Annual Assessment Report to the College 2011-2012 
College: Humanities
Department: English
Program:  Master’s Degree Option in Rhetoric and Composition

Committee Chair: Irene Clark
 
Note:  Please submit report to your department chair or program coordinator and to the Associate Dean of your College. You may submit a separate report for each program which conducted assessment activities.

Liaison:

1. Overview of Annual Assessment Project(s) 

	1a. Assessment Process Overview: Provide a brief overview of the intended plan to assess the program this year.  Is assessment under the oversight of one person or a committee?
The Program Assessment Plan 2011-2016  specified that during the academic year 2011-2012, the Composition Committee  would assess  Common Graduate SLO #1 and Common Undergraduate SLO#1. 

The Common Graduate SLO ( #1) is:

“Students will demonstrate knowledge of creative, cultural, linguistic, literary, performative, and/or rhetorical theories.”  The plan indicated that the committee would use assessment materials from English 651 and English 650 for common Graduate SLO #1. This was done. 

The Assessment plan had also indicated that the Composition Committee would assess common undergraduate SLO #1:  “Students will demonstrate critical reading skills.”  This SLO addresses first year writing courses in the stretch curriculum , English 113AB, English 114AB, and English 115, and the undergraduate minor in writing and rhetoric. This was not done (see 1B)


	1b. Implementation and Modifications: Did the actual assessment process deviate from what was intended? If so, please describe any modification to your assessment process and why it occurred.  
 In the originally submitted Program Assessment Plan 2011-2016, assessment of several undergraduate courses, in particular, English 113AB, 114AB, 115, 305, and 455, were erroneously included. English 113AB, 114AB, and 115 are taught through several departments and are currently in the process of being assessed through the University Writing Council. Although the English Department has several options in its undergraduate major, Rhetoric and Composition is not one of them and should not have been included in undergraduate assessment in the original assessment plan 2011-2016. Accordingly, the plan was revised to eliminate all undergraduate assessment (this revised plan was forwarded to Greg Mena and Bonnie Pallor, via email, on 3/18/2012).   

As a consequence, assessment was done, and will be done in future years, exclusively with the graduate program, focusing on the indicated courses (ENGL 650 and 651).

*Note that ENGL 406 is part of the English Subject Matter option), and is being assessed there.



2. Student Learning Outcome Assessment Project: Answer questions according to the individual SLO assessed this year. If you assessed an additional SLO, report in the next chart below. 

	2a. Which Student Learning Outcome was measured this year?
 Assessment focused on Graduate Student Learning Outcome #1:

     Students will demonstrate knowledge of creative, cultural, linguistic, literary, performative, and/or rhetorical theories.


	              2b. What assessment instrument(s) were used to measure this SLO?

            The rubric used to assess this outcome was the Common Graduate SLO rubric, which was voted on by the English department faculty in 

            Fall 2011. Below is a copy of that rubric. 

5: Excellent

4: More than satisfactory

3: Satisfactory

2: Less than satisfactory

1: Not demonstrated

Responses effectively engage with the issues and accurately use theory and terminologies appropriate to professional discourse. Responses are thorough and demonstrate in-depth knowledge. Consistent use of conventions appropriate to the medium.

Responses engage with the issues and use some theory and some terminologies appropriate to professional discourse. Responses are clear and demonstrate some knowledge. In general, use of conventions appropriate to the medium.

Some responses engage with the issues and show awareness of theory and terminologies appropriate to  professional discourse, but occasionally misuse them. Responses are uneven and may demonstrate lack of knowledge. Uneven use of conventions appropriate to the medium.

Some responses engage with the issues but do not demonstrate sufficient knowledge of theory and terminologies appropriate to professional discourse, and minimally engage with these elements. Inappropriate use of conventions appropriate to the medium.

Responses do not address the issues or engage with appropriate theories or terminologies. Responses are incomplete and incoherent, with   mechanically flawed sentence structure.  Inappropriate use or  absence of conventions appropriate to the medium.



	2c. Describe the participants sampled to assess this SLO: discuss sample/participant and population size for this SLO. For example, what type of students, which courses, how decisions were made to include certain participants. 
All students in the sample were graduate students enrolled in Rhetoric and Composition graduate courses, English 650 and 651.



	2d. Describe the assessment design methodology: For example, was this SLO assessed longitudinally (same students at different points) or was a cross-sectional comparison used (comparing freshmen with seniors)? If so, describe the assessment points used. 

