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Component Description  

Program 
Mission 
Statement 

From your Program Assessment 
Plan (Statement should articulate 
the unit/ program mission in support 
of the institutional mission and 
include a clearly defined purpose 
appropriate to collegiate education.) 

The Department of Languages, Literature, and Composition provides a significant component of the liberal arts curriculum at 
USC Upstate. Programs and curricula are designed to foster personal and intellectual growth, to enhance awareness of cultural 
diversity, and to enrich the cultural life of USC Upstate students, the USC Upstate community, and the greater metropolitan 
area. The mission of the English program is to develop those liberal arts aims through an emphasis on English language, 
writing, criticism, and literary productions and traditions in a variety of genres, media, cultures, and historical periods. The 
Department is committed to the highest level of quality in the performance of this mission. 

Goal 1 From your Program Assessment 
Plan  

 
The student graduating in English at USC Upstate should be able to demonstrate a knowledge of literary periods, movements, 
genres, and authors that is informed by literary criticism, theory, and linguistic analysis. 
 

Objectives  
SLO’s 

From your Program Assessment 
Plan  

 
Upon completion of the course of study of English at USC Upstate, students should be able to  
 
1.1 Demonstrate an ability to situate and interpret texts in their historical and cultural contexts. 
1.2 Utilize appropriate literary and linguistic theory in discussing the assigned texts. 
 

Assessmen
t Methods 

From your Program Assessment 
Plan (Describes the measure(s) by 
which the department will know the 
students are meeting the departmental 
learning objectives. Includes both 
direct and indirect assessment. Each 
SLO should have at least one 
assessment method.) 

 
The English program follows the SACS recommendations to establish several direct and indirect assessments, but to focus on 
only some of those measures and some of the SLOs each year. In previous years of the cycle, other direct and indirect measures 
have focused clearly on SLOs 1.1 and 1.2. In 2009-2010, Year One of the cycle, the Program Assessment Committee focused on 
the Senior Seminar Portfolio Review and the Senior Seminar Performance Evaluation to assess SLOs 1.1 and 1.2 (See Appendix 
A for Assessment Plan). In both cases program faculty use rubrics to assess student outcomes of various final products of their 
senior seminar experience. 
          For the Senior Seminar Portfolio Review, members of the English Program Assessment Committee evaluated all senior 
seminar portfolios for 2007-2010 to determine satisfactory demonstration of the eight English SLOs. Each reader read a different 
group of portfolios, with each portfolio being assessed by two readers. Following the English Assessment Goals Checklist, 
readers scored each portfolio from 1-3 (unsatisfactory-exceeding expectations) for each of the outcomes categories. 
          For the Senior Seminar Performance Evaluation, English program faculty assess senior seminar students during their 
senior seminar presentations using a rubric focused on quality of scholarship, evidence, research, and expression to audience 
(See Appendix B). Conventional English studies presentations are readings rather than memorized addresses, and the rubric 
includes no assessment of the students’ “speech” performance itself. 
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Assessmen
t Criteria  

Level of achievement you are 
targeting (Indicate benchmarks, 
scores on assessment instruments, 
etc… that would indicate acceptable 
achievement under your plan) 

 
For the Senior Seminar Portfolio Review, the English Program Assessment Committee targets a benchmark average score of 4 or 
higher on a scale of 2-6. Students who achieve a score of 4 or higher are judged satisfactory by all readers. Students with a 3-4 
are determined to be satisfactory by one reader and unsatisfactory by another. Students with a 2 are found unsatisfactory by all 
readers.  
          For the Senior Seminar Performance Evaluation, the English Program Assessment Committee targets a benchmark 
average score of 2.7 or higher on a scale of 0-4 (3=Meets Well, 2=Meets) for all English majors.  

Assessmen
t Results  

Actual results and data collected 
(Make sure to break down data by 
subgroups (e.g. other campuses or 
emphases).  As appropriate, also 
include item or category analysis.) 

 
Students met or exceeded all benchmark goals for SLOs 1.1 and 1.2, and (with the exception of students in fall 2008) they 
outperformed education majors who complete fewer upper-level English courses. Performance Evaluation scores for the senior 
seminar presentations dipped slightly in 2009-2010 although Portfolio Review scores remained steady. 
 

Portfolio Review Indicate 2=unsatisfactory, 4=satisfactory, 6=exceeds expectations 
Major SLO 1.1 SLO 1.2 

English Average 2007-
2008 (17 portfolios) 

4.35 4.35 

Eng. Ed. Ave. n=6 4.33 4.33 
English Average 2008-
2009 (10 portfolios) 

4.30 4.30 

Eng. Ed. Ave. n=10 4.70 4.70 
English Average 2009-
2010 (9 portfolios) 

4.33 4.33 

Eng. Ed. Ave. n=8 4.00 4.00 
English Average Overall 
(36 portfolios) 

4.33 4.33 

IDS Average (4 portfolios)* 5.25 5.25 
Overall Ave. (64 portfolios) 4.41 4.41 

*Note: IDS students who enroll in a subject area senior seminar have generally completed a comparable amount of English 
courses, though perhaps not at USC Upstate or not in the full range of required areas in the English major 
 

Performance Evaluation Excels (4) Meets Well 
(3) 

Meets (2) Falls Short 
(1) 

Fails (0) 

Major SLO 1.1 SLO 1.2 
English Average 2007-
2008 (n=17) 

3.17 3.17 

English Average 2008-
2009 (n=10) 

3.19 3.19 

English Average 2009-
2010 (n=9) 

2.93 2.93 
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English Average Overall 
2007-2010 (n=36) 

3.12 3.12 

English Education Average 
(n=24) 

2.92 2.92 

IDS Average ( n=4) 3.26 3.26 
Overall Average (n=64) 3.05 3.05 

 
 

Action Plan  
What actions or modifications 
have been or will be made based 
on program assessment? 

