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Mission Statement for Mohave Community College 

The mission of Mohave Community College is to be a learning-centered college, serving 
all constituencies, inspiring excellence through innovative learning methodologies and 
empowering students to succeed. 

 
Department Goals: 2011-2012 

In keeping with the spirit and intent of MCC’s mission statement, the Department of English, 

Languages, and Communication has established the following goals for 2011-2012: 

1) Establish a set of departmental academic standards.  At the present time, the 
department does not have an established set of academic standards.  To ensure quality 
instruction and assessment, the department intends to produce a set of academic standards 
as a rubric for all courses contained within the Department of English, Languages, and 
Communication.  An established set of academic standards will provide faculty in all 
ELC courses with a rubric they can use to assess student performance. 

2) Recommend the hiring of a resident faculty member in languages.  With the 
departure of Todd Miller from the ELC faculty to the position of Director of Student 
Services for BHC, the department no longer has a resident faculty member in the 
languages.  Although enrollment in language courses at MCC has declined somewhat in 
the past two years (see fig. 1 below), the department believes the number is significant 
enough to warrant a full-time instructor in this academic area.  The ideal candidate would 
have a strong background in Spanish with additional expertise in one or more languages.   

3) Establish departmental minimums for the number of papers required and the 
number of words required for ENG 101 and ENG 102.  Departmental minimum 
requirements for papers and word counts for ENG 101 and ENG 102 would help ensure 
consistency with the quantity of written assignments among all Comp I and Comp II 
courses offered at MCC.   

4) For the 200-level literature survey courses, explore the possibility of mandating 
inclusion of particular authors or works in each of the four survey courses among 
ENG 233, ENG 234, ENG 235, and ENG 236.  Although literature survey courses 
require an extensive examination of writers and works from a particular culture and time 
period, and as such allow for significant diversity in reading selections, certain canonical 
works and writers should be requisite reading in each course offering.  For example, 
some work(s) by Shakespeare should always be included in ENG 233.  The department 
recognizes the value of instructor freedom and flexibility in designing course reading 
schedules from such an expansive collection of writers and works, however, so any list of 
required writers or works would perforce be relatively short.  Despite such brevity, a list 
of required writers or works for each literature survey course could prove beneficial to 
inexperienced instructors (or to those instructors new to the specific material or to the 
survey course in general); it would also help ensure course continuity for all instructors.            

5) Explore the feasibility of establishing an online or on-ground writing center. 
Discussion of this topic is at the nascent stage, but this goal is worth further examination.          
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SWOC Analysis  

The following provides an analysis of the strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and challenges 

for the Department of English, Languages, and Communication: 

Strengths (S) 

1. The Department of English, Languages, and Communication exhibits teamwork: It is a 
cooperative department, the members of which, despite residing on different campuses 
and carrying varied course loads, are still committed to collaboration, program 
improvement, and overall student success at all levels. 

2. Within the department, English has a number of associate faculty with stable longevity, 
quality teaching skills, and empathy with students. 

3. Department faculty have access to technology that can facilitate and support most of their 
instructional efforts. 

4. The department’s course-package objectives emphasize the students’ development of 
higher order critical thinking skills. 

5. Within the department, English offers a range of courses designed to meet the needs of 
MCC students interested in literary study and creative writing, particularly those students 
who plan to transfer to a four-year college or university.   

 
Weaknesses (W) 
 

1. A large number of associate/online instructors (especially in English) are not adequately 
connected to the resident faculty.  As a result, some associate/online instructors either 
overlook or misconstrue important information regarding key departmental items (such as 
curriculum).      

2. Technology problems that arise often interfere with instruction. 
3. Attendant with S #2 above, the quality of all associate faculty cannot be accurately 

assessed because resident faculty are not involved in the hiring process and do not have 
access to associate faculty members’ credentials, transcripts, teaching history, etc.  
Approximately two-thirds of all ELC courses are taught by associate faculty in any given 
semester, so it is imperative that MCC ensures the quality and committed efforts of these 
instructors.  

4. Resident faculty and associate faculty have few, if any, true professional development 
opportunities within the discipline. 
 

Opportunities (O) 

1. As much as (if not more than) any other academic discipline, the Department of English, 
Languages, and Communication provides students with learning opportunities to write 
and speak more clearly and persuasively, to express themselves more creatively, to 
develop a greater understanding of humanity through the study of literary works, to 
become more aware of diverse cultures, and, ultimately, to become more informed, well-
rounded and open-minded members of society.    
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2. Attendant with S # 5 above and C #1 below, the department has an opportunity to 
develop courses (especially in literature) that might draw greater interest from “Web 2.0 
generation” students.     

3. Many opportunities exist for resident faculty and associate faculty to collaborate in 
teaching projects and to share special instructional techniques useful for illuminating 
particular assignments from the text or course package.     

 
Challenges (C)  

1. The department now faces a population of students who cannot, or will not, read lengthy 
and complex texts either for information or leisure. Too often recent technologies have 
promoted instant communication, ephemeral writing, and rapid information retrieval to 
the detriment of students’ reading, writing, and critical thinking skills.  

2. Student enrollment in the on-ground 200-level literature classes remains static at fairly 
low numbers.  This is in sharp contrast to enrollment numbers in the online 200-level 
literature classes, which continue to rise: online 200-level literature classes typically 
enroll 20-25 students per class; on-ground 200-level literature classes, on the other hand, 
have average enrollments in the low teens (if that).  The challenge for the department is 
to determine why such a disparity exists between on-ground and online enrollments for 
the 200-level literature courses.   

