 Program Student Learning Outcome (PSLO) Assessment Reporting Template 2016-2017
[For further guidance on this process, see the PSLO Assessment How-To Guide on the TLC website]

Program:  AST in Communication Studies


Semester: Fall/Spring (2016-2017) 
Faculty/Staff Assessing the Program: Kasey Gardner, Marie Arcidiacono
Part 1: Assessment Goals

What do you want to learn about your students and their learning from this process?

· What is/are your research question(s)? Why is this research question significant to your program?

Our research questions are:

1) What is the impact that taking a course in communication at Los Medanos College has on communication skill development?

2) To what extent are our graduates prepared for the work needed at a transfer institution to complete their degree in Communication?
3) What insight on our program can we gain by aggregating our CSLO assessment data?
4) What can we do to improve program effectiveness and/or student learning in the department?
The goal behind our research questions is to improve transfer/completion rates and evaluate what is working or not working well in our instructional/program design.

Part 2: Assessment Plan 
	PSLO
	Method of Assessment
	Proficiency Criteria
	Student Population Assessed

	Enter all the PSLOs for your program below. (Additional rows may be needed)


	Identify and describe the assessment activity (capstone project, portfolio, interview, pre/post survey, analysis of success rates, etc) used to assess the students’ proficiency of the PSLO. Explicitly state which part of the assessment activity assessed a particular PSLO.
	List the criteria you used to determine proficiency levels for each of your PSLOs. How did you determine “needs improvement,” “meets proficiency,” or “exceeds proficiency” criteria? 
	Describe which student populations you assessed and how you chose those populations. How many students did you assess? To what extent did the sample adequately represent all students in the program? Why did you choose this particular group for this particular PSLO? Explain.



	PSLO 1 :  
Students are academically prepared to transfer to a communication program at a four-year institution and begin upper division work in Communication.
	We conducted a targeted questionnaire to alumni of our program. The questions (available in Appendix One) asked students about their success post transfer.
All six of the questions in the study assessed this PSLO.
	We coded the responses to each question based on whether the student reported being prepared or not for the work at a transfer institution.

As a result, each respondent either “met” or “needed improvement.” 
	We assessed seven alumni in this project. We sent invites to all students who we had data on through the district office who have been issued our degree. Only these seven responded.
We chose these students because as alumni they are the only students qualified to asses this PSLO.

	PSLO 2 : Demonstrate the knowledge, use of concepts, and intellectual skills of an effective communicator.
	In this PSLO, we used a combination of in-class surveys in Fall 2016 and an aggregation of CSLO data from our courses over the past five years.
Our survey questions and data analysis are in Appendix Two.
	Surveys – We set no specific threshold for each level, instead we look for population movement. If the survey shows that exposure to classes improves skill, then the program meets proficiency.
CSLO Assessment Data. The three grades of assessment are described specifically in the reports. (Appendix Three)
	Survey: All students in communication courses in Fall 2016. 309 students were surveyed at least once. The data was pruned if students didn’t take both the pre-test and posttest. Final N numbers were 245 total with notation for majors/non majors in the attached report.
The sample is likely broader that our majors in the program, but we included everyone to broadly look at our effectiveness knowing we had targeted majors only with the assessment for PSLO 1.

CSLO Assessment Data: These were the sections identified for CSLO assessment