          Assessment of this SLO was based on randomly selected samples of student work from the midterm administered in English 651 and final

          projects in English 650. Six samples of student work were randomly selected from the midterm administered in English 651, Rhetoric and

          Composition Thoeries, and three samples were randomly selected from final projects in English 659k Twentieth Century Rhetoric. Each 

          sample received two blind readings conducted by six tenured members of the Composition Committee, which is the committee that

          oversees this option.



	            2e. Assessment Results & Analysis of this SLO: Provide a summary of how the data were analyzed and highlight important findings from

                the data collected. 
  
 The blind and independent reading by the six five tenured faculty members indicated scoring consistency among the evaluators, suggesting that      evaluators agreed that graduate students enrolled in these two courses had demonstrated a satisfactory to an excellent understanding of rhetorical theories. These results indicate that students are able to apply their understanding of rhetorical theory in the analysis of both print and visual texts.
Below is a breakdown of the evaluation scores:

SCORES: Common Graduate SLO #1
650 #1
650 #2
650 #3
651 #1
651 #2
651 #3
651 #4
651 #5
651 #6
Reader1
3

4

5

Reader2
4

5

4

Reader3
3

3

4

Reader4
4

4-4.5

3-3.5

Reader5
4

4

5

Reader6
4

4

4

 

	2f. Use of Assessment Results of this SLO: Think about all the different ways the results were or will be used. For example, to recommend changes to course content/topics covered, course sequence, addition/deletion of courses in program, student support services, revisions to program SLO’s, assessment instruments, academic programmatic changes, assessment plan changes, etc. Please provide a clear and detailed description of each.

Despite the consistency of the evaluation among members of the Composition committee, committee members, in developing future assessment activities, would like to discuss possibilities for fostering theoretical connections between these two courses, as well as possible interconnections between rhetorical and composition theories. Consideration of these issues could generate a potential reconsideration of the overall goals of the Rhetoric/Composition program. We may also discuss the comments evaluators had about the individual pieces and consider possible ways to integrate our findings into what students themselves see as the valid criteria for evaluation, insight that can potentially impact the direction of the program.


	


Some programs assess multiple SLOs each year. If your program assessed an additional SLO, report the process for that individual SLO below. If you need additional SLO charts, please cut & paste the empty chart as many times as needed.  If you did NOT assess another SLO, skip this section.         N/A

	2a. Which Student Learning Outcome was measured this year?
N/A


	2b. What assessment instrument(s) were used to measure this SLO?



	2c. Describe the participants sampled to assess this SLO: discuss sample/participant and population size for this SLO. For example, what type of students, which courses, how decisions were made to include certain participants. 


	2d. Describe the assessment design methodology: Was this SLO assessed longitudinally (same students at different points) or was a cross-sectional comparison used (comparing freshmen with seniors)? If so, describe the assessment points used. 



	2e. Assessment Results & Analysis of this SLO: Provide a summary of how the data were analyzed and highlight important findings from the data collected. 


	2f. Use of Assessment Results of this SLO: Think about all the different ways the results were (or could be) used. For example, to recommend changes to course content/topics covered, course sequence, addition/deletion of courses in program, student support services, revisions to program SLO’s, assessment instruments, academic programmatic changes, assessment plan changes, etc. Please provide a clear and detailed description of each.



3. How do your assessment activities connect with your program’s strategic plan?


	Li
The Rhetoric and Composition plan has been revised to reflect its work with Graduate Students, with an emphasis on how rhetorical theory can be productively incorporated into diverse courses in the program.



4. Overall, if this year’s program assessment evidence indicates that new resources are needed in order to improve and support student learning, please discuss here.

	Rhetoric and Composition is the smallest of the three graduate options. However, students who choose this option have achieved remarkable professional success, many of them enrolling and completing Ph.D. programs and a number occupying positions as Assistant or Associate Professors, Writing Program Administrators, and Lecturers. Community colleges in the area surrounding Northridge privilege students with a Rhetoric and Composition concentration for their graduate degree, and, graduates of our TA Program are highly valued—even requested. However, there are not enough faculty in the Rhetoric and Composition options who can teach graduate courses, a limit which impacts students who choose this option. Additional faculty need to be hired to begin working at Northridge in Fall 2013—particularly those with expertise in teaching English Language Learners and visual rhetoric. 




5. Other information, assessment or reflective activities not captured above.

	N/A



6. Has someone in your program completed, submitted or published a manuscript which uses or describes assessment activities in your program? Please provide citation or discuss.

	N/A



March 30, 2009, prepared by Bonnie Paller


