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STUDENT LEARNING ASSESSMENT REPORT 
 
PROGRAM: MA in English and Humanities 
SUBMITTED BY:   Marguerite Rippy  
DATE:  September 15, 2019 
 

Executive Summary: Description of Assessment Process 
 
List all of the program’s learning outcomes, as of the assessment year's catalog: (regardless of whether or not they are being assessed this year) 
 

Learning Outcome 
Year of Last 
Assessment 

Assessed This 
Year 

(Y=Yes) 

Year of Next 
Planned 

Assessment* 

 
1. Design an approach for scholarly or professional inquiry that is theoretically informed and original N/A  2020-21 

2.    Conduct original research with informed consideration of source material 
N/A Y 2018-19 

3.    Demonstrate advanced critical thinking skills by synthesizing research or professional findings in a 
substantive written work 

N/A  2021-22 

4.    Deliver professional and engaging digital and/or oral presentations of academic work that demonstrate 
thorough research and preparation 

N/A Y 
2018-19. 2020-
21 

5.   Demonstrate a mastery of language, purpose, and rhetorical strategy  
N/A  2021-22 

*Program Review will take place in AY 2019-20, so no outcomes are scheduled for assessment in that year. 
 
Provide a brief description of the assessment process used including how results are shared and discussed and strengths, challenges, and planned improvements to the 
process, providing evidence of a culture of continuous improvement based on assessment. If there is something that is impeding your ability to implement improvements, 
please comment on those issues (generally not more than two paragraphs, may use bullet points):  
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The department relies on shared rubrics to assess direct capstone learning experiences in the program. We also use alumni surveys, graduating student data, 
and information from informal surveys and discussion groups of current students with the director for indirect feedback regarding the student learning 
experience.  
 
In 2018-19, we focused on research presentation and proposal outcomes this year (Outcomes 2 and 4). We agreed that, following our 2019-20 program review, 
we will assess capstone essays and presentations using Outcomes 1 and 4. Outcomes 3 and 5 would be assessed in 2021-22 using capstone proposals and essays. 
Assessment rubrics will be used each year at oral presentations, so outcome 4 will be more regularly assessed even when not part of the formal assessment 
report.  
The strengths of our process include 

 Full faculty participation 

 Assessment of capstone learning experiences from the proposal stage through completion and presentation 

 Assessment of a broad range of research, writing, and presentation skills on a regular basis 

Weaknesses include 

 A shift away from formative assessment from entry into the program to student graduation to assessment of capstone experiences 

 Assessment of capstone ideas at an early stage of the process may lead to student stress at an early and creative stage of project design, or to 

underrating the merits of the proposal since it is in early conceptual stages 

Faculty discussed these relative strengths and weaknesses at our September 2019 meeting and decided that the process as a whole worked well and produced 
satisfactory insight into the student learning experience. We have a clear culture of assessment in that we regularly discuss our planned assessment process at 
department meetings at least 3 times per year and each faculty member participates in the process. We discuss the results of our own assessment at our 
September meeting, the results of the UAC review process at our November or December meeting, depending on timing, and our plans for assessment at our 
March or April meeting. 
 
 

Closing the Loop: Progress on Planned Improvements from Prior Year 
 
Describe how the program implemented its planned improvements from last year: 

Outcome Planned Improvement 
Update  

(Indicate when, where, and how planned improvement was completed.  If 
planned improvement was not completed, please provide explanation.) 

All new outcomes, 1-5 (See Appendix F 
for 2018-19 SLA Plan, including prior 
outcomes) 

Design updated outcomes and expanded rubrics to 
support assessment. Assess outcomes 2 and 4, 
using thesis/practicum proposals and defense 
presentations. 

New outcomes were planned at a Department meeting in December, 2018, 
submitted to the UAC and PIE, and piloted with one December thesis before 
being revised (Appendix E). New rubrics and outcomes were then used to 
assess two outcomes for 7 capstone proposals and defenses from May-
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Outcome Planned Improvement 
Update  

(Indicate when, where, and how planned improvement was completed.  If 
planned improvement was not completed, please provide explanation.) 

August 2019. Capstone proposals were shared via a google folder and 
capstone presentations were assessed on three consecutive days of final 
student presentations in May 2019. Each proposal and presentation had at 
least two faculty reviewers, neither of whom were the capstone project 
chair. 

 
 

Provide a response to last year’s University Assessment Committee review of the program’s learning assessment report: 
In response to last year’s feedback from the University Assessment Committee, the department discussed changes to the program’s graduate learning outcomes 
at our December 2018 meeting. The MA program director worked with PIE to update our program learning outcomes and design expanded rubrics, and then 
returned to discuss the revised rubrics at our January department meeting. We used draft rubrics to assess the single thesis defense offered in December 2018, 
and made adjustments to Part II of the rubric based on faculty input from that experience.   
 
In our 2018-19 SLA Plan, we decided to pilot the assessment of two new outcomes this year by applying the rubrics to capstone proposals (thesis/practicum) and 
defenses (Appendix F). The new, detailed rubrics (Appendix A) were shared with faculty and students to encourage greater clarity in terms of overall standards 
for the program. In addition, materials were posted on the program’s Canvas page so that capstone advisers could discuss the learning outcomes in advance 
with students to ensure clarity and a shared sense of purpose.  
 
