ASSESSMENT REPORT
2021-2023

Degree: English Graduate Degree Level: MA

Program Mission:

The mission of the Department of English and Philosophy is to immerse our students in
authentic academic and professional settings, providing them with opportunities to
bridge theory and practice and to engage in critical reflection that informs action.

The English M.A. program offers advanced instruction in literature, linguistics, creative
writing, and composition. The program is designed to provide a srong foundation in
advanced research methods for the study of English; a thorough background in the
history and development of the English languge; current theories in linguistics, literary
criticism, and writing; and a variety of electives in the three emphasis areas (Creative
Writing; Literature; and Linguistics, Literarcy, and Composition). The graduate program
serves regional secondary school teachers, prospective community college teachers,
students who plan to enter Ph.D. programs, and students who seek stronger credentials
in English for careers in journalism, publishing, and professional writing. Each year,
graduate assistantships are awarded competitively to full-time students. Along with
tutoring in the Writing Center, graduate assistants undertake extensive teacher training
in composition and gain considerable experience as composition instructors.

Student Learning Outcome 1:

Students will produce high-quality written work demonstrating their interpretative and
analytical skills through mastery of relevant and current theoretical concepts.

NMHU Traits Specifically Linked to Student Learning Outcome 1

Effective communication skills

Effective use of technology

Mastery of content knowledge and skills
Critical and reflective thinking skills

“Quality of Written Work” — First Means of Assessment for SLO la:

Learning Outcome 1 is assessed by evalating the “Quality of Written Work” in students’
first-year paper (FYP), qualifying exam, thesis proposal, thesis defense, and thesis. The
FYP is collected in Research Methods and is scored on a scale of 1-5 by the instructor
and another English faculty (typically the graduate coordinator). The two English faculty
members on the student’'s committee score the qualifying exam on a scale of 1-5. The
two English faculty and the outside member on the student’'s committee score the thesis
proposal, thesis defense, and thesis on a scale of 1-5. The scores are then averaged.
Success is considered 100% of English MA graduates averaging a combined 3.5 or
higher in “Quality of Written Work” across five examples of the students’ work.
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Summary of SLO 1a Data for 2021-2023 English MA graduates:

Number of Students Meeting

Total Number of Students

Criterion: 7 | Assessed: 7
Number of Students Not Meeting Percent of Students Meeting

Criterion: 0 | Criterion: 100%
Highest individual average across Combined average for all

five samples of grad work: 4.68 | students: 4.13
Lowest individual average across Individual averages: 4.06, 4.68,

five samples of grad work: 3.50 | 3.50, 3.93, 4.34, 4.56, 3.85

“Mastery of Relevant and Current Theoretical Concepts” — Second Means of

Assessment for SLO 1b:

Learning Outcome 1 is further assessed by evaluating “Mastery of Relevant and Current

Theoretical Concepts” in students’ FYP, qualifying exam, thesis proposal, thesis
defense, and thesis. These works are scored on a scale of 1-5 per the evaluation

process explained in the paragraph above. Success is considered 100% of English MA
graduates averaging a 3.5 or higher in “Mastery of Relevant and Current Theoretical
Concepts” across five examples of the students’ work.

Summary of SLO 1b Data for 2021-2023 English MA graduates:

Number of Students Meeting

Total Number of Students

Criterion: 6 | Assessed: 7
Number of Students Not Meeting Percent of Students Meeting

Criterion: 1 | Criterion: 86%
Highest individual average across Combined average for all

five samples of grad work: 4.67 | students: 4.09
Lowest individual average across Individual averages: 4.17, 4.67,

five samples of grad work: 2.7512.75,3.91, 4.64, 4.64, 3.89

Interpretation of Data for SLO la and 1b:

Missing data: Due to COVID-19 pandemic disruptions and department turnover,

gualifying exam data and thesis scoring data was not available for several of the works
completed by three students assessed in this cycle.