 
Based on the data, the Program Assessment Committee determined Goal 1 is being met. In this area, English majors 
demonstrate their knowledge of core content and disciplinary perspectives The committee sees this as an area of strength and 
success in the senior seminar presentations, where students rated highest in this area. In the Portfolio Evaluation, however, 
students did not consistently score the highest in this category and in some years these scores are the lowest of all eight SLOs. 
Changes in the Assessment Plan for 2010-2011 should help the committee explore these score differences in greater depth.  
          The great variation in scores from class to class and year to year, however, does raise questions about the consistency of 
senior seminar, particular in the senior seminar presentation formats which have varied widely over the years. The committee 
plans to examine the senior seminar syllabus to establish programmatic goals in order to promote student success in the SLOs 
where scores have been especially erratic. Certainly, differences in student classes can account for some variation as a large 
group of highly prepared students may enroll in one semester or another semester may attract a group of students who are 
completing the gateway course or the theory course as corequistes rather than prerequisites, but the committee will address the 
curricular issues that can be controlled. In particular, the committee will explore possibilities for reinforcing knowledge of literary 
periods and historical/cultural context and for enhancing the accurate and explicit use of theory in the senior seminar project. In 
the past year, a similar process of course alignment in English 300 has improved the likelihood that students are exposed to 
systematic instruction in all goal categories. A senior seminar course alignment will ensure that those goals are reinforced in the 
final year of the student’s degree program. 
 

Implementat
ion/Evaluati
on of Prior 
Year’s 
Action Plan 

How was the action plan identified 
in the previous year’s report 
implemented this year, and what 
was the impact? 

 
The 2008-2009 report action plan described changes to the course objectives and curriculum for SEGL 300, Introduction to the 
Study of Literature (formerly SEGL 295), with the goal of providing a foundation in the overall history of literature written in 
English and of introducing a foundational unit on literary theory. In Fall 2009, the English program faculty formally adopted the 
English 300 unit objectives and assessments described in last year’s report. Students completed the Fall 2009 English 300 
course based on those objectives, and the two instructors of English 300 for Fall 2010 have continued to use the standard 
objectives and assignments designed to reinforce those SLOs. 
           The English program has also instituted a faculty rotation for teaching English 300 to ensure that one professor with 
experience teaching the course will be paired with a professor teaching the class for the first time. The experienced professor will 
be responsible for consulting with his or her colleague to pass along course objectives and other materials and to maintain 
course consistency. The Program Assessment Chair will also consult with both professors to clarify the role of that course in 
program assessment. The preliminary impact of these changes will be measured in next year’s assessment plan.  
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Component Description  
Goal 2 
 

From your Program Assessment 
Plan  

A student graduating in English at USC Upstate should be able to analyze, synthesize, and evaluate a variety of texts. 

Objectives  
SLO’s 

From your Program Assessment 
Plan  

 
Upon completion of the course of study of English at USC Upstate, students should be able to  
 
2.1 Recognize the underlying structures inherent in the assigned texts. 
2.2 Make connections between various works of literature. 
 

Assessment 
Methods 

From your Program Assessment 
Plan  

 
The English program follows the SACS recommendations to establish several direct and indirect assessments, but to focus 
on only some of those measures and some of the SLOs each year. In previous years of the cycle, other direct and indirect 
measures have focused clearly on SLOs 2.1 and 2.2. In 2009-2010, Year One of the cycle, the Program Assessment 
Committee focused on the Senior Seminar Portfolio Review to assess SLOs 2.1 and 2.2 (See Appendix A for Assessment 
Plan).  
          For the Senior Seminar Portfolio Review, members of the English Program Assessment Committee evaluated all 
senior seminar portfolios for 2007-2010 to determine satisfactory demonstration of the eight English SLOs. Each reader 
read a different group of portfolios, with each portfolio being assessed by two readers. Following the English Assessment 
Goals Checklist, readers scored each portfolio from 1-3 (unsatisfactory-exceeding expectations) for each of the outcomes 
categories.  
 

Assessment 
Criteria  

Level of achievement you are 
targeting  

 
For the Senior Seminar Portfolio Review, the English Program Assessment Committee targets a benchmark average score 
of 4 or higher on a scale of 2-6. Students who achieve a score of 4 or higher are judged satisfactory by all readers. Students 
with a 3-4 are determined to be satisfactory by one reader and unsatisfactory by another. Students with a 2 are found 
unsatisfactory by all readers.  
          For the Senior Seminar Performance Evaluation, the English Program Assessment Committee targets a benchmark 
average score of 2.7 or higher on a scale of 0-4 (3=Meets Well, 2=Meets) for all English majors.  

Assessment 
Results  Actual results and data collected  

 
Students met or exceeded benchmark goals for SLOs 2.1 and 2.2, and they generally outperformed education majors 
who complete fewer upper-level English courses. In the Portfolio Evaluation, textual analysis SLOs were an area of great 
strength, with the second highest scores (4.67 compared to 4.72 in writing SLOs). English majors significantly 
outperformed English education majors who complete fewer upper-division English courses. In the senior seminar 
presentations, overall averages for each SLO met benchmarks, but students performed better in reflecting on the 
underlying structures and making connections among texts (3.23 average) than they did in demonstrating the significance 
of the results of their analysis (2.92 average, with a low of 2.64 in 2009-2010); their strengths lay in focusing on the details 
of their evidence rather than in recognizing the implications of those details. 
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Portfolio Review Indicate 2=unsatisfactory, 4=satisfactory, 6=exceeds expectations 
Major SLO 2.1 SLO 2.2 

English Average 2007-
2008 (17 portfolios) 

4.82 4.82 

Eng. Ed. Ave. n=6 3.83 3.83 
English Average 2008-
2009 (10 portfolios) 

4.70 4.70 

Eng. Ed. Ave. n=10 4.20 4.20 
English Average 2009-
2010 (9 portfolios) 

4.33 4.33 

Eng. Ed. Ave. n=8 4.25 4.25 
English Average Overall 
(36 portfolios) 

4.67 4.67 

IDS Average (4 
portfolios)* 

5.25 5.25 

Overall Ave. (64 
portfolios) 