3. Many students today have a consumerist attitude toward education and expect all learning 
to take place within class time. Some students demand that the instructor accommodate 
their job schedules and family lives, while other students simply lack an understanding of 
their own roles in the learning process and do not seek tutoring, supplemental instruction, 
or other learning resources beyond the classroom. 
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Figure 1 (source: “Retention and Graduation Rates History”) 
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Data Analysis 

The department has requested Institutional Research for the following data to supplement 

existing data contained in the “Assessment of Student Learning Report” for 2010-2011: 

1. Success rate for all students in English courses in each of the following modalities: 
online, on-ground, hybrid, and dual enrollment. 

2. Success rate for students in ENG 101 who took TRE vs. the success rate of those ENG 
101 students who tested into ENG 101 via the COMPASS test. 

3. Success rate for ENG 102 students who took ENG 101 on-ground vs. online vs. hybrid 
vs. dual enrollment.  

4. Specific data for TRE students: COMPASS score (range and mean), age (range and 
mean), and degree declaration. 

 

As is, the existing data supplied by the 2010-2011 “Assessment of Student Learning Report” is 

insufficient for the department to analyze with any real conviction.  For example, for the fall of 

2010, only one course within the department provided data for the assessment of student 

learning (see fig. 2).  Although the results were positive (see fig. 3), the sample size is far too 

low to provide the department the opportunity to accurately assess the data.    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2 
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Course Prefix Number of Sections 

BIO 7 

CHD 1 

CIS 3 

ENG 1 

HUM 2 

MAT 12 

PHI 2 

PSY 2 

SOC 1 



 

Figure 3 

 

Similarly, the existing data for spring of 2011 is lacking key information.  For example, the 

sample size for courses that contributed to the following data (see fig. 4) is not identified. 

 

 

Figure 4 
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Again, although the results seem encouraging, the total sample size is not provided.  

Consequently, it is impossible to make a determination regarding the viability of the results.  

The same issue—small sample size—can be found with the data regarding student satisfaction 

by program of their overall “educational experience” at MCC (see fig. 5 below).  According to 

the data (as found in the “CCSSE Study 2011” document), “Communications” and “Foreign 

Languages and Literature/Letters” scored well at 3.0 each, but the results were based on the 

response from one student for Communications and three respondents for Foreign Languages.  

“English Language Literature and Literature/Letters” ranks dead last in student satisfaction by 

program of their overall educational experience, but that ranking is based on data provided by 

only three respondents.  Again, this is far too low a sample size to gauge with any confidence.  

 

The department looks forward to receiving greater and more specific discipline-focused data 

from Institutional Research in the near future.  Once that data is in hand, the department will 

be able to offer a more conclusive assessment of student performance.      
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Overall Experience by Program 

How would you evaluate your entire 
educational experience at this college? 

Program Mean N 
Std. 

Deviation 

Technicians & Repairers 3.52 33 .619 

Construction Trades 3.44 25 .712 

Protective Services (criminal justice, 
fire, etc.) 3.20 10 .632 

Social Sciences & History (Geography, 
Economics, Sociology, History, etc.) 3.20 5 .837 

Law & Legal Studies 3.18 11 .603 

Psychology 3.18 17 .728 

Business Management & 
Administrative Services 3.14 66 .721 

Undecided 3.13 45 .694 

Physical Sciences (chemistry, geology, 
etc.) 3.13 8 .641 

Liberal Arts & Sciences, 3.07 28 .716 

Allied Health 3.05 264 .733 

CIS 3.03 30 .615 

Education 3.02 42 .749 

Communications 3.00 1 . 

Foreign Languages & Literature/Letters 3.00 3 1.000 

History 3.00 3 1.000 

Mathematics 3.00 4 .816 

Not Applicable 3.00 11 .775 

Personal & Miscellaneous 3.00 2 .000 

Precision Production Trades 3.00 3 .000 

Unknown 3.00 1 . 



Visual & Performing Arts 3.00 2 .000 

 Blank 2.92 51 .977 

Biological Sciences/Life Sciences 2.82 11 .603 

Other 2.79 24 .884 

Engineering Technologies 2.57 7 .976 

University Transfer 2.57 7 .535 

Agriculture1 2.50 2 2.121 

Science Technologies (Biology, etc.) 2.43 7 .787 

English Language & Literature/Letters 2.33 3 .577 

Total or Average 3.06 726 .753 

 

Figure 5 
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Action Item: Assessment 

Along with assessment currently being conducted in a number of dual-enrollment courses, the 

department will assess student performance in the 200-level literature survey courses for 2011-

2012.  The goal of the assessment will be to determine both the quality of student work and the 

consistency of student work in on-ground and online courses taught by both resident and 

associate faculty (see fig. 6 below).   

 

 

 

Curriculum Department:  English, Language, and Communication 

STUDENT LEARNING OUTCOMES 

Student Learning Outcome One:   

 
Communicate effectively: 1.1. Read and comprehend at a college level. 

 

Opportunities to learn 

 

ENG 233: English Literature I 

ENG 234: English Literature II 

ENG 235: American Literature I 

Question of interest 

 

What is the level of consistency among respondents in the courses being assessed? 

 

Do disparities in results exist between on-ground and online course offerings?  If so, why? 

 

Do disparities in results exist between courses taught by resident faculty and associate faculty?  If so, 

why?   

Assessment method(s) 

 

Course assessment method – Final exam/essay question for each section (as determined by each 

instructor).  

Summary of assessment evidence/results 

Available following analysis of the data yielded from 2011-2012 assessments.   

Use of assessment evidence/results 

Contingent upon the analysis of the data yielded from 2011-2012 assessments.   
 

 

Figure 6 

 

11 



Action Item: Goals 

The department has selected as its action-item goal for 2011-2012 the establishment of a set of 

departmental academic standards.  Such standards will help provide consistency in the 

assessment of student performance, a quality that is characteristic of all sound academic 

departments.  
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