University Assessment Committee Recommendations:  
UAC recommended that we carefully consider the learning outcomes and the alignment with measures, as well as expand rubrics to include criteria and traits for 
each of the skills listed in outcomes. Areas II, III, IV and VI were marked as developing, all of which related to clarity of program outcomes and rubrics. UAC noted 
that the process for assessment was strong, with input from the whole department and a range of assessment products and raters. 
 

Response: New outcomes were planned at a Department meeting in December, 2018 and submitted to the UAC and PIE. New rubrics and outcomes were then 
used to assess two outcomes as applied to capstone proposals and presentations. Each proposal and presentation had at least two faculty reviewers, neither of 
whom were the capstone project chair. 
 

While the primary focus of UAC feedback was revision of outcomes/rubrics (Appendix A), our overall process is strong in that we seek input from the entire 
department and use multiple raters for every assessment product. We relied primarily on the Graduating Student Survey and Alumni Survey for indirect 
measures of feedback on this year’s two assessed outcomes, but we also piloted a survey of current students through SurveyMonkey (Appendix E). For further 
discussion of these findings, see individual outcome analysis below. 
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Outcomes Assessment 2018-2019 
 

Learning Outcome 1:  

 Outcome 2    Conduct original research with informed consideration of source material 
Assessment Activity 

Outcome Measures 
Explain how student learning will be measured and 

indicate whether it is direct or indirect. 

Performance Standard 
Define the acceptable level of student 

performance. 

Data Collection 
Discuss the process for collecting this 
data: who conducted the assessment, 

when, and how?  

Result 
Did you meet your target? What was the result? 

 
Direct: Thesis and Practicum Capstone 
proposals (includes bibliography). 7 capstone 
proposals were posted in google docs for 
review by assigned faculty teams. No 
capstone director was assigned to assess 
his/her student’s project. 

Capstone proposals were rated on a 
4 point scale, with 1=unacceptable 
and 4=exceptional. A median score 
across all assessed products of 2.5 
or above on the appropriate rubric. 
(Appendix A) 

Faculty used a rubric (Appendix 
A) to assess the 
thesis/practicum proposals and 
submit their scores to a 
qualtrics digital rubric for PIE. 
PIE then provided results to 
the Director (Appendix B). 

Yes, target goals were met. Mean 
ratings in rubric areas ranged from 2.79 
to 3.13, well within target ranges. 

 
Indirect: Feedback on research skills from 
graduating student surveys and alumni 
surveys; SurveyMonkey of current students 
about what drew them to the program. 

 Ratings that indicate most students 
(over 50%) and alumni feel well-
prepared to conduct research and 
work with sources in their 
professional field. 

Alumni survey and Graduating 
Student Survey (Appendix D) 

Yes, target goals were met. 100% of 
alumni felt that the program prepared in 
the areas directly tied to research, 
writing, and informational literacy. 75% 
of graduating students felt their 
research, writing, and oral presentation 
skills, as well as their ability to evaluate 
information were good or excellent. 

 
Interpretation of Results 
Analysis and Implications: What does this result tell you about the extent to which your students achieved this outcome? What are the strengths and weaknesses that this result 
highlights, and what are the implications for your curriculum or your program? 

Mean ratings in rubric areas ranged from 2.79 to 3.13, with the strengths being imaginative and thoughtful ideas. Particularly since we were looking at capstone 
proposals rather than the written result of the capstone itself, we were pleased that students proposed original and imaginative approaches to their capstone 
project. The preliminary research demanded for the proposal also meant that students were already demonstrating advanced knowledge of their field (3.0 mean 
rating), and their faculty mentors had provided them with a strong framework for implmenting appropriate scholarly inquiry (3.0 mean rating). The lowest rating 
area came in students‘ ability to access and integrate source material, indicating that this is an area in which support for students is critical during the 



 

5 | P a g e  

composition of the final capstone written product (2.79 mean rating). The final two rubric categories, the ability to draw reasoned conclusions and the impact of 
their research on the field, had mean ratings of 2.93 and 2.87, respectively. These are all within expected ranges for proposals, and would be expected to 
deepend and improve throughout the thesis process.  
 
Discuss planned curricular or program improvements for this year based on assessment of outcome: 
The program will be undergoing program review this year, so there are no planned improvements for this year. In the following year, however, we will assess the 
written capstone produce, either thesis or practicum research paper, with an eye to the development of these research skills and their synthesization 
throughout the thesis process. We are also considering the addition of a course specifically targeting proposal writing as a skill, since the lower rated categories 
reflect lack of deep preparation rather than lack or originality or potential impact. 
 

 
Learning Outcome 2:   

Outcome 4   Deliver professional and engaging digital and/or oral presentations of academic work that demonstrate thorough research and preparation 

 

Outcome Measures 
Explain how student learning will be measured and 

indicate whether it is direct or indirect. 

Performance Standard 
Define the acceptable level of student 

performance. 

Data Collection 
Discuss the process for collecting this 
data: who conducted the assessment, 

when, and how?  

Result 
Did you meet your target? What was the result? 