4.50 4.50 

*Note: IDS students who enroll in a subject area senior seminar have generally completed a comparable amount of 
English courses, though perhaps not at USC Upstate or not in the full range of required areas in the English major 
 
Performance Evaluation Excels (4) Meets Well 

(3) 
Meets (2) Falls Short 

(1) 
Fails (0) 

Major SLO 2.1 
results 

SLO 2.1 
reflective 

SLO 2.1 
Overall 

SLO 2.2 
results 

SLO 2.2 
reflective 

SLO 2.2 
overall 

English Average 2007-
2008 (n=17) 

3.08 3.31 3.19 3.08 3.31 3.19 

English Average 2008-
2009 (n=10) 

2.91 3.27 3.09 2.91 3.27 3.09 

English Average 2009-
2010 (n=9) 

2.64 3.03 2.84 2.64 3.03 2.84 

English Average Overall 
(n=36) 

2.92 3.23 3.08 2.92 3.23 3.08 

English Education 
Average (n=24) 

2.74 3.04 2.89 2.74 3.04 2.89 

IDS Average (n=4) 3 3.32 3.16 3 3.32 3.16 
Overall Average (n=64) 2.86 3.16 3.01 2.86 3.16 3.01 
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Action Plan 
What actions or modifications 
have been or will be made based 
on this assessment? 

 
Students met the Program Assessment Committee benchmarks in this area, as they have in all other assessment 
measures completed in the last two years. However, in the past year, SLOs 2.1 and 2.2 have slipped from an area of 
great strength to an area of just satisfactory achievement. In the senior seminar presentations, students were not 
consistently effective in demonstrating the significance of the results of their analysis (a low of 2.64 in 2009-2010). While 
students successfully demonstrate their basic ability to recognize underlying structures and make connections among 
texts (3.23), they could improve their higher order skills in recognizing the significance and implications of those details. 
This is the difference between an explication and a true analysis.  
         The observed dip in SLO 2.1 and 2.2 scores in the past year does raise questions about the consistency of senior 
seminar, particular in the senior seminar presentation formats which have varied widely over the years. The committee 
plans to examine the senior seminar syllabus to establish programmatic goals in order to promote student success in the 
SLOs where scores have been especially erratic. In particular, the committee will explore possibilities for enhancing 
opportunities to demonstrate expertise in textual analysis. This is an area of strength for the English program, but we can 
do more to highlight the ways that students demonstrate their textual analysis skills, especially in the senior seminar 
presentation. In the past year, a similar process of course alignment in English 300 has improved the likelihood that 
students are exposed to systematic instruction in all goal categories. A senior seminar course alignment will ensure that 
those goals are reinforced in the final year of the student’s degree program. 

Implementation/ 
Evaluation of 
Prior Year’s 
Action Plan 

How was the action plan 
identified in the previous year’s 
report implemented this year, 
and what was the impact? 

  
In past years, assessment measures have indicated this as an area of strength in the English program. Based on 
consistently high scores in this area, there were no recommendations for these SLOs in previous years. The current year’s 
assessment measures have allowed us to probe these SLOs in greater depth to reveal a possible area for improvement in 
future years. 
          In spring 2010, the English program adopted a shared set of documents for use in English 300 and throughout upper-
level English courses. The USC Upstate Guide to Literary Studies and Interpreting Literary Texts (see below) supports 
student learning in SLOs 2.1 and 2.2. All English majors receive instruction based on this handout in English 300. In 
addition, the document is available to students in the Resources section of the English program Web site 
(http://www.uscupstate.edu/english). By offering a consistent message to students about the methodology of literary 
analysis, the English program hopes to improve student understanding of SLOs 2.1 and 2.2. 
          USC Upstate Guide to Literary Studies and Interpreting Literary Texts: 
 

Literary Studies and Interpreting Literary Texts 
The main difference between high school and college-level literary studies is interpretation. In high school you build the 
foundational skills needed to understand the world around you; thus basic literary studies often focus on understanding 
texts—identifying characters, mapping the plot, defining terms, and generally knowing what happened. 

 For example, in high school we learn The Great Gatsby is “about” the way the green light symbolizes Gatsby’s 
dream of repeating the past with Daisy, or it is “about” recognizing the themes of the American dream or the Jazz 
Age. High school often asks students to identify or locate what is already within the text itself. 

 
In college, however, you strive to develop professional-level, independent, critical thinking skills that allow you to solve 
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problems and develop original ideas on your own. College-level literary courses focus on interpreting the meaning and 
significance of what happened in the texts and how the text represents those events. 

 For example, in college you would be responsible for interpreting what it means and why it is important that 
Tom Buchanan talks about white supremacist texts over dinner, why an African American witness identifies the 
car that strikes Myrtle Wilson, why the narrator claims this is really a story about the West, and how all of those 
details connect together to explain the significance of The Great Gatsby. 

 
As scholars who study literature, it is our job to interpret the meaning and patterns within texts to learn more about 
language, culture, history, society, power, art, and ourselves. The literary scholar must read closely and analyze the 
details of the text in order to reassemble those details in a coherent argument about the meaning of the overall text. Literary 
scholars write arguments to convince others to interpret texts as they do. 
 
Rules for writing papers that analyze and interpret texts. 

 Your papers should answer the question: how does the way the text is written affect its meaning? The way the 
text is written can include any of several features: 

o the genre(s) to which it belongs and the ways it follows or breaks the rules of its genre(s). 
o the narrative structure, including the order of events, the perspective and/or credibility of the narrator or 

speaker, the resolution or lack of closure provided at the end, etc. Note: prose texts (novels, stories, 
essays) have narrators, but poems have speakers. 

o the interactions among characters and which characters are represented sympathetically or 
unsympathetically. 

o the use of language, especially literary figures such as imagery, metaphor, rhyme, meter. 
o the representations of major cultural and social issues of the text’s time, such as gender, class, race, 

nature, progress, sexuality, conflict, and other human themes. 
o the role of the text in changing or adding to the direction of the literary tradition, either as an example 

of the literary movements of its own time period or in comparison with literary movements of various 
times, places, or particular groups of writers. 

o the similarities in plot, character, theme, or imagery with other texts. 
o the representation of theoretical concepts revealed and explored within the text. 