Because students typically are not allowed to proceed to each stage of their graduate
work until their committee thinks that the student is capable of passing that stage, we
end up with work that by default usually ranks at least 3 out of a 5-point scale. If a
student fails one of the works, they have to redo it and only the “pass” gets recorded.
Or, a student might decide to leave the program, in which case their data doesn't get
recorded at all because we only do outcomes assessment on works completed by
students who have graduated within the assessment period. See the goals section

below for further detalils.
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A likely reason that SLO 1a is on average higher than 1b relates to the dedicated one-
on-one attention that faculty provide students on their written work. Regardless of the
extent to which students might eventually display “mastery of relevant and current
theoretical concepts” in their individual written work, a faculty member (and frequently
several) will have observed, mentored, and advised a student’s written work at various
stages of progression. However, a likely reason that SLO l1a and 1b scores are lower on
average than the other SLOs could relate to several of the students in this data set
completing their master’s degrees remotely because of COVID-19 campus closures.
Specific to SLO 1b, several of the students in this data set also experienced course
cancelations or delays relating to COVID-19 closures and temporarily low enrolments,
most significantly relating to the required graduate theory course. And, during a portion
of the data period included in this report, the department was lacking two out of three
literature faculty (to whom the task of instructing literary theory usually falls). This SLO,
especially 1b, should remain a targeted area for improvement and should remain a
consideration of graduate teaching, mentoring, and advising, especially where students
are scored a 3 or below on their qualifying exam and/or thesis proposal — the two written
documents that support the capstone piece of graduate writing.

Student Learning Outcome 2:

Students will display mastery of the subject and form of their chosen concentration area
(Literature, Creative Writing, or Linguistics and Composition).

NMHU Traits Specifically Linked to Student Learning Outcome 2

Effective communication skills

Effective use of technology

Mastery of content knowledge and skills
Critical and reflective thinking skills

“Mastery of the Subject and Form” — Means of Assessment for SLO 2:

Learning Outcome 2 is assessed by evaluating “Mastery of the Subject and Form” in
students’ FYP, qualifying exam, thesis proposal, thesis defense, and thesis. The FYP is
collected in Research Methods and is scored on a scale of 1-5 by the instructor and
another English faculty (typically the graduate coordinator). The two English faculty
members on the student’s committee score the qualifying exam on a scale of 1-5. The
two English faculty and the outside member on the student’'s committee score the thesis
proposal, thesis defense, and thesis on a scale of 1-5. The scores are then averaged.
Success is considered 100% of English MA graduates averaging a 3.5 or higher in
“Mastery of the Subject and Form.”

Summary of SLO 2 Data for 2021-2023 English MA graduates:

Number of Students Meeting Total Number of Students
Criterion: 7 | Assessed:
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Number of Students Not Meeting Percent of Students Meeting

Criterion: 0 | Criterion: 100%
Highest individual average across Combined average for all

five samples of grad work: 4.73 | students: 4.29
Lowest individual average across Individual averages: 4.22, 4.67,

five samples of grad work: 3.75 | 3.75, 4.18, 4.18, 4.73, 4.27

Interpretation of Data for SLO 2:

Missing data: Due to COVID-19 pandemic disruptions and department turnover,
gualifying exam data and thesis scoring data was not available for several of the works
completed by three students assessed in this cycle.

Because students typically are not allowed to proceed to each stage of their graduate
work until their committee thinks that the student is capable of passing that stage, we
end up with work that by default usually ranks at least 3 out of a 5-point scale. If a
student fails one of the works, they have to redo it and only the “pass” gets recorded.
Or, a student might decide to leave the program, in which case their data doesn't get
recorded at all because we only do outcomes assessment on works completed by
students who have graduated. See the goals section below for further details.

Most graduate students across all three areas of concentration (Creative Writing;
Literature; and Linguistics, Literarcy, and Composition) successfully enrolled in a variety
of classes in their concentration despite the faculty body being in flux (in 2021 and
2022, there were searches for both an American Literature and a British Literature
faculty member) and three faculty taking sabbatical during this data period. It is likely
that students’ ability to enroll in courses in their concentration supported them in being
able to practice “mastery” of both their subject of concentration and the form or forms
common to that concentration. Still, course cancelations occasionally disrupted some
students’ capacity to take the fullest range possible of classes in their concentration. In
these situations, the faculty worked diligently to find adequate solutions for students
whether through course substitutions, directed studies, or independent studies. While
course cancelations occur for a variety of reasons, continuing to offer a diverse range
graduate courses across all three concentrations will likely contribute to ongoing
success in this SLO.

Student Learning OQutcome 3:

Students will be able to conduct, synthesize, interpret, document, and present original
academic research.