 
Direct: Thesis and Practicum Capstone 
presentation/defenses. 7 thesis/practicum 
defenses were presented over 3 days on 
May 7-9. Faculty at each presentation 
evaluated the presentations, with no fewer 
than 2 faculty raters for any given 
presentation.  

Capstone proposals were rated on a 
4 point scale, with 1=unacceptable 
and 4=exceptional. A median score 
across all assessed products of 2.5 
or above on the appropriate rubric. 
(Appendix A) 

Faculty attending thesis 
presentations used the rubric 
provided (Appendix A) to 
assess the presentations and 
submit their  scores to a 
qualtrics digital rubric designed 
by PIE, who then provided 
results to the Director 
(Appendix B). 

Yes. Capstone presentations were highly 
rated, with the defense of student 
findings earning a mean score of 3.24 
and the student’s reflection on self and 
field earning a 3.19. 

Indirect: Conference presentations at 
Student Research Conference or other 
regional and national conferences. 
Information was gathered by the director 
throughout the year via email surveys, 
personal inquiries, and social media. 

Acceptance into competitive 
conferences to share work publicly; 
awards and honors given to alumni. 

The program director asked 
students to report 
presentation acceptances, as 
well as tracked applications to 
the Hoare conference travel 
fund; alumni were asked to 
report scholarly activity via 
social media and in person at 

Yes. 100% of alumni said they felt 
prepared to deliver oral presentations, 
and 75% of graduating students said 
they felt their preparation for delivering 
an oral presentation was good or 
excellent. 4 graduate students 
presented at the student research 
conference in the spring; 2 graduate 
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Outcome Measures 
Explain how student learning will be measured and 

indicate whether it is direct or indirect. 

Performance Standard 
Define the acceptable level of student 

performance. 

Data Collection 
Discuss the process for collecting this 
data: who conducted the assessment, 

when, and how?  

Result 
Did you meet your target? What was the result? 

events like the fall career panel 
and Homecoming. 

students presented at the Virginia 
Humanities Conference, a competitive 
regional conference highlighting 
exceptional work.  

 
 
 
Interpretation of Results 
Analysis and Implications: What does this result tell you about the extent to which your students achieved this outcome? What are the strengths and weaknesses that this result 
highlights, and what are the implications for your curriculum or your program? 

Overall, faculty were pleased with the arc of improvement and deeper understanding between capstone proposal and capstone presentation. The capstone 
presentations were highly rated, with the defense of student findings earning a mean score of 3.24 and the student’s reflection on self and field earning a 3.19. 
No presentation fell into the lowest category, indicating that all students gained at least minimum proficiency on their capstone area of study. However, two 
student presentations did fall into the 1.5-2.4 mean rating category, and we would prefer that no student scored below at 2.5 mean rating at their capstone 
defense. We have decided as a program that students could use more support developing strategies for presenting work effectively. 
 
Two students applied for and were awarded support from the Hoare travel award as well as student Discover funding; another student applied for the award to 
travel to the Association of Writers and Writing Programs but withdrew her conference paper due to time constraints. Anecdotally, alumni are presenting at 
national and international conferences, being awarded tenure at their own institutions, winning PhD fellowships, and being admitted to programs for further 
graduate study, all signs of successful presentation skills. Overall, the department relies on social media to reach out to alumni and to encourage current 
students to report their reserach accomplishments. While we do our best to collect this data, it’s challenging to capture all student successes, and to organize 
results.  Student and alumni presentation accomplishments are posted at https://commons.marymount.edu/english/alumni-updates/ 
 
Discuss planned curricular or program improvements for this year based on assessment of outcome: 
The program will be undergoing program review this year, so there are no planned improvements for this year. In the following year, however, we will assess the 
written capstone produce, either thesis or practicum research paper, with an eye to the development of these research skills and their synthesization 
throughout the thesis process. We will also make a greater effort to collect standard information from alumni and current students on their success with 
presentations of their research at academic conferences. An office of the university that specifically tracked student and alumni research acheivement and could 
provide more standardized results and reporting in this area would greatly enhance our efforts. In addition, that would serve the MU Strategic Planning goald of 
improved research culture. 
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Current students and alumni indicated that they were satisfied with capstone skills in research and presentation generally, but we were concerned by a thread 
of students and alumni wanting more explicit connection of these skills to a professional environment. As a department, we decided we would like more 
feedback from current students on their experiences to help support possible curriculum changes as we head toward program review.  We conducted a 
SurveyMonkey poll (Appendix E) of current students that focused on why students choose our program in order to consider if our outcomes are appropriate to 
student expectations. Results from our current students were mainly geared toward marketing and admissions, since we had no specific graduate admissions 
representative from November 2018-April 2019, but the survey also gave us feedback on the current student experience and the role that alumnae play in 
recruitment. Most current students had heard of us from an employee at Marymount (not through admissions) or an alumnus.  This was a difference from the 
alumni survey, in which no students reported hearing of us from an alumnus. Current students chose us despite our price: low tuition wasn't selected by anyone 
as a reason for coming.  This, too, is at odds with the alumni data in which students were drawn to the program by Graduate Assistantships and funding. The 
involvement of alumni with our program appears to be critical to current student satisfaction, as well as alumni satisfaction and recruitment of prospective 
students. Students and alumni alike looked for convenience and flexibility in the curriculum to make it work effectively for them.  Students continue to seek 
more support with networking and career development, and while these survey findings don’t directly tie to any specific SLO, they help the program make 
explicit connections between our SLOs and the role they play beyond the classroom. It has also been very helpful in seeking out universities for our 
benchmarking study during Program Review. 
 