 The point of literary analysis is to find meaning in the representations provided within the text, whether the author 
intended them or not. You know you are right if your interpretation is consistent with the details of the entire text. 

 Literary analysis papers may often discuss moral choices and social issues or teach us lessons about ourselves, 
but such papers are not ABOUT those issues nor about the way we feel about them. Literary analysis is about the 
way language attempts to represent those issues and human experiences and how readers can find meaning 
within those representations. 

 
Developed by Dr. Celena E. Kusch, USC Upstate, Fall 2009. This work is licensed under the Creative Commons Attribution- 
Noncommercial-Share Alike 3.0 United States License. To view a copy of this license, visit http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-ncsa/3.0/us/ or send a 
letter to Creative Commons, 171 Second Street, Suite 300, San Francisco, California, 94105, USA. 
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Component Description  

Goal 3 From your Program Assessment Plan  A student graduating in English at USC Upstate should be able to communicate in a clear and concise 
manner for a variety of audiences. 

Objectives  
SLO’s From your Program Assessment Plan  

 
Upon completion of the course of study of English at USC Upstate, students should be able to  
 
3.1 Write with clarity and precision concerning the assigned texts. 
3.2 Demonstrate an awareness of various audiences for written work. 

 

Assessment Methods 

From your Program Assessment Plan 
(Describes the measure(s) by which the 
department will know the students are 
meeting the departmental learning objectives. 
Includes both direct and indirect assessment. 
Each SLO should have at least one 
assessment method.) 

 
The English program follows the SACS recommendations to establish several direct and indirect 
assessments, but to focus on only some of those measures and some of the SLOs each year. In 
previous years of the cycle, other direct and indirect measures have focused clearly on SLOs 3.1 and 
3.2. In 2009-2010, Year One of the cycle, the Program Assessment Committee focused on the Senior 
Seminar Portfolio Review and the Senior Seminar Performance Evaluation to assess SLOs 3.1 and 3.2 
(See Appendix A for Assessment Plan). In both cases program faculty use rubrics to assess student 
outcomes of various final products of their senior seminar experience. 
          For the Senior Seminar Portfolio Review, members of the English Program Assessment 
Committee evaluated all senior seminar portfolios for 2007-2010 to determine satisfactory 
demonstration of the eight English SLOs. Each reader read a different group of portfolios, with each 
portfolio being assessed by two readers. Following the English Assessment Goals Checklist, readers 
scored each portfolio from 1-3 (unsatisfactory-exceeding expectations) for each of the outcomes 
categories. 
          For the Senior Seminar Performance Evaluation, English program faculty assess senior seminar 
students during their senior seminar presentations using a rubric focused on quality of scholarship, 
evidence, research, and expression to audience (See Appendix B). Conventional English studies 
presentations are readings rather than memorized addresses, and the rubric includes no assessment of 
the students’ “speech” performance itself. 
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Assessment Criteria  

Level of achievement you are targeting 
(Indicate benchmarks, scores on 
assessment instruments, etc… that would 
indicate acceptable achievement under 
your plan) 

 
For the Senior Seminar Portfolio Review, the English Program Assessment Committee targets a 
benchmark average score of 4 or higher on a scale of 2-6. Students who achieve a score of 4 or higher 
are judged satisfactory by all readers. Students with a 3-4 are determined to be satisfactory by one 
reader and unsatisfactory by another. Students with a 2 are found unsatisfactory by all readers.  

          For the Senior Seminar Performance Evaluation, the English Program Assessment Committee 
targets a benchmark average score of 2.7 or higher on a scale of 0-4 (3=Meets Well, 2=Meets) for all 
English majors. 

Assessment Results  

Actual results and data collected (Make 
sure to break down data by subgroups (e.g. 
other campuses or emphases).  As 
appropriate, also include item or category 
analysis.) 

 
Students achieved the highest scores in the writing area SLOs. Students met or exceeded all 
benchmark goals for SLOs 3.1 and 3.2, and they generally outperformed education majors who 
complete fewer upper-level English courses. In the portfolios English majors averaged a 4.72 
compared to a 4.50 for English Education majors. While education majors displayed slightly greater 
clarity of their goals in their senior seminar presentations, English majors were more effective in 
addressing appropriate audiences and in presenting their ideas effectively (including correctness, 
clarity, organization, etc.).  
          In the past year, measurement of the goals subset of SLO 3.1 slipped below the benchmark in 
the senior seminar presentations, perhaps because more English majors attempted extemporaneous 
presentations rather than the formal papers generally used in English conferences. Individual student 
scores reveal that three students fell below the “meets well” benchmark during the presentation. Two 
of those students, however, were more successful in the Senior Seminar Portfolio. This suggests that 
their skills must be reinforced, particularly in challenging situations, but that the students do possess 
satisfactory skills in this area.  
          In the senior seminar presentations, students were not consistently effective in articulating the 
goals of their research project. While students successfully demonstrate their ability to write for 
various audiences (3.23) and to present their ideas effectively in terms of organization, clarity, 
accuracy, and evidence (3.16), they did not consistently articulate their goals in a clearly placed thesis 
(3.01, with a low of 2.68 in 2009-2010). 
 

