Assessment Report
July 1, 2007 – June 30, 2008

PROGRAM(S) ASSESSED: Communication Department
This is year 4 of a 5-year cycle
Majors in the Department of Communication: 316
Minors in the Department of Communication: 31
Minority Students in the Department of Communication: 

ASSESSMENT COORDINATOR: Jeffrey Alan John Ph.D. with support from Melissa M. Spirek Ph.D. 

1. ASSESSMENT MEASURES EMPLOYED
2. ASSESSMENT FINDINGS
Briefly describe the assessment measures employed during the year.
What was done?/ What was the sample?/What are the challenges?
Each of the learning outcomes (LO) is associated with the procedures used to test the degree of success, if any, achieved. Note that the longitudinal mail questionnaire was neither sent nor collected this year because this is the fourth of a five-year cycle.

LO#1: Be able to deliver and oral presentation with confidence in his/her ability to do so.
LO#2: Be able to develop an appropriate topic for an oral presentation, full considering such elements as audience and occasion.
LO#3: Be able to create and deliver an effective oral presentation, exhibiting competence in the organization of information, appropriate evidence usage, and effective verbal and nonverbal delivery characteristics.

Procedures: Public speaking was assessed in COM 101 (Essentials of Public Address) and in COM 400 (Senior Seminar in Communication). Approximately 600 students completed COM 101 and approximately 100 students completed COM 400. 
Results: Grade assessment overall indicated that speaking skills had improved in COM 101. In COM 400, all students except Communication Studies majors demonstrated basic speech competence. Note that the sample is biased and too broad as currently advanced.

LO#4: Be able to develop written messages for varying audiences, including both media ad media organizations.
LO#5: Be able to exhibit competence in basic writing skills, including spelling, grammar, and syntax.
· Procedures: A grammar test was completed by students in COM 200 (Writing to Communicate) and in COM 400 (Senior Seminar in Communication) since all majors in all three programs are required to complete both courses. Scores were then compared for each of the two groups to determine the increase, if any, in the students’ writing skills. Student writing was also assessed via a final portfolio of written work in COM 400 (Senior Seminar in Communication)
· Results: In COM 200, students exhibited statistical improvement in writing skills, as demonstrated by written English proficiency pre- and post-testing that involves both objective and subjective measures. Across four sections of COM 200, students scores improved by an average of 11.8 percent from the beginning to the end of the course, from an average of 36.9 points (of 50 possible) to 42.8 points. In COM 400, the department’s standardized writing test was administered to graduating seniors. These results were then compared to the same students’ scores from their COM 200 post-test experience, in order to obtain a statistical assessment of writing skills as measured by the standardized test.  Results indicated that from the students’ COM 200 level to the graduating senior level, the average score dropped by 7.2 percent, from 39.1 points out of 50 possible in the COM 200 test to an average of 35.5 points in the COM 400 testing during the 2007-08 period. The results are statistically significant at the .01 level. Further spontaneous writing projects indicated that many COM 400 students failed to comprehend the value of creating preliminary drafts and re-writing as part of a standard process.

What challenges (if any) were encountered?
· Methodological caveats requiring the redesign of the communication department’s annual assessment: The conceptualization and operationalization of the key variables that comprise the learning outcomes being tested fail to utilize a multimethodological approach consistent with the field of communication’s current literature on pedagogy. The validity and the reliability of the data generated at best is questionable and at the worst fails to demonstrate the program’s strengths and weaknesses that will allow for areas to be targeted by the faculty in their classes. Greater sensitivity to the samples and the department’s three major populations must be paid with future assessment procedures. A tautology is apparent in that speech teachers are asked to judge the students’ success on the learning outcome of being able to speak. Given that it is the instructors’ job to improve the students’ abilities to present appropriate speeches sensitive to an audience’s interests and needs, one is not surprised that this outcome is being achieved. Third party and neutral assessment must be introduced immediately to capitalize on the department’s strengths and weaknesses. The number of caveats are numerous and the time has come to address the assessment problems. An example of a sampling difficulty is that the COM sample is biased because the original sample includes minors and nonmajors. In short, the department must examine the procedures and instruments used because there is a heavy dependency of traditional grading techniques as opposed to rigorous pedagogical assessment. The current 2008 – 2009 assessment committee is tackling exactly these caveats by redesigning the assessment procedures. At the very minimum, although few CoLA departments serve as many majors as the department of communication, greater sensitivity that embraces an inductive and a deductive approach for each of the three majors must be utilized starting with 2008-2009. To have the same learning outcomes for all three majors fails to recognize the three independent disciplines. In addition, the generalizations advanced fail to provide supportive data that capitalizes upon the quantitative data collected. It is not surprising that past assessment reports have had little to no impact because the variance in the goals and findings are too broad. The department needs to follow the very research methods it is currently teaching its majors.

3. PROGRAM IMPROVEMENTS 
Although in their responses on the exit survey most graduating seniors expressed satisfaction with the experience with the Department of Communication, they suggested areas for improvement including more prompt and friendly advising; more direct hands-on exposure to broadcast technologies in the curriculum; more classes offered, and classes offered more often; a more predictable schedule of course offerings; and more career development. The students’ recommendations to improve the advising process are currently being explored. Dr. Lynn Disbrow is leading a team to redesign the major and minor advising procedures in the department. A new advising form and the retraining of the faculty to serve so that they might serve as engaged advisors are two of the ways the department is responding to the students’ legitimate concerns. The department is matching student interest with advisor expertise as opposed to general advising being completed by all of the tenure track faculty. An exemplar of this  change already implemented in the department is that Dr. Jung-Soo Yi is advising all of the students minoring in communication. In addition to responding to the students’ thoughtful concerns, the new department chair is scheduling classes on a regular basis while demonstrating sensitivity to offering classes according to demand as opposed to the ongoing acceptance of one course being equivalent to another are two other changes that have been implemented.

4. ASSESSMENT PLAN COMPLIANCE 
This year's assessment is in compliance with the department of communication's program assessment plan. Learning outcomes were measured in both oral and written skills derived from the collection of data from our major oral and written communication courses (COM 101, COM 200, COM 400). Student exit surveys (COM 400) were assessed for student career success. Graduate surveys were not sent (next mailing in 2010). The problem as noted earlier is that the original assessment plan needs to be revisited and the methodological approaches employed need to be reviewed and updated. Although timely and appropriate in the field of communication at one time, the communication pedagogy academic literature has advanced and the current department needs to draw from this cutting-edge scholarship.

5. NEW ASSESSMENT DEVELOPMENTS
As observed above, the current assessment plan fails to recognize the unique disciplines and goals that drive each of the three programs. The assessment instruments have neither documented reliability nor validity in relationship to the overall success that will allow for the ongoing monitoring of the majors’ maturation. Although the past assessment reports offers a baseline, longitudinal data needs to build upon this base while targeting the current emerging technology skills and critical thinking skills the majors will need to stay competitive in a competitive global economy. It is only after this has been achieved that the faculty will have met the vision statement of serving its student body.