 
 

Appendices 
Appendix A: Evaluation Rubrics 

 

Spring 2019 English and Humanities Rubric 

Thesis/Practicum Proposals and Defenses, 2018-19 

Instructions: Please use this document to assist you with selecting the performance level response for each assessment criterion from the survey. Definitions for 

each performance level are provided in the matrices below. 

 

PART 1:  Written Capstone Projects and Proposals (Thesis or Practicum) 

 

Assessment Criteria 4 = Exceptional 3 = Strong 2 = Marginal 1 = Unacceptable 

1. Proposed project demonstrates 
imagination and originality of thought 

Design/approach explores 
original topic and holds 
significant promise to 
enhance the field. 

Design/approach is 
appropriate or innovative. 

Design/ approach has 
moments of innovation, 
but lacks originality at 
times. 

Design/approach entirely 
duplicates previous work. 
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2. Ability to access and integrate source 
material into a cohesive overview of 
current knowledge; ability to critically 
evaluate the meaning, value, and 
contribution of published literature in the 
field 

Demonstrates facility with 
and understanding of the 
current research literature 
in the field. 
 
Integrates and evaluates 
source material fluently. 

Relates and understands 
the current research 
literature in the field. 
 
Integrates and evaluates 
source material 
appropriately. 

Aware of the research 
literature in the field. 
  
Integrates and evaluates 
source material 
appropriately, with 
awkwardness or lack of 
attention at times. 

Knowledge is unrelated to 
the current research 
literature in the field. 
 
Fails to appropriately 
integrate and evaluate 
source material. 

3. Demonstration of advanced knowledge 
in the field 

Consistently synthesizes 
research and applies 
advanced concepts to 
topics in subject area. 

Frequently applies 
research and advanced 
concepts to topics in 
subject area. 

Inconsistently applies 
research and advanced 
concepts to topics in 
subject area. 

Fails to apply research and 
advanced concepts to 
topics in subject area. 

 

4. Ability to design and implement an 
appropriate collection and analysis of 
scholarly inquiry that is theoretically 
informed 

Collection and analysis of 
resources are exceptionally 
thorough and detailed.  
 
Demonstrates an advanced 
ability to articulate a 
critical response to topic or 
area of professional 
practice. 

Collection and analysis of 
resources are appropriate.  
 
Demonstrates an ability to 
articulate a critical 
response to topic or area 
of professional practice. 

Collection and analysis of 
resources are appropriate, 
but lacking in certain 
areas.  
 
Demonstrates a limited 
ability to articulate a 
critical response to a topic 
or area of professional 
practice. 

Collection and analysis of 
resources are 
inappropriate or 
insufficient for deep 
understanding.  
 
Lacks the ability to 
articulate a critical 
response to a topic or 
area of professional 
practice. 

5. Ability to draw reasoned conclusions 
from a body of knowledge 

Discussion of findings is 
superior, accurate, and 
engaging.  
 
Conclusions and analysis 
are insightful, appropriate, 
persuasive, and clearly 
based on evidence. 

Discussion of findings is 
sufficient and accurate.  
 
Conclusions and analysis 
are appropriate and based 
on evidence. 

Major topics or concepts 
are occasionally 
superficially described.  
 
Conclusions and analysis 
are not entirely supported 
by findings/outcomes. 

Inaccurate discussion of 
project findings and poor 
grasp of material.  
 
Considerable relevant 
source support is missing 
and conclusions/analysis 
are not supported. 
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6. Impact of research on the field Thesis/Practicum is very 
relevant or has significant 
importance to field and 
will make an important 
contribution to field. 

Thesis/Practicum has fair 
relevance or significance to 
field and will make a good 
contribution to field. 

Thesis/Practicum has only 
moderate relevance or 
significance to field and 
will make a nominal 
contribution to field. 

Thesis/Practicum has little 
relevance or significance 
to field and will not 
contribute to field. 

 
COMMENTS: 

 

PART 2:  Thesis or Practicum Presentation 
 

Assessment Criteria 4 = Exceptional 3 = Strong 2 = Marginal 1 = Unacceptable 

1. Defense of findings Masterfully defends 
research by 
presenting clear and 
insightful findings. 

Competently defends research by 
providing findings. 

Adequately defends 
research. 

Does not adequately defend 
research. 
 

2. Reflection on impact of 
study on self and field 

Reflects on impact of 
study or experience. 

Reflects minimally on impact of study or 
experience. 

Reflects on impact of 
study or experience 
superficially. 

Frequently shows a need for 
deeper reflection on vital 
points of study or experience. 

3. Depth of understanding 
and response to questions 

Responds with well-
informed answers to 
questions. 

Provides helpful answers to questions, 
but may occasionally manifest need for 
further reflection on minor points. 

Responds to questions, 
but often with little insight 
or need for deeper insight. 

Does not demonstrate deep 
knowledge of the topic and 
does not respond to key 
questions. 