Portfolio Review Indicate 2=unsatisfactory, 4=satisfactory, 6=exceeds 
expectations 

Major SLO 3.1 SLO 3.2 
English Average 
2007-2008 (17 
portfolios) 

5.06 5.06 

Eng. Ed. Ave. n=6 5.17 5.17 
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English Average 
2008-2009 (10 
portfolios) 

4.10 4.10 

Eng. Ed. Ave. n=10 4.10 4.10 
English Average 
2009-2010 (9 
portfolios) 

4.78 4.78 

Eng. Ed. Ave. n=8 4.50 4.50 
English Average 
Overall (36 
portfolios) 

4.72 4.72 

IDS Average (4 
portfolios)* 

5.00 5.00 

Overall Ave. (64 
portfolios) 

4.66 4.66 

*Note: IDS students who enroll in a subject area senior seminar have generally completed a 
comparable amount of English courses, though perhaps not at USC Upstate or not in the full range of 
required areas in the English major 
 

Performance 
Evaluation 

Excels (4) Meets 
Well (3) 

Meets (2) Falls 
Short (1) 

Fails (0) 

Major SLO 3.1 
goals 

SLO 3.1 
effective 

SLO 3.1 
Overall 

SLO 3.2  

English Average 
2007-2008 (n=17) 

3.18 3.27 3.23 3.35 

English Average 
2008-2009 (n=10) 

3.01 3.14 3.08 3.20 

English Average 
2009-2010 (n=9) 

2.68 2.98 2.83 3.02 

English Average 
Overall 2007-2010 
(n=36) 

3.01 3.16 3.09 3.23 

English Education 
Average (n=24) 

3.02 3.09 3.06 3.17 

IDS Average (n=4) 3.26 3.40 3.33 3.48 
Overall Average 
(n=64) 

3.03 3.15 3.09 3.22 
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Action Plan 
What actions or modifications have been 
or will be made based on this 
assessment? 

 
Although English majors meet the benchmarks overall and excelled in SLO 3.2, student achievement in 
SLO 3.1 was weaker than desired on the Performance Evaluation of the senior seminar presentations in 
the area of articulating clear goals for the argument.  
          The great variation in scores from class to class and year to year in the writing SLOs also raises 
questions about the consistency of senior seminar, particular in the senior seminar presentation formats 
which have varied widely over the years. The committee plans to examine the senior seminar syllabus 
to establish programmatic goals in order to promote student success in the SLOs where scores have 
been especially erratic. Certainly, differences in student classes can account for some variation as a 
large group of highly prepared students may enroll in one semester or another semester may attract a 
group of students who are completing the gateway course or the theory course as corequistes rather 
than prerequisites, but the committee will address the curricular issues that can be controlled. In 
particular, the committee will explore possibilities for reinforcing writing skills by revisiting thesis-writing 
skills in the context of the much larger and more challenging senior seminar project. In the past year, a 
similar process of course alignment in English 300 has improved the likelihood that students are 
exposed to systematic instruction in all goal categories. A senior seminar course alignment will ensure 
that those goals are reinforced in the final year of the student’s degree program. 
          In addition, since previous assessment reports have revealed that the majority of English majors 
do not complete the English 101-102 writing program at USC Upstate, students may need ongoing 
instruction in writing skills. Professors of upper-level English courses cannot assume that students have 
mastered programmatic objectives in the 100-level courses. Instead, the English Program Assessment 
Committee will address thesis development in a pedagogical workshop during the English program 
retreat this year. 

Implementation/Evaluation of 
Prior Year’s Action Plan 

How was the action plan identified in the 
previous year’s report implemented this 
year, and what was the impact? 

 
Based on earlier assessments, the previous action plans focused on SLO 3.2 (an area of strength in 
these measures). The 2008-2009 assessment report recommended implementing an English 300 
course unit on writing for professional audiences in the context of career and professional development 
assignments. In Fall 2009, the English program faculty formally adopted the English 300 unit objectives 
and assessments described in last year’s report. Students completed the Fall 2009 English 300 course 
based on those objectives, and the two instructors of English 300 for Fall 2010 have continued to use 
the standard objectives and assignments designed to reinforce that SLO. 
           The English program has also instituted a faculty rotation for teaching English 300 to ensure that 
one professor with experience teaching the course will be paired with a professor teaching the class for 
the first time. The experienced professor will be responsible for consulting with his or her colleague to 
pass along course objectives and other materials and to maintain course consistency. The Program 
Assessment Chair will also consult with both professors to clarify the role of that course in program 
assessment. The preliminary impact of these changes will be measured in next year’s assessment plan.  
          Earlier action plans targeted English faculty retreats to increase writing course objectives in 
upper-level courses and to raise awareness of the need for ongoing, targeted writing instruction 
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throughout the program. The particular success seen in addressing academic audiences in the Senior 
Seminar Performance Evaluation and the Portfolio Review suggests that the program’s past work in this 
area has already supported student outcomes. Scores in SLO 3.2 are consistently the highest of the 
eight SLO categories in both of these assessment measures. Furthermore, while scores in this area, like 
the others, dipped in the past year, the English program is encouraged that SLOs 3.1 and 3.2 saw the 
least decline. 
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Component Description  

Goal 4 From your Program Assessment 
Plan  

A student graduating in English at USC Upstate should be able to incorporate, engage in, and utilize well-planned and well-
executed research. 

Objectives  
SLO’s 

From your Program Assessment 
Plan  

 
Upon completion of the course of study of English at USC Upstate, students should be able to  
 
4.1 Critically engage the ideas of other scholars. 
4.2 Incorporate research in writing about the assigned texts. 

Assessment 
Methods 

From your Program Assessment 
Plan (Describes the measure(s) by 
which the department will know the 
students are meeting the 
departmental learning objectives. 
Includes both direct and indirect 
assessment. Each SLO should have 
at least one assessment method.) 

 
The English program follows the SACS recommendations to establish several direct and indirect assessments, but to focus on 
only some of those measures and some of the SLOs each year. In previous years of the cycle, other direct and indirect 
measures have focused clearly on SLOs 4.1 and 4.2. In 2009-2010, Year One of the cycle, the Program Assessment 
Committee focused on the Senior Seminar Portfolio Review and the Senior Seminar Performance Evaluation to assess SLOs 
4.1 and 4.2 (See Appendix A for Assessment Plan). In both cases program faculty use rubrics to assess student outcomes of 
various final products of their senior seminar experience. 
          For the Senior Seminar Portfolio Review, members of the English Program Assessment Committee evaluated all senior 
seminar portfolios for 2007-2010 to determine satisfactory demonstration of the eight English SLOs. Each reader read a 
different group of portfolios, with each portfolio being assessed by two readers. Following the English Assessment Goals 
Checklist, readers scored each portfolio from 1-3 (unsatisfactory-exceeding expectations) for each of the outcomes 
categories. 
          For the Senior Seminar Performance Evaluation, English program faculty assess senior seminar students during their 
senior seminar presentations using a rubric focused on quality of scholarship, evidence, research, and expression to audience 
(See Appendix B). Conventional English studies presentations are readings rather than memorized addresses, and the rubric 
includes no assessment of the students’ “speech” performance itself. 