NMHU Traits Specifically Linked to Student Learning Outcome 3

Effective communication skills

Effective use of technology

Mastery of content knowledge and skills
Critical and reflective thinking skills
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“Ability to Conduct, Synthesize, Interpret, and Document Research” — First Means

of Assessment for SLO 3a:

Learning Outcome 3 is assessed by evaluating “Ability to Conduct, Synthesize,

Interpret, and Document Research” in students’ first-year paper (FYP), qualifying exam,
thesis proposal, thesis defense, and thesis. The FYP is collected in Research Methods
and is scored on a scale of 1-5 by the instructor and one other English faculty (typically
the graduate coordinator). The two English faculty members on the student’s committee

score the qualifying exam on a scale of 1-5. The two English faculty and the outside
member on the student’s committee score the thesis proposal, thesis defense, and

thesis on a scale of 1-5. The scores are then averaged. Success is considered 100% of

English MA graduates averaging a 3.5 or higher in “Ability to Conduct, Synthesize,

Interpret, and Document Research.”

Summary of SLO 3a Data for 2021-2023 English MA graduates:

Number of Students Meeting

Total Number of Students

Criterion: 7 | Assessed: 7
Number of Students Not Meeting Percent of Students Meeting
Criterion: 0 | Criterion: 100%
Highest individual average across Combined average for all
five samples of grad work: 4.83 | students: 4.19
Lowest individual average across Individual averages: 4.11, 4.83,
five samples of grad work: 3.50 | 3.5,3.73,4.09, 4.73, 4.32
“Originality of Research/Creative Project” — Second Means of Assessment for
SLO 3b:
Learning Outcome 3 is further assessed by evaluating “Originality of Research or
Creative Project” in students’ FYP, thesis proposal, thesis defense, and thesis. These
works are scored on a scale of 1-5 per the evaluation process explained in the
paragraph above. Success is considered 100% of English MA graduates averaging a
3.5 or higher in “Originality of Research or Creative Project.”
Summary of SLO 3b Data for 2021-2023 English MA graduates:
Number of Students Meeting Total Number of Students
Criterion: 7 | Assessed: 7
Number of Students Not Meeting Percent of Students Meeting
Criterion: 0 | Criterion: 100%
Highest individual average across Combined average for all
four samples of grad work: 5.00 | students: 4.59
Lowest individual average across Individual averages: 4.43, 5.00,
four samples of grad work: 4.22 | 4.50, 4.56, 4.22, 4.89, 4.56
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Interpretation of Data for SLO 3a and 3b:

Due to COVID-19 pandemic disruptions and department turnover, qualifying exam data
and thesis scoring data was not available for several of the works completed by three
students assessed in this cycle.

Because students typically are not allowed to proceed to each stage of their graduate
work until their committee thinks that the student is capable of passing that stage, we
end up with work that by default usually ranks at least 3 out of a 5-point scale. If a
student fails one of the works, they have to redo it and only the “pass” gets recorded.
Or, a student might decide to leave the program, in which case their data doesn't get
recorded at all because we only do outcomes assessment on works completed by
students who have graduated. See the goals section below for further details.

Although this SLO contains the highest averages overall, it is an area that is felt by
faculty in the department to be less successful than some of the other SLOs. In order to
account for this discrepancy between data and impressions, it is worth considering that
graduate students in the creative writing concentration routinely receive high scores in
this SLO because, by default, they produce “original” work when producing a creative
writing manuscript. They are not allowed to advance through the degree if this is not the
case. Additionally, the particular students in the literature concentration who were
assessed in this data period started the program already possessing advanced skills in
generating and sustaining original research projects. The department’s current
approach to outcomes assessment only considers data on students who graduated
during the assessment period, and therefore the data during this period skews favorably
in part due to the relatively advanced students we saw finish during this two-year period.
The lowest scores in this SLO occurred at the thesis proposal stage (the second of five
works in the series of works assessed). This result is probably to be expected, because
synthesis and interpretation perhaps are still in progress at the time of the proposal —
relative to the students’ performance in later graduate work.

Utilizing Assessment Results:

As is reported in the interpretation sections above for each SLO, this assessment cycle
raised issues regarding how data currently is assessed in the department. If an
outcomes assessment process only captures work by students who have successfully
completed the degree, then by default the work assessed will almost always be
“successful” (results of 3 or higher). One potential change that the department wants to
consider as early as the next outcomes assessment cycle is to assess work produced
from all students within a given cycle, rather than only the work produced by students
who graduated in a given cycle (regardless of when the works were produced). The
latter approach is the current assessment process for the department, which may not be
the best method of gauging the success of the program within a given cycle. Nor may it
be the best method of tracking trends from one cycle to the next. It can also lead to
somewhat misleading outcomes data if a student takes longer than two years to
complete the program, as data from their FYP and exam/thesis proposal will be mixed
in with students who started years later.