 

 
Appendix B 
Spring 2019 English and Humanities Capstone Proposals and Presentations Evaluation Data 
Prepared by Planning & Institutional Effectiveness (8/20/2019) 
 
 
Part 1: Written Capstone Projects and Proposals (Thesis or Practicum) -- Please refer to the rubric in Appendix A for description of the performance levels for 
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each assessment criterion. Click here to view. 
 
1. Proposed project demonstrates imagination and originality of thought. 

Mean Rating 3.13 

Number of Ratings 15 

Average Ratings1 - Percentage of proposals in each range (Scale: 1 - Unacceptable; 4 - Exceptional) 

(1.)  1.0 to 1.4 0.0% 

(2.)  1.5 to 2.4 0.0% 

(3.)  2.5 to 3.4 71.4% 

(4.)  3.5 to 4.0 28.6% 

Number of Proposals 7 

 
2. Ability to access and integrate source material into a cohesive overview of current knowledge; ability to critically evaluate the meaning, value, and contribution 
of published literature in the field. 

Mean Rating 2.79 

Number of Ratings 15 

Average Ratings2 - Percentage of proposals in each range (Scale: 1 - Unacceptable; 4 - Exceptional) 

(1.)  1.0 to 1.4 0.0% 

(2.)  1.5 to 2.4 28.6% 

(3.)  2.5 to 3.4 42.9% 

(4.)  3.5 to 4.0 28.6% 

Number of Proposals 7 

 
 
3. Demonstration of advanced knowledge in the field. 

Mean Rating 3.00 

Number of Ratings 15 

Average Ratings3 - Percentage of proposals in each range (Scale: 1 - Unacceptable; 4 - Exceptional) 

(1.)  1.0 to 1.4 0.0% 

(2.)  1.5 to 2.4 14.3% 

(3.)  2.5 to 3.4 42.9% 

                                                 
1 Percent totals may not add to 100% due to rounding. 
2 Percent totals may not add to 100% due to rounding. 
3 Percent totals may not add to 100% due to rounding. 

https://docs.google.com/document/d/1xwW4nxsiSjn77cBeKTtCUKsRl7qz7wkLVG4a5_QDq90/edit?usp=sharing
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(4.)  3.5 to 4.0 42.9% 

Number of Proposals 7 

 
4. Ability to design and implement an appropriate collection and analysis of scholarly inquiry that is theoretically informed. 

Mean Rating 3.00 

Number of Ratings 15 

Average Ratings4 - Percentage of proposals in each range (Scale: 1 - Unacceptable; 4 - Exceptional) 

(1.)  1.0 to 1.4 0.0% 

(2.)  1.5 to 2.4 14.3% 

(3.)  2.5 to 3.4 57.1% 

(4.)  3.5 to 4.0 28.6% 

Number of Proposals 7 

 
 
5. Ability to draw reasoned conclusions from a body of knowledge. 

Mean Rating 2.93 

Number of Ratings 15 

Average Ratings5 - Percentage of proposals in each range (Scale: 1 - Unacceptable; 4 - Exceptional) 

(1.)  1.0 to 1.4 0.0% 

(2.)  1.5 to 2.4 14.3% 

(3.)  2.5 to 3.4 57.1% 

(4.)  3.5 to 4.0 28.6% 

Number of Proposals 7 

 
6. Impact of research on the field. 

Mean Rating 2.87 

Number of Ratings 15 

Average Ratings6 - Percentage of proposals in each range (Scale: 1 - Unacceptable; 4 - Exceptional) 

(1.)  1.0 to 1.4 0.0% 

(2.)  1.5 to 2.4 14.3% 

(3.)  2.5 to 3.4 57.1% 

                                                 
4 Percent totals may not add to 100% due to rounding. 
5 Percent totals may not add to 100% due to rounding. 
6 Percent totals may not add to 100% due to rounding. 
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(4.)  3.5 to 4.0 28.6% 

Number of Proposals 7 
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Part 2: Thesis or Practicum Presentation -- Please refer to the rubric in Appendix A for description of the performance levels for each assessment criterion. 
Click here to view. 
 
1. Defense of findings. 

Mean Rating 3.24 

Number of Ratings 21 

Average Ratings7 - Percentage of presentations in each range (Scale: 1 - Unacceptable; 4 - Exceptional) 

(5.)  1.0 to 1.4 0.0% 

(6.)  1.5 to 2.4 14.3% 

(7.)  2.5 to 3.4 42.9% 

(8.)  3.5 to 4.0 42.9% 

Number of Presentations 7 

 
2. Reflection on impact of study on self and field. 

Mean Rating 3.19 

Number of Ratings 21 

Average Ratings8 - Percentage of presentations in each range (Scale: 1 - Unacceptable; 4 - Exceptional) 

(5.)  1.0 to 1.4 0.0% 

(6.)  1.5 to 2.4 14.3% 

(7.)  2.5 to 3.4 42.9% 

(8.)  3.5 to 4.0 42.9% 

Number of Presentations 7 

  

                                                 
7 Percent totals may not add to 100% due to rounding. 
8 Percent totals may not add to 100% due to rounding. 

https://docs.google.com/document/d/1xwW4nxsiSjn77cBeKTtCUKsRl7qz7wkLVG4a5_QDq90/edit?usp=sharing
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3. Depth of understanding and response to questions. 