Assessment 
Criteria  

Level of achievement you are 
targeting  

 
For the Senior Seminar Portfolio Review, the English Program Assessment Committee targets a benchmark average score of 
4 or higher on a scale of 2-6. Students who achieve a score of 4 or higher are judged satisfactory by all readers. Students with 
a 3-4 are determined to be satisfactory by one reader and unsatisfactory by another. Students with a 2 are found 
unsatisfactory by all readers.  
          For the Senior Seminar Performance Evaluation, the English Program Assessment Committee targets a benchmark 
average score of 2.7 or higher on a scale of 0-4 (3=Meets Well, 2=Meets) for all English majors. 

Assessment 
Results  

Actual results and data collected 
(Make sure to break down data by 
subgroups (e.g. other campuses or 
emphases).  As appropriate, also 
include item or category analysis.) 

 
Students successfully exceeded benchmark goals in SLOs 4.1 and 4.2. Interestingly, in the Portfolio Evaluations English 
majors and English Education majors perform in the research category at roughly the same level on average (4.47 English v. 
4.46 English Education overall). Since research skills are an important SLO in virtually all courses in all disciplines, students in 
all majors should expect to receive effective instruction in this area. In examining the rosters of senior seminar students, the 
committee also noted that several of the English Education majors in senior seminar were also working with English faculty 
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members as research assistants sponsored by the Center for Undergraduate Research while they were completing senior 
seminar or in the semester prior to their senior seminar class.  
 

Portfolio Review Indicate 2=unsatisfactory, 4=satisfactory, 6=exceeds expectations 
Major SLO 4.1 SLO 4.2 

English Average 2007-
2008 (17 portfolios) 

4.47 4.47 

Eng. Ed. Ave. n=6 4.83 4.83 
English Average 2008-
2009 (10 portfolios) 

4.30 4.30 

Eng. Ed. Ave. n=10 4.40 4.40 
English Average 2009-
2010 (9 portfolios) 

4.67 4.67 

Eng. Ed. Ave. n=8 4.25 4.25 
English Average Overall 
(36 portfolios) 

4.47 4.47 

IDS Average (4 portfolios)* 5.75 5.75 
Overall Ave. (64 
portfolios) 

4.55 4.55 

*Note: IDS students who enroll in a subject area senior seminar have generally completed a comparable amount of English 
courses, though perhaps not at USC Upstate or not in the full range of required areas in the English major 
 

Performance Evaluation Excels (4) Meets Well 
(3) 

Meets (2) Falls Short 
(1) 

Fails (0) 

Major SLO 4.1 SLO 4.2 
English Average 2007-
2008 (n=17) 

3.17 3.18 

English Average 2008-
2009 (n=10) 

3.19 3.13 

English Average 2009-
2010 (n=9) 

2.93 2.97 

English Average Overall 
(n=36) 

3.12 3.11 

English Education 
Average (n=24) 

2.92 2.90 

IDS Average (n=4) 3.25 3.47 
Overall Average (n=64) 3.05 3.05 
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Action Plan 
What actions or modifications 
have been or will be made based 
on this assessment? 

 
For the past three years, following up on the recommendations of the 2006-2007 and 2007-2008 assessment reports, the 
English program has made a concerted effort to improve student learning outcomes in research. Although senior seminar 
presentation scores on the Performance Evaluation dipped in the past year, the English program is encouraged that SLOs 4.1 
and 4.2 saw the least decline. Furthermore, 2009-2010 English majors achieved the highest scores in this area since we have 
been conducting the Portfolio Evaluation. 
          The English Program Assessment Committee recommends devoting faculty energy to following the best practices for 
research instruction identified in the past three years and to using the research resources developed and adopted in the last 
year in order to improve student achievement in SLOs 4.1 and 4.2. We do not recommend taking further new action until the 
effects of past action have been measured and discussed.  

Implementation/ 
Evaluation of 
Prior Year’s 
Action Plan 

How was the action plan 
identified in the previous year’s 
report implemented this year, and 
what was the impact? 

 
For the past three years, following up on the recommendations of the 2006-2007 and 2007-2008 assessment reports, the 
English program has made a concerted effort to improve student learning outcomes in research. Discussions at the 
composition faculty retreats for 2007-2008 focused particular attention on research pedagogy and raised awareness of best 
pedagogical practices in research instruction at all levels. The result has been to make the research category a strength in the 
English program. Although scores in all categories dipped in the past year, SLOs 4.1 and 4.2 saw the least decline.  
          The previous year’s action plan recommended making research skills a particular focus in the English 300 courses. In 
Fall 2009, the English program faculty formally adopted the English 300 unit objectives and assessments described in last 
year’s report. Students completed the Fall 2009 English 300 course based on those objectives, and the two instructors of 
English 300 for Fall 2010 have continued to use the standard objectives and assignments designed to reinforce those SLOs. 
           The English program has also instituted a faculty rotation for teaching English 300 to ensure that one professor with 
experience teaching the course will be paired with a professor teaching the class for the first time. The experienced professor 
will be responsible for consulting with his or her colleague to pass along course objectives and other materials and to maintain 
course consistency. The Program Assessment Chair will also consult with both professors to clarify the role of that course in 
program assessment.  
          In spring 2010, the English program adopted a shared set of documents for use in English 300 and throughout upper-
level English courses. The USC Upstate Guide to Researching in Literary Studies (see below) supports student learning in 
SLOs 4.1 and 4.2. All English majors receive instruction based on this handout in English 300. In addition, the document is 
available to students in the Resources section of the English program Web site (http://www.uscupstate.edu/english). By 
offering a consistent message to students about the methodology of literary analysis, the English program hopes to improve 
student performance in SLOs 4.1 and 4.2. 
 
