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I.  Introduction.  The English Program has been a permanent part of the college since Trinity’s establishment.  It currently belongs to the College of Arts and Sciences where it provides students with service courses designed to further writing skills (105 and 107), to meet General Education requirements (150, 220, 381), and to allow for literary study for majors, minors, and students interested in cultural and literary study.  The full-time staff consisted in 2010-2011 of five faculty, including a Professor, an Associate Professor, an Assistant Professor, a Category B professor, and a Visiting Professor.  In addition, in this academic year, the English Program benefited from the teaching services of two full-time Writing Specialists (one assigned each semester to CAS), the Director of the Writing Center, and eight adjunct professors (8 in Fall 2010 teaching 14 courses and 4 in Spring 2011 teaching 7 courses).

The English Program teaches a great many students at various levels:


Fall, 2010:  105 and 105S

236



        107


122



        Other Gen Ed

  58



        Major/Minor

  72




Total


488


Spring, 2011:  105 and 105S

  68

                                    107


201




Other Gen Ed

  77




Major/Minor

  80




   Total


426

In addition to the regular English coursework the faculty delivers, the English faculty shows a strong commitment to the support of Learning Community courses, Critical Reading Seminars, independent studies, and introductory French courses as part of its willingness to serve other units and initiatives in CAS, thus bringing it into contact with many more students beyond those enumerated above.

While over the last few years, the number of English majors has stood between 6 and 10 graduating seniors or so, the second semester saw the addition of five new English majors, offering the hope that the major will increase in its attractiveness to Trinity students.  We believe that this increase in the appeal of the major may well be due to the success of performance poetry nights initiated by Prof. Thorbjornsen and attended by numerous students at least once each semester and to the return of Trinity’s literary magazine, The Record, after nine years without publication, a return spearheaded by Dr. Beverly, Prof. Thorbjornsen, and a few dedicated students.  The English Program is creating more programming around literature and culture, including film nights and a listserv publishing reviews of literary events in the rich Washington literary scene and announcing such opportunities as literary readings, plays, and book festivals. 
Near the end of the Spring semester, the English Program, with the help of the administration, brought its search for a new full-time member of the faculty to a successful end with the addition of a specialist in African American and African diasporic literatures.

II.  Program Goals and Objectives.

Major program goals seek to teach students to 1) learn how to read and interpret texts critically and analytically, 2) develop facility in original writing in various genres, particularly argumentative writing, 3) develop an ability to analyze, criticize, and synthesize the structures and ideas encountered in texts as well as gain an understanding of the role language and literature play in the lives and cultures of people, historically and today; 4) become familiar with the traditions and conventions of literature and film in English; 5) develop the ability to reason, write, and speak persuasively through research projects and participation in seminars and class discussions; 6) gain an understanding of literature as a sociological and political event and as a commentary on human values, particularly related to justice, gender, and race; and 7) study literature by and about women and literature written in English by and about members of diverse cultures in the US and internationally.  

To meet these goals, we have established several objectives, for example:  the demonstration of a facility in oral and written literary analysis (assessed by student performance in class discussion and by assignments to write literary analyses of various lengths and types); the writing and defense of an original thesis statement (assessed by the evaluation of a guiding thesis sentence in every written assignment); the writing of coherent, persuasive, logical, and well supported college-level essays employing a variety of writing techniques and rhetorical devices to increasing writing effectiveness (assessed on the basis of grammatical and mechanical correctness, organization, coherence, figurative language, and diction, among other criteria, in all written assignments and in creative writing assignments); knowledge of terminology appropriate to the study of literature, literary criticism, literary periods, and literary theory (assessed by objective tests of terminology); the use of close textual analysis and other forms of literary criticism in the writing of interpretations (assessed by the degree to which students can manipulate formalist and other literary critical strategies and derive cogent readings of texts in class discussion and in written analyses); the reliance on print and non-print sources and the integration of them into academic writing (assessed in 107’s research paper and in researched papers expected in 300 and 400-level courses); an understanding of the honest and correct use of primary and secondary sources, quoting, paraphrasing, and citing and documenting in MLA format (assessed in every written assignment); and the ability to appreciate the variety of human experience and culture (assessed in class discussion and in student writing).  Flow charts detailing the move from university mission goals to CAS goals to English Program goals to course goals are included in the appendices.

III and IV.   Data and Analysis.  The English Program faculty assessed four courses, collected data, and analyzed that data to continue current practice or to institute changes to benefit the development of the courses in later delivery.

A.  ENGL 107.  The assessment of Prof. Thorbjornsen’s ENGL 107 section evaluated Objective 4 of the syllabus:  that the students be able to write and defend an original thesis statement and integrate it into an academic paper.  Data was collected from pre- and post-course writing samples.  In brief, the results indicate that of the 8 students who completed both pre- and post-course samples, 5 showed varying degrees of improvement, while 3 failed to show improvement.  A strong correlation existed between those who improved in their thesis-writing and high course grades.  Continued heavy emphasis on the teaching of thesis-centered writing must be made.

