both their post graduation accomplishments and their thoughts on the preparation they received for their work in teaching and PhD programs.


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

7.
Spring 2007 Performance Data: 
	SLO #1, 3, & 4
	In our courses focused on literary criticism and history (that is, excluding MFA workshops), our students performed at the level of excellent (A and A-) 88% of the time and at the level of average (B + and B) 7% of the time.  No students turned in unsatisfactory coursework (B- or below) but 5% of enrolled students did withdraw or take an incomplete.

In evaluating students’ writing (SLO 4), analytical skills (SLO 3) and knowledge base in our discipline ((SLO #1), the MA comprehensive exam for part two, the exam committee found  67% of the 15 examinees to have written passing exams (10/15 passed) and the part 1 exam committee found that 1 of the 2 exam takers passed that portion of the exam.  Although this could be said to drop the part 1 exam pass rate to 50% , due to the small numbers who actually took the exam, it would be ludicrous to attempt to make any statistical analysis based on 2 people.  In talking with the one person who failed part 1 (and went on to fail part 2), it seems that the fault lies more in that individual student’s problems with time management and test-taking skills than any increased difficulty in the part 1 exam. 

	SLO #2
	Our required English 201 Research Methods course is now only offered in the Fall.  Although all classes require some kind of research, we have decided for the sake of clarity to use the one required class in our program as our main assessment of research skills.

	SLO #5
	4 of 5 students taking the Spanish exam devised for our graduate students (evaluated by Dr. Juan Sempere-Martinez of the Foreign Language Department), passed (for an 80% pass rate).  Also  one student each passed the similar French and German exams according to Dr. Trudeau and Sabelius respectively.


8.
Spring 2007 Indirect Measurement (if any): 
	SLO #4
	Our 201 Course was recertified by Graduate Studies for satisfaction of the Graduate Writing Requirement.

	SLO# 6
	At least 3 of our 10 Fall 2007 and Spring 2008 graduates have already garnered part time teaching jobs (At a JC in Washington, DC, at San Jose City College and in the SJSU Linguistics Dept.).  One of our Spring grads who has been a full time high school teacher throughout her time with us was promoted to chair her school’s English department (as reported by the grads to the graduate coordinator).  These numbers do not count the PhD bound who will/may also TA next year.

The graduate coordinator composed two surveys to measure our SLO#6: “students preparing for teaching careers will receive the appropriate instruction.”  One was a survey of alumni and the other was of employers at areas community colleges.  The latter have not yet been returned.  Of the alumni survey of our teacher preparation, 7 responded (3 of the 10 2006-2007 grads contacted and 4 of the 15 alumni that we had contact information for from a variety of other years).  The questions and a full spreadsheet of the results (broken down by question, individual response, and organized in reverse chronological order by graduation) is attached to this report along with the original questions.  One of the seven responded that teaching was not applicable to her post graduation goals/plans.  Of the six engaged in teaching, all six answered all four questions affirmatively that they agreed that we had 1) prepared them for teaching careers, 2) helped them to build a base of knowledge on literature, 3) provided them with the opportunity to learn about teaching composition, and 4) the opportunity to work with a classroom of students.  About 48% percent answered that they “Strongly Agreed” with these statements about their training.

Narrative comments singled out the TA/GA program, and specifically the work of professors Engell, Cullen, and Cox as mentors and models in the teaching of composition.  The only narrative comments that asked for changes in our program requested that 259, the course in composition that is required of all TA’s, be taught with more rigor.  Another asked that we find a way to provide guidance or mentorship to students who are not able to do the full TA program.  Although the responses were overwhelmingly positive among the handful we received, the teaching of composition received the weakest response of the 4 questions asked.  The Department’s recent decision to hire a specialist in Composition seems a timely and much needed response, especially in the face of upcoming retirements and the increasingly more exacting demands of Community College hiring committees.

	SLO #7
	Two students, Julie Meloni and Rob Swart, applied for PhD programs and both were admitted (thus it was a 100% success for those who applied).  They will attend, respectively, Washington State and University of Texas.  Julie was also accepted at but declined UC Davis and Univ. of New Mexico (as reported by the students to the graduate coordinator).  


9. Fall 2007 Direct Measurement: 
	SLO #1, 3, 4 (Knowledge base, writing & analysis)
	We will continue to examine performance in seminars (evaluated by the faculty and then final grades collected by the graduate coordinator) and performance on the MA comprehensive exams (as evaluated by the Exam part 1 and Part 2 committees and collected by the coordinator).  

	SLO #2 (Research)
	English 201, our research methods and materials course will be taught by Dr. Katherine Harris and she will be responsible for evaluating the incoming class’s research abilities once she has guided them through a semester of training.

	5 Foreign Language
	We will examine student performance on the exams, and rates of satisfaction of this requirement via exam as opposed to coursework or native fluency.  We will need to discuss and evaluate the change that was made in Spring 2006 to shift the evaluation of students’ foreign language abilities from professors within our department to experts in the Foreign Language Department to see if this change has been successful and to determine if any further changes are needed.


10.
Fall 2007 Indirect Measurement (if any): 
	SLO #6

Teacher Prep
	We hope to get responses from employers to the survey we sent out this summer measuring their satisfaction with alumni’s teaching abilities.  

We hope to also receive additional responses from alumni who we were unable to contact or who did not respond to our alumni self survey regarding teaching.

	SLO #7

PhD
	PhD programs generally send out acceptances in the Spring but we will continue to solicit information from alumni about their success once accepted and hope to gather contact data on PhD-going alumni for a possible survey in Spring 2008.


See addendum for details on alumni survey of teacher preparation.
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