          Screen captures of the online version of the Guide to Researching in Literary Studies are included below: 
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Other Measures: Academic Records Review 
 The Program Assessment Committee reviewed academic records for all USC Upstate English majors who graduated in 2009-2010. A total of eight graduating majors achieved an 
average GPA of 3.24 overall and 3.27 for all USC Upstate courses. For the 2009-2010 graduating English majors, the overall GPA in English courses above the 100-level was 3.53. This 
level of achievement appears consistent with the other performance measures, including the Senior Seminar Portfolio Review and the number of students who achieved honors status in 
this year’s graduating class. English majors generally meet faculty expectations well. This group of students performed better than the graduates of 2007-2008 (average GPA 3.01) and 
2006-2007 (average GPA 2.87), but slightly lower than 2008-2009 graduates (average GPA 3.35). 
 While the Academic Records Review does not produce data that directly addresses the four English SLOs, this assessment measure provides valuable perspective on the ways 
that students experience the curriculum and fulfill the requirements of the major. After three years, this data has revealed important trends in the English major program that may affect the 
ability of students to achieve established SLOs.  
 In measuring the value of core course curriculum, the Program Assessment Committee has been tracking students’ enrollment and achievement in the two sophomore-level core 
courses, English 300: Introduction to the Study of Literature and English 301: Classical, Biblical, and Mythical Backgrounds. The department is not waiving these requirements as often for 
students with transfer credits, and more students are completing these courses prior to completing English 490: Senior Seminar. Based on the 2009-2010 graduating class, students 
achieve senior seminar grades that are half a grade higher if they complete SEGL 295 or 300 AND SEGL 301 before taking SEGL 490. Students who did take courses in sequence 
achieved an average senior seminar grade of 3.8, compared to a 3.3 for students who did not complete SEGL 295/300 or SEGL 301 (due to transferring) and a 3.5 for students who 
completed those core courses in senior year along with or after completing senior seminar.  
 In 2009-2010, we can note that two of majors completed all of their coursework at USC Upstate; 37.5% completed more than two semesters of work outside the university, and 
75% transferred in some coursework from another institution. Average GPAs of students with fewer than two semesters of coursework from other colleges and universities (3.72) and 
students with more than six semesters of coursework outside USC Upstate (2.96) were significantly different in this year.  
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Appendix A  
USC Upstate English Program Assessment Plan 
LLC Department, College of Arts and Sciences 

Submitted September 22, 2006, Revised Fall 2009 
STEP ONE: IDENTIFY MISSION 
The Department of Languages, Literature, and Composition provides a significant component of the liberal arts curriculum at USC Upstate. 
Programs and curricula are designed to foster personal and intellectual growth, to enhance awareness of cultural diversity, and to enrich 
the cultural life of USC Upstate students, the USC Upstate community, and the greater metropolitan area. The mission of the English 
program is to develop those liberal arts aims through an emphasis on English language, writing, criticism, and literary productions and 
traditions in a variety of genres, media, cultures, and historical periods. The Department is committed to the highest level of quality in the 
performance of this mission. 
  
STEP TWO: IDENTIFY PROGRAM GOALS 
A student graduating in English at USC Upstate should be able to demonstrate the following: 

1. A knowledge of literary periods, movements, genres, and authors that is informed by literary criticism, theory, and linguistic 
analysis. 

2. The ability to analyze, synthesize, and evaluate a variety of texts. 
3. The ability to communicate in a clear and concise manner for a variety of audiences. 
4. The ability to incorporate, engage, and utilize well-planned and executed research. 

 
STEP THREE: IDENTIFY STUDENT LEARNING OUTCOMES 
Upon completion of the course of study in English, students should be able to: 

1.1  Demonstrate an ability to situate and interpret texts in their historical and cultural contexts. 
1.2  Utilize appropriate literary and linguistic theory in discussing the assigned texts. 
2.1  Recognize the underlying structures inherent in the assigned texts. 
2.2  Make connections between various works of literature. 
3.1  Write with clarity and precision concerning the assigned texts. 
3.2  Demonstrate an awareness of various audiences for written work. 
4.1  Critically engage the ideas of other scholars. 
4.2  Incorporate research in writing about the assigned texts. 

 
STEP FOUR: SPECIFY APPROACHES 

1. Senior Seminar Performance Evaluation 
2. Portfolio Review 
3. Senior Survey 
4. Student Opinion Surveys 
5. Targeted Student Program Review 
6. Academic Records Review 

These approaches will provide qualitative and quantitative measures of student learning to assess how well the program achieves its goals 
(see Step 2). Through the use of these multiple assessment instruments we will assess our goals and student learning outcomes and 
document student learning at different points in their educational experience in our program. 
 
STEP FIVE: SPECIFY MEASURES 
Senior Seminar Performance Evaluation 
Individual Senior Seminar instructors will evaluate the quality of student performance in the capstone course. Other program faculty 
members will utilize a standardized rubric to evaluate each student’s oral presentation of his or her researched project. This faculty-wide 
evaluation will be factored into the student’s evaluation for the course. 
 
Portfolio Review 
As a requirement in the Senior Seminar, each student must submit a Portfolio which will include the following: 

o A copy of an essay from one of the core courses (the 200-level national surveys, SEGL 300 or SEGL 301); 
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o A copy of the student’s researched project completed for the Senior Seminar; 
o A three-to-five-page self-assessment essay, in which the student explains how the research paper was created and what the 

student learned about research, in order for the student to demonstrate that the English research process is understood; 
o A creative writing project, internship project, or written project from a class outside the major. Evaluation of internship 

participation, if appropriate, may involve the Internship Program’s internal assessment documents. 
 
Senior Survey 
All English majors will complete a Senior Survey in the Senior Seminar. The Senior Survey, to be distributed and collected by the Program 
Assessment Committee (PAC) in the last 2 weeks of the semester, will evaluate students’ perceptions of what skills and knowledge they 
have acquired through the major, how well the major was structured, and how well it fulfilled their expectations, needs, and interests. 
 