B.  ENGL 150.  The assessment of Dr. Jacqueline Padgett’s ENGL 150 section evaluated Objective 2 on the syllabus:  that the students will know terminology appropriate to the study of literature, literary criticism, and literary periods and theory.  Data was collected from an objective test of student knowledge.  Results indicated a strong mastery of terms related to literary genres, meaning that instruction appears effective and should continue.  Other results indicated that on knowledge of literary devices and techniques most students met the objective, but further instructional emphasis is needed to allow all students to achieve mastery.  On the last set of terms, those related to literary periods and literary criticism, most students also met the objective, but further instructional emphasis is clearly needed.

C.   ENGL 267.  The assessment of Prof. Schuyler Esprit’s ENGL 267 tested the students’ ability to perform close textual reading and analysis and explore multicultural literature.  Data was collected from a multiple-choice test that proved to be a challenge to students.  Results from the test showed an average class score of 71%.   Thus, recommendations included sustained teaching of those areas students seem to have mastered (setting, characters, characterization, and structure), more sustained teaching of such concepts as narrator and theme, and important clarification of some confusion arising from the multiple choice format of the test.

D. ENGL 381.  The assessment of Dr. Jacqueline Padgett’s ENGL 381 reviewed the choice of course texts for this first-time offering of a new course essentially designed to give the pre-nursing and nursing majors (and others) the ability to complete a Gen Ed requirement.  Data collected came from the instructor’s perspective on the advantages and deficiencies of certain texts.  Conclusions indicate the need to drop several texts and offer only excerpts from them, to retain some of the texts chosen, to retain the films, and to search for other texts and films that might help students develop an appreciation of the literary depiction of nurses and the nursing profession.

V.  The English Program finds that its assessment gave it substantive insight into the achievement of a few limited objectives tested, but that it needs to develop a much stronger plan for assessment prior to the opening of the Fall semester, 2011, and we are already working to develop this plan.

 Nonetheless, we asked an important question of the composition course (ENGL 107) required of all students, that is, do students improve from the beginning of the course to its end in the writing of a thesis statement?  The answer we received gives us only a partial view of the success of the objective, as we only had 8 samples to compare.  This limited comparison makes us aware that 5 out of the 8 did improve.  Not content with such limited data, though, we will require all sections of 107 to use pre- and post-writing samples in a systematic collection of data meant to yield a more significant understanding of whether our methods of teaching thesis-centered writing work.  

Likewise, of ENGL 150, a course which meets the college’s Gen Ed requirement in the literature section of the Knowledge and Inquiry Area, we asked a valuable question about whether students acquire solid knowledge of scholarly terminology which they can define, use, and maintain for future reference as they continue reading literature in other classes and life-long.  Already we place heavy emphasis on the teaching of such terminology related to genres, devices and techniques, literary periods, and critical strategies.  Consistent review and use of the terms occur during the class, and students are expected to use correct terminology in class discussion and in written literary analyses.  As evidenced by the data collected, most students become quite familiar with terms used to define and designated genres and perform well on the objective exam.  However, the terms related to literary devices and techniques and especially those related to more abstract notions as literary periodization and critical strategies required students to have a more finely tuned appreciation of terminology; results on the sections given over to these terms revealed a lower level of mastery than on the section on genres.  While instruction on all terms proved effective, much more instructional emphasis on the more abstract terms has been implemented.  Testing is no longer merely a part of the final exam but occurs throughout the semester as terminology is introduced and covered specifically with regard to texts under consideration. 

In ENGL 267, we  tested whether students could demonstrate an ability to do literary analysis and explore multicultural literature’s thematics.  A multiple-choice test asked questions about characters, characterization, settting, structure, themes, narrators, and point-of-view.  Student performance came in at a 71% class average, a rather low score.  We attribute the low score in part to the nature of the multiple-choice exam; certain questions certainly confused even the best students.  More effective teaching is required as well as a decision on whether the multiple-choice exam functions as an adequate instrument to test the ability to analyze texts.  Fortunately, other instruments (written literary analyses, class discussion) add information to us about student ability, so that the multiple-choice test, to be used to a more limited degree, will be of less significance in the overall evaluation of the student’s work in the course.

In ENGL 381, we needed a review of the literature chosen for student reading and analysis, especially given that the course was being offered for the first time and as it does satisfy the Gen Ed requirement for a course in literature, especially for NHP majors.  The instructor’s analysis revealed that the anthologies in use in particular were deficient in the quality of the literature represented; the instructor has decided to dispense with the anthologies and find more work by specific authors represented.  Likewise, Whitman’s Memoranda during the War contained too much material not directly related to his “nursing” during the Civil War, leading the instructor to decide to use excerpts rather than order the entire volume.  A search is underway for new texts for the next iteration of the course.  The instructor and the class valued the films chosen.

In conclusion, the English Program has found the assessment useful and has made changes already to course delivery.  It looks forward to refining its understanding of assessment tools and strategies.
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