Mean Rating 3.10 

Number of Ratings 21 

Average Ratings9 - Percentage of presentations in each range (Scale: 1 - Unacceptable; 4 - Exceptional) 

(5.)  1.0 to 1.4 0.0% 

(6.)  1.5 to 2.4 0.0% 

(7.)  2.5 to 3.4 85.7% 

(8.)  3.5 to 4.0 14.3% 

Number of Presentations 7 

 
 
 
  

                                                 
9 Percent totals may not add to 100% due to rounding. 
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Appendix C Graduating Student Survey, Spring 2019 
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Appendix D 2018 ALUMNI DATA 
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 Office of Planning and Institutional Effectiveness  

 

 English and Humanities Supplemental Report 2018 Alumni Survey April 9th 2019  

Q1 - Which 
graduate program 
did you complete at 
Marymount? Check 
all that apply. #  

Answer  %  Count  

1  MA Literature and Languages 
or MA Humanities  

100%  4  

2  MA Literature, Languages, 
Humanities  

0%  0  

3  MA English and Humanities or 
TECC  

0%  0  

Total  100%  4  
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Appendix E SurveyMonkey Results from Current Students 
https://www.surveymonkey.com/results/SM-TRLDRVBNV/ 
 

https://www.surveymonkey.com/results/SM-TRLDRVBNV/
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Appendix F: 2018-19 SLA Plan 

STUDENT LEARNING ASSESSMENT PLAN 
PROGRAM:  MA IN ENGLISH AND HUMANITIES 

SUBMITTED BY:  MARGUERITE RIPPY, PROGRAM DIRECTOR 

DATE:  12/22/18 

 

Overview of Response to University Assessment Committee (UAC) Recommendations for AY 2018-19 

At the December 2018 meeting, the department of Literature & Languages discussed a response to UAC comments on the 2017-18 assessment report for our MA 

in English and Humanities. The program director worked with PIE to update our program learning outcomes and design expanded rubrics. The department 

approved a pilot version of the outcomes and rubrics and decided to focus on assessing only capstone projects (thesis/practicum proposals, defenses, and written 

products). The proposed outcomes are listed below. We are piloting the assessment of thesis and practicum presentations using the attached rubric. We used draft 

rubrics to assess the single thesis defense offered in December 2018, and made adjustments to Part II of the rubric based on faculty input from that experience. We 

expect to have around 5-7 thesis/practicum defenses in May 2019. 

 

Because of the development and piloting of these rubrics, we will focus on a research presentation and proposal outcomes this year (outcomes 2 and 4), then, 

following our 2019-20 program review, we will assess Thesis and Practicum Essays and Presentations using Outcomes 1 and 4. Outcomes 3 and 5 would be 

assessed in 2021-22 using MA Thesis and Practicum Proposals and Essays. Assessment rubrics would be used each year at oral presentations, so outcome 4 will 

be more regularly assessed even when not part of the formal assessment report. The list below represents proposed new program outcomes and a schedule for 

their assessment. 

 

As indicated in Appendix A below, the new, detailed rubrics will be shared with faculty and students to encourage greater clarity in terms of overall standards for 

the program. In addition, materials will be posted on the program’s Canvas page so that thesis advisers can discuss the learning outcomes in advance with 

students to ensure clarity and a shared sense of purpose.  

University Assessment Committee Recommendations for Next Year’s Assessment Process:  

Carefully consider the learning outcomes and the alignment with measures. We recommend you expand your rubric to include criteria and traits for each of the 
skills listed in your outcomes.  

Areas II, III, IV and VI were marked as developing with the following comments, all of which related to clarity of program outcomes and rubrics. 

II Implemented Improvements from Previous Year 
Comments: For Outcome 1, were there discussions about the scoring discrepancies and did these discussions lead to modifications in the scoring or the ways 
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students were provided with information? If students were encouraged to present at local conferences, how will that improve the scoring discrepancies? For 
Outcome 5, what were the results of the discussions as to why no paper was rated a “5”? Were there changes made to the scoring process or to the assignment?  

III Outcomes 
Comments Outcome 1 – the outcome is fine, although it might be more clear to write "Students will be able to analyze source material and develop original 
arguments" - isn't that the skill you're assessing?. Outcome 2 – this is not clearly understood by the reviewers. In what ways will students demonstrate clarity? Is 
this in the paper assignment? If so, this outcome focuses on written communication? This outcome also compresses several behaviors into a single outcome. It is 
possible that a student can demonstrate “audience awareness” to a high level but not provide “organization”. These should be addressed separately. Traits on a 
rubric must address each skill and analyzed separately. 
The committee suggests taking another look at the outcomes, using Bloom’s Taxonomy to ensure that skills are at the graduate level.  

IV Assessment Measures/Targets 
Comments (Please comment on each outcome.): The rubric that you are using to assess both outcomes does not provide you with information on achievement 
of each of your multi-barreled outcomes. What is a 1 versus a 5? Does a 5 mean that a student performed to expectation (which is?) for clarity, for organization, 
for grace of expression, AND for audience awareness? What if they did well on 1 but poor on another and middling on a 3rd?  

