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1. What learning outcome(s) was assessed?  
All three program outcomes in the three concentrations within the major were assessed, four common core 
outcomes, and three discipline specific outcomes:  
 
Common Core: 
 
1.  Develop a capacity for close attention to language structure and language use. 
2.  Develop familiarity with and appreciation for major authors, literary movements and genres, and their 
place in the development of American, British, and world literatures. 
3.  Build the skills required to write persuasive, coherent explications of literary texts, to appropriately 
support arguments with both primary and secondary source material and to properly employ the conventions 
of documentation as a foundation for writing effective critical essays in upper-division courses. 
4.  Develop familiarity with the core issues in composition and rhetoric. 
 
Linguistics: 
  
1.  Analyze issues in language usage, language variation, language acquisition and history of the English 
language, with special attention to writing, literacy, and language arts. 
2.  Explain and analyze and analyze structure and function in the English language system at multiple 
linguistic levels. 
3.  Analyze the relationship between individuals and the multiple discourse communities they belong to. 
 
Literature:  
 
1.  Situate each literary work within its cultural traditions and genres. 
2.  Apply theories and research methods to analyze and interpret literature. 
3.  Analyze how literature relates to culture, society, and the individual. 
 
Writing: 
 
1.  Demonstrate applications of varied writing styles, creative and professional genres, and rhetorical 
strategies and conventions. 
2.  Demonstrate competency with invention, drafting, and revision processes as both writer and critic through 
activities such as workshops, peer reviews, and group projects. 
3.  Demonstrate competency in creating text-appropriate sentences as well as in editing for syntactic and 
stylistic punctuation and conventions. 
 
Discipline: 
 
1.  Familiarity with appropriate research databases; ability to research the field. 
2.  Familiarity with MLA documentation format and appropriate needs for citation. 
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3.  Familiarity with major critical developments in the field. 
 
Students were also asked to comment in their portfolios on aspects of the program they are satisfied with, as 
well as on problem areas. 

 
2. Where did you get the data for assessment?  (e.g., employer survey, embedded assessment, 

capstone or thesis project, class presentation) 
 
A total of 11 Senior Portfolios from the previous academic year were evaluated 
(strong/adequate/weak) by a faculty subcommittee. 

 
 

3. What were the findings of the assessment?  What did faculty learn about student learning from 
reviewing the data?  

 
Common Core Learning Outcomes   (11 students) 
 #1 (Close attention to language structure and use): 6 strong, 5 adequate, 0 weak 
 #2 (Authors, movements, genres, literatures): 6 strong, 5 adequate, 0 weak 
 #3 (Writing skills, use of sources): 9 strong, 2 adequate, 0 weak 
 #4 (Core issues in Rhetoric and Composition): 6 strong, 5 adequate, 0 weak 
 
Linguistics Concentration (3 students) 
 #1 (Analyze usage, variation, acquisition and the history of English): 3 strong, 0 adequate, 0 weak 
 #2 (Explain and analyze structure and function at different levels): 2 strong, 1 adequate, 0 weak 
 #3 (Relationship between individuals and discourse communities): 3 strong, 0 adequate, 0 weak 
 
Literature Concentration (5 students) 
      #1 (Relation of works to a variety of traditions): 4 strong, 1 adequate, 0 weak 
      #2 (Apply theories and research methods): 4 strong, 1 adequate, 0 weak 
      #3 (Analyze relationships between literature and culture): 4 strong, 1 adequate, 0 weak 
 
Writing Concentration (3 students) 
 # 1 (Varied styles, genres, rhetorical strategies and conventions): 2 strong, 1 adequate, 0 weak 
 # 2 (Invention, drafting and revision as writer and critic; workshop, etc): 1 strong, 2 adequate, 0 weak 
 # 3 (Appropriate syntax, editing, punctuation and style for purpose): 2 strong, 1 adequate, 0 weak 
 
Discipline 
 #1 (Ability to research in field): 6 strong, 5 adequate, 0 weak 
 #2 (MLA documentation form): 7 strong, 4 adequate, 0 weak 
 #3 (familiarity with critical developments): 5 strong, 5 adequate, 1 weak 
 
As the numbers above demonstrate, all but one student scored “strong” or “adequate” in all 10 learning 
outcomes measured. Out of a total of 110 possible ratings of strong, the eleven portfolios achieved 70 at this 
level, 39 ratings of adequate, and 1 rating of weak. 
 
Observations: 
 
1.  Direct evidence demonstrating achievement of the first part of discipline learning outcome # 1, 
“Familiarity with appropriate databases,” was absent from the literature portfolios, but present in the 
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majority of the linguistics and writing portfolios.  In the case of the literature portfolios, achievement of 
outcome # 1 could be inferred in some cases from the inclusion of secondary sources in research papers.  
Evidence of the second part of this outcome “ability to research the field” was somewhat easier to assess 
because students used in-text citations, some of which were to scholarly work in the field. 
 
2.  However, few literature and linguistics portfolios contained artifacts with a Works Cited page, making 
full assessment of core outcome # 3, and discipline outcomes # 1 and #2 difficult.  Instruction in compiling 
the portfolio should stress the importance of including at least one essay with a Works Cited page containing 
secondary sources.  It was also noted that MLA documentation style is not the standard in professional 
writing, requiring possible revision of the wording of Discipline Outcomes # 1 and # 2. 
 
3.  Portfolios clearly demonstrate that students are familiar with and appreciate major authors, literary 
movements and genres in American, British, and world literatures (Common Core Outcome # 2).  The 
wording of Outcome #2, however, includes the problematic language, “and their place in the development of 
American, British, and world literatures,” problematic because it calls for analysis not explicitly required in 
course assignments and therefore not reflected in the portfolios.    
 
4.  Most students seem to think of core learning outcome # 1 as pertaining only to their coursework in 
linguistics.  While many artifacts demonstrate that students have developed a robust capacity for close 
attention to language structure and use in literary analysis papers, students apparently do not see this 
outcome manifested in their literary analyses and writing produced in writing courses.  This issue might be 
addressed in the portfolio course, with fuller explanation of what might constitute evidence of attainment of 
this outcome. 
 
5.  In Common Core Outcome # 3, the word “literary” in the phrase, “Build the skills required to write 
persuasive, coherent explications of literary texts” is problematic because the outcome goes on to mention 
the eventual application of these skills in upper division courses. Because students in the linguistics and 
writing concentrations may not take upper division literature course, several portfolios in those 
concentrations scored “average” because they lacked “explications of literary texts” in upper division 
courses.  Some adjustment in the language of Common Core Outcome # 3 should therefore be considered. 
 
6.  Several students in the linguistics and writing tracks mentioned WR 230W and its relevance to all upper 
division progress at WOU, along with the benefit and application of learning and practicing workshop 
pedagogy. 
 
7.  Several students in literature, writing, and linguistics expressed dissatisfaction with what they see as a 
lack of variety of course offerings.  Specifically, students would like the opportunity to take more 
contemporary literature courses, and more ethnic and non-western literature courses.  Students also 
expressed dissatisfaction with the relatively few upper division literature, writing, and linguistics courses 
offered each term, making scheduling difficult and limiting choice.   
 
8.  The majority of writing and linguistics students remarked that the English Core is imbalanced, placing too 
much emphasis on literature courses.  One high achieving student wrote, “Throughout my study of English 
Writing the last four years, I have grown to lament the imbalance of literature, linguistics and writing 
subjects in the common core English courses . . . . As all areas of the English degree are equally important—
as there are three separate majors—then they should have an equal presence in the common core.”  The 
writer is mistaken in the claim that there are three majors in English, but the comment is representative.  
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9.  All students expressed a positive assessment of the program’s role in their educational development.   
Students remarked on the department’s successful teaching strategies, namely in-class discussions, group 
activities, and peer revision / writing workshops.  One student wrote, “To paraphrase something a very wise 
professor at WOU once told our literature class: science is always changing and shifting, as theories become 
outdated and new concepts take their place; but the things we learn in literature, the ideas, the lessons, the 
morals, those things will never change; they will always be relevant to our lives.”  Another wrote, “The four 
years I’ve spent in the English program here at Western Oregon University have been some of the best of my 
life.  It reassured me that choosing to major in English literature was the right path for me.  It introduced me 
to a multitude of diverse literature, new ways to analyze and interpret works, and enhanced my persuasive 
and academic writing and research skills.”  Students were also generally positive about their experience with 
advising, although two reported challenges with the availability or fit of advisors.   
 
10.  Several remarked on the effectiveness of discussion based pedagogy.  One scholar noted, “Through 
discussions and group work on exploring core issues in Linguistics, I have found myself brave enough to 
express my thoughts, feelings and perspectives . . . I have gained an understanding of the values and 
viewpoints of how language influences and reflects social behavior and human interactions.”  Another writer 
celebrated, “The theory, pedagogy and internship courses . . . transformed my understanding of what writing 
is, what it entails, and how to approach various writing tasks, which is all information I can transfer to my 
students.” 
 
 

4. What changes, if any, will faculty make to curriculum as a result of assessment?  
 
As a result of the observations, the department agreed to  

 
• Ask students to include a Works Cited page in the portfolio (see “Observations” paragraphs 1 & 2) 

 
• Change the language in outcomes #2 and #3 of the Common Core to the following: 
 

Common Core #2:  Develop familiarity with and appreciation for major authors, movements and 
genres in American, British, and other literatures (see “Observations” paragraph 3) 
 
Common Core #3:  Build the skills required to write persuasive, coherent arguments with both primary 
and secondary source material  (see “Observations “ paragraph 5) 

 
• Appoint a subcommittee (Harding and Paraskevas) to revise discipline outcomes #1 and #2 and present 

new language to the November meeting  (see “Observations paragraphs 1 and 2) 
 

• In response to several developments, including the ongoing university-wide review and revision of 
General Education, changes in student demographics, enrollment trends, the university-wide goal of 
achieving a 180 credit graduation path in all programs, as well as students’ assessment of our program 
through the Senior Portfolio, the department voted to open the common core.  The department agreed to 
move to a model in which students in the three concentrations will take classes in common, but will no 
longer be required to take an identical set of courses.  Each concentration will create a proposal for a 
curriculum under 90 total credits including the core and concentration.    