6 of 8



On a different but related note, a “successful” completion of one of the works may
include a student failing the work on their first try. The case may also arise that a
student submits one or more of the works that would be evaluated for outcomes
assessment, but then stops short of completing the degree. In both cases, the data from
failed work or work from students who do not graduate never appears in outcomes
assessment cycles under current departmental protocols. In the future, a revised
approach to outcomes assessment could include incorporating data from work
produced by students who have left the program before graduating and/or data for
multiple submissions by the same student (e.g. data for a failing work and data for the
eventual passing work). In short, the department is considering moving the focus of
assessment away from the student as the organizing unit of the data and toward the
individual works as the organizing unit of data. By assessing the “success” of the work
produced in the discrete period of the data cycle, the department can gain different
insight than what is possible via the current approach.

The above two paragraphs, in addition to being the result of recent departmental
conversations relating to this data cycle, also are in response to one of the goals from a
past report. That goal was as follows: “In reviewing the results, the English department
realized that scoring 100% across all metrics isn’t very useful if it means that we don’t
have good information about what areas might need the most improvement. [...] Going
forward, OA evaluations should be performed with an eye to highlighting areas for
improvement rather than achieving high OA results. In one year, if we are still achieving
100% success across all metrics, we will return to this and adjust the way that outcomes
are evaluated or raise outcomes standards in order to collect better data.” This is an
example of how the department is using outcomes assessment to make adjustments
and improvements to the program.

Goals for Improvement During the 2023-2025 Reporting Cycle:

e Moving to a digital cloud-based storage system for outcomes assessment forms

o0 This may help circumvent the issue of lost forms, especially relating to
disruptions of campus activities.

o0 The current graduate coordinator is working on making this transition so
that outcomes assessment forms from 2023-2025 graduates will be stored
and accessible in a secure English graduate faculty SharePoint site.

e Relating to goal 1, creating and storing assessment data from outcomes
assessment forms directly in SharePoint

0 The current graduate coordinator aims to implement this process prior to
the 2025 report.

e Continuing the one-time workshops that were started during the 2021-2023
reporting cycle

0 This seems like one way to increase the quality of graduate student work
submitted for outcomes assessment.

o Past workshops have included topics ranging from thesis formatting to
Microsoft Word basics. These have been open to graduate students
across the entire campus and have been the purview of the Writing Center
director.
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o0 The Writing Center director plans to continue hosting these workshops,

with consultation and planning support from the graduate coordinator.
e Continuing to support students by whatever means possible

0 Support here means explicitly pecuniary things like locating funds for
conference travel or awarding additional semesters of graduate
assistantships to those who may need to take more than two years to
complete degree requirements.

o0 The current graduate coordinator has been able to locate some additional
funding on a case-by-case basis, such as travel funding or unique
opportunities for international student employment. But the current limits to
graduate funding hurts retention and recruitment.

o Sitill, in lieu of being able to increase the amount of funding, graduate
mentors (especially but not only limited to the graduate coordinator) can
be on the lookout for one-time additional funding sources.

e Revisiting and considering revisions to the program mission to better serve the
needs of current and future students.

e Creating rubrics for the purpose of defining what 1-5 actually means during the
assessment process of each of the five works.

0 This may take several outcomes assessment cycles to finalize. As stated
elsewhere in the report, we need to collect data in a way that actually
helps the program improve, not merely report “success” across the board.

e Reassessing the usefulness of the portfolio option in the English graduate
program.

o Only one graduate of the program in the last data cycle pursued this
option; none of the current graduate students are pursuing it.

e Practicing more planning and discussion further in advance of semester
schedules being announced

o Now that the department is close to being fully staffed again, this may help
the department be more strategic around which grad courses will be
offered and when (especially the graduate theory course).

0 This should contribute to students achieving “mastery of relevant and
current theoretical concepts” earlier in their progression toward the
degree.

e Researching possibilities for conducting a routine “exit survey”

o0 The department is particularly interested in allowing students to report
data anonymously.

o Offering an exit survey may grant different ways of understanding the
strengths or weakness of the program.

0 Besides offering a way to keep tabs on what our students are doing and
celebrating their successes, it could offer insights regarding other ways to
improve the program.
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