It is not clear to the reviewer how the results form Alumni Data that showed satisfaction with the program measures either learning outcome 1 or 2. This is a 
measure of student satisfaction, which is not part of either learning outcome.  
For the second outcome, this discussion was a bit unclear. Why is a foundational (introductory) course used to determine student achievement of the outcome 
(except as pre-/post)?  
Are all students required to take TRS course? If not, this shouldn’t be used as an assessment measure. If you have a capstone course that all students are 
required to take, this provides an ideal opportunity to assess outcomes.  
 
VI: Use of Assessment to Improve Effectiveness 
 Comments: The focus for improvement appears to be on providing an opportunity for discussion with faculty. It isn’t clear how these data will be used for 
improvement of student learning. Please be specific in your plans.  
 

 

List all of the program’s learning outcomes: (regardless of whether or not they are being assessed this year) 

 

 

Learning Outcome 
Year of Last 

Assessment 

Assessed 

This Year 

Year of Next 

Planned 

Assessment 

 
1. Design an approach for scholarly or professional inquiry that is theoretically informed and original N/A  

2020-21 
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2.    Conduct original research with informed consideration of source material 
N/A  

2018-19 
 

3.    Demonstrate advanced critical thinking skills by synthesizing research or professional findings in a 

substantive written work 
N/A  

2021-22 
 

4.    Deliver professional and engaging digital and/or oral presentations of academic work that demonstrate 

thorough research and preparation 
N/A  

2018-19 
 

5.   Demonstrate a mastery of language, purpose, and rhetorical strategy  

 
N/A  

2021-22 
 

 

Previous program outcomes: 

1.) Students will write and create substantial academic papers and projects in which they analyze source material and 
develop original arguments. 

2016-17 X 2019-20 

2.) Students will demonstrate clarity, organization, grace of expression, and audience awareness. 2009; 2012; 2015 X 2021-22 

3.) Students will analyze source material with informed consideration of its historical, cultural, critical and/or 
theoretical context. 
 

2008, 2010; 2014; 
2016 

 2018-19 

4.) Students will deliver professional and engaging oral presentations of their academic work that focus on their 
arguments and ideas, and that show thorough research and preparation. 

2012; 2016 
 
 

2018-19 

5.) Students will fully acknowledge the use of all forms of intellectual property. 2016-17  2019-20 

 

CURRENT YEAR ASSESSMENT 

 

Learning Outcome 1:  

Outcome 2: Conduct original research with informed consideration of source material 

Assessment Activity 
Outcome Measures 

Explain how student learning will be measured and indicate 

whether it is direct or indirect. 

Performance Standard 

Define and explain what constitutes an acceptable level of 

student performance (target). 

Data Collection 

How and when will the data be collected? From whom? Who 

is responsible? When will it be reported and to whom? 

 

Direct: Thesis and Practicum Capstone proposals 

(includes bibliography) 

 

A median score across all assessed products of 2.5 or 

above on the appropriate rubric. (Appendix A, #1) 

Faculty will use a rubric to assess the thesis/practicum 

proposals and submit their scores to the graduate 

director, who will then input the scores to a qualtrics 

digital rubric for PIE. 

 

Indirect: Feedback on research skills from graduating 

student surveys and alumni surveys 

 Ratings that indicate most students and alumni feel 

well-prepared to conduct research and work with 

sources in their professional field. 

Work with PIE to make sure questions on alumni survey 

and for graduating students specifically address research 

skills. 
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Learning Outcome 2:  

Outcome 4 Deliver professional and engaging digital and/or oral presentations of academic work that demonstrate thorough research and preparation 

Assessment Activity 
Outcome Measures 

Explain how student learning will be measured and indicate 

whether it is direct or indirect. 

Performance Standard 

Define and explain what constitutes an acceptable level of 

student performance (target). 

Data Collection 

How and when will the data be collected? From whom? Who 

is responsible? When will it be reported and to whom? 

 

Direct: Thesis and Practicum Capstone 

presentation/defenses 

 

A median score across all assessed products of 2.5 or 

above on the appropriate rubric. (Appendix A, Part II) 

Faculty attending thesis presentations will use a rubric to 

assess the presentations and submit their scores to the 

graduate director, who will then input the scores to a 

qualtrics digital rubric for PIE. 

 

Indirect: Conference presentations at Student Research 

Conference or other regional and national conferences 

 Acceptance into competitive conferences to share work 

publicly. 

The program director will ask students to report 

presentation acceptances, as well as track applications to 

the Hoare conference travel fund; alumni survey asks 

students to report conference and scholarly activity as 

well. 

 

Appendix A 

GRADUATE STUDENT CAPSTONE ASSESSMENT 

The attached evaluation tools (rubrics) are designed to assist in the evaluation of students’ ability to create, prepare, and defend their graduate research 

through a practicum or thesis experience. The rubrics below include evaluation criteria designed to support program learning outcomes.  