Student Opinion Surveys 
Each semester the PAC will request a report from the Vice Chancellor for Planning and Organizational Development which details student 
perceptions of learning in a given class.  We will request anonymous roll-up data from all divisions and departments in the University, and 
create a comparison chart of student perceptions in lower- and upper-division classes.  The findings of this data analysis will be included in 
the Committee’s annual report. 
 
Targeted Student Program Review 
Each semester the PAC will create a pool of questions to be answered by students in all SEGL classes.  These questions will address 
programmatic concerns beyond the individual course level.  The PAC and the English Composition Committee will be given this data, and 
an analysis of it will be included in the PAC’s annual report. 
 
Academic Records Review 
Each year, the PAC will review the academic records of the Program’s graduating seniors. While this review will not measure student 
learning directly, it may help the department assess the overall program by indicating how students fared within certain courses and the 
major, individually and a group, over time. 
 
STEP SIX: SPECIFY TIMETABLE 
Program Assessment Committee 
The charge of the Program Assessment Committee (PAC) is to coordinate assessment of the English program, utilizing data it either 
requests or creates.  Specifically, the PAC will be responsible for the analysis and interpretation of the data generated by the Program’s 
assessment measures, developing a set of standards for student success in each Program SLO, measuring student success against those 
standards, creating recommendations for the Program, and presenting all this in an annual report. 
 There will be a standing PAC of four English faculty. The chair of this committee will be elected and serve a three-year term. The 
three remaining members will represent the instructors of senior seminar from the current and previous two semesters. If the PAC chair is 
also one of the senior seminar instructors, a fourth faculty member will be elected by the English program faculty.  
 The chair will convene the committee early each fall and examine the portfolios from fall and spring of the previous academic 
year. As part of its task, the committee will fill out an “English Assessment Goals – Checklist” for each student, and these will become part 
of the committee’s annual report. The committee shall submit its brief report for the last academic year at the September meeting of the full 
English faculty, at which time the faculty will reconsider, in light of this report, the English curriculum, pedagogy, and practices. Then the 
committee will add to its report any changes made and submit the final report to the English department and to the University-wide 
assessment committee. 
 Finally, the committee will add to the collection of portfolios the Senior Seminar instructor’s assessment, a simple listing of the 
strengths and weaknesses of the students supervised. 
 A notebook on this assessment will be kept by the department’s Administrative Assistant, to which will be added each fall the 
annual report from, the Program Assessment Committee. Accompanying this report will be the grades from the senior seminars from the 
previous academic year. 
 
Assessment Schedule 
We will be implementing a three-year assessment schedule.  Each year different evaluation approaches (Step 4) will be performed, except 
for the last, the Academic Records Review, which will be done every year. 
 
Year One  
1. The subject of the PAC’s annual report this year will be the Senior Seminar Performance Review and the Portfolio Review. 
2. The PAC, along with other program faculty members, will generate the Senior Seminar Performance Review. 
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3. The PAC will conduct the Portfolio Review. 
4. The PAC will distribute and collect the Senior Survey. 
5. The PAC will collect data and request reports from the Student Opinion Surveys. 
6. The PAC will collect data and request reports from the Targeted Student Program Review. 
7. The PAC will perform an Academic Record Review. 
 
Year Two  
1. The subject of the PAC’s annual report this year will be the Senior Survey. 
2. The PAC, along with other program faculty members, will generate the Senior Seminar Performance Review. 
3. The PAC will conduct the Portfolio Review. 
4. The PAC will distribute and collect the Senior Survey, and analyze the data generated by it. 
5. The PAC will collect data and request reports from the Student Opinion Surveys. 
6. The PAC will collect data and request reports from the Targeted Student Program Review. 
7. The PAC will perform an Academic Record Review. 
 
Year Three  
1. The subject of the PAC’s annual report this year will be the Student Opinion Surveys and the Targeted Student Program Review. 
2. The PAC, along with other program faculty members, will generate the Senior Seminar Performance Review. 
3. The PAC will conduct the Portfolio Review. 
4. The PAC will distribute and collect the Senior Survey. 
5. The PAC will collect data and request reports from the Student Opinion Surveys.  They will then evaluate and analyze this data. 
6. The PAC will collect data and request reports from the Targeted Student Program Review.  They will then evaluate and analyze this 

data. 
7. The PAC will perform an Academic Record Review. 
 
Feedback Loop 
The PAC’s annual report will be the topic of a Program faculty meeting early each Fall.  At this meeting, the PAC’s recommendations will 
be considered, and any action will be voted on by the entire faculty.  If action is required and approved by the Program faculty, it will then 
be proposed to and voted on by the Department’s faculty. 
 
STEP SEVEN: CREATE ANNUAL REPORT 
The PAC’s annual report will address two of the measures each year, completing the analysis of measures and recommendations every 
three years. 
 
STEP EIGHT:  TAKE ACTION ON FINDINGS 
As seen above (Feedback Loop), the PAC’s annual report will be presented to the Program faculty, and any recommendations will be duly 
considered and voted upon before being passed to the Department faculty, where they will also be considered and voted upon. 
 
Appendix B 

Senior Seminar Performance Evaluation Rubric 
 

Student presentation criteria SLO 
articulates clear goals (in good papers those goals are original, significant, and ambitious) 3.1 
demonstrates adequate preparation (shows understanding of previous scholarly work relevant to research area) 1.1, 1.2, 4.1 
uses appropriate research methods (finding, citing, and integrating research and evidence) 4.2 
results are original, relevant, and significant 2.1, 2.2 
presents ideas effectively (organized, articulate, stylistically engaging, grammatically correct, and well-supported with 
evidence) 

3.1 

uses an appropriate form for communicating to the intended audience (academic voice) 3.2 
responds effectively to questions, participating in reflective self-critique and recognizing what has been accomplished and 
what remains to be done 

2.1, 2.2 

 