 

This evaluation tool will: 

 provide students, prior to their defense, with a clear understanding of the elements of their written thesis/practicum reflection 

 provide multiple perspectives on students’ ability to prepare and defend their research and engage in professional discourse about their chosen 

field of study 

 encourage conversations among departmental colleagues about improving graduate student learning outcomes and assessment 

 serve as a potential source of program-level data on the accomplishment of the program’s learning outcome objectives, for submission as part 

of annual assessment reports 

 

Instructions: 
First and second readers and students should review and become familiar with the attached criteria prior to submission of the proposal. Faculty will 

use the attached survey rubrics to assess the proposal, the thesis or practicum essay, and/or its oral presentation.  
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Assessment Criteria 4=Exceptional 3=Strong 2=Marginal 1=Unacceptable N/A Score 

PART I:  Written Capstone Projects and Proposals (Thesis or Practicum) 

1. Proposed project 

demonstrates imagination and 

originality of thought 
 

Design/approach 

explores original topic 

and holds significant 

promise to enhance the 

field. 

Design/approach is 
appropriate or 

innovative. 

Design/ approach has 

moments of innovation, 

but lacks originality at 

times. 

Design/approach entirely 

duplicates previous work.  
  

2. Ability to access and 

integrate source material into a 

cohesive overview of current 

knowledge; ability to critically 

evaluate the meaning, value, 

and contribution of published 

literature in the field 

Demonstrates facility 

with and understanding 

of the current research 

literature in the field. 

 

Integrates and evaluates 

source material 

fluently. 

Relates and understands 

the current research 

literature in the field. 

 
Integrates and evaluates 

source material 

appropriately. 

Aware of the research 

literature in the field. 

 

Integrates and evaluates 

source material 

appropriately, with 

awkwardness or lack of 

attention at times. 

Knowledge is unrelated to 

the current research 

literature in the field. 

 

Fails to appropriately 

integrate and evaluate 

source material 

  

 
3. Demonstration of advanced 

knowledge in the field 
 

Consistently 

synthesizes research 

and applies advanced 

concepts to topics in 

subject area.  

Frequently applies 

research and advanced 

concepts to topics in 

subject area.  

Inconsistently applies 

research and advanced 

concepts to topics in 

subject area. 

Fails to apply research and 

advanced concepts to 

topics in subject area. 

 

  

4. Ability to design and 

implement an appropriate 

collection and analysis of 

scholarly inquiry that is 

theoretically informed 

Collection and analysis 

of resources are 

exceptionally thorough 

and detailed. 
 
Demonstrates an 

advanced ability to 

articulate a critical 

response to topic or 

area of professional 

practice 

Collection and analysis 

of resources are 

appropriate. 
 
Demonstrates an ability 

to articulate a critical 

response to topic or area 

of professional practice 

Collection and analysis 

of resources are 

appropriate, but lacking 

in certain areas. 
 
Demonstrates a alimited 

ability to articulate a 

critical response to a 

topic or area of 

professional practice 

Collection and analysis of 

resources are inappropriate 

or insufficient for deep 

understanding. 
 
Lacks the ability to 

articulate a critical 

response to a topic or area 

of professional practice 

  

 

Assessment Criteria 4=Exceptional 3=Strong 2=Marginal 1=Unacceptable N/A Score 
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5. Ability to draw reasoned 

conclusions from a body of 

knowledge 
 

 

Discussion of findings is 

superior, accurate, and 

engaging. 
 
Conclusions and analysis 

are insightful, 

appropriate, persuasive, 

and clearly based on 

evidence. 

Discussion of findings is 

sufficient and accurate 
 

 
Conclusions and analysis 

are appropriate and based 

on evidence 

Major topics or 

concepts are 

occasionally 

superficially described 
 
Conclusions and 

analysis are not entirely 

supported by 

findings/outcomes. 

Inaccurate discussion of 

project findings and poor 

grasp of material 
 
Considerable relevant source 

support is missing and 

conclusions/analysis are not 

supported. 

  

6. Impact of research on the 

field 
 

Thesis/Practicum is very 

relevant or has 

significant importance to 

field and 
will make an important 
contribution to field. 

Thesis/Practicum has 

fair relevance or 

significance  to field 

and will make a good 

contribution to field. 

Thesis/Practicum has 

only moderate relevance 
or significance to field 

and will make a 

nominal contribution to 

field. 

Thesis/Practicum has little 

relevance or significance 
to field and will not contribute 

to field. 
 

  

 

PART II:  Thesis or Practicum Presentation 

Assessment Criteria 

 

4=Exceptional 3=Strong 2=Marginal 1=Unacceptable   

 
1. Defense of findings 

Masterfully defends 

research by presenting 

clear and insightful 

findings  

Competently defends 

research by providing 

findings 

Adequately defends 

research 

Does not adequately defend 

research 

  

 
2. Reflection on impact of study 

on self and field 

Reflects on impact of 

study or experience 

Reflects minimally on 

impact of study or 

experience 

Reflects on impact of 

study or experience 

superficially 

Frequently shows a need for 

deeper reflection on vital 

points of study or experience 

  

 
3. Depth of understanding and 

response to questions 

 

Responds with well-

informed answers to 

questions 

 

 

Provides helpful answers to 

questions, but may 

occasionally manifest need 

for further reflection on 

minor points 

 

Responds to questions, but 

often with little insight or 

need for deeper insight. 

 

Does not demonstrate deep 

knowledge of the topic and 

does not respond to key 

questions 

  

 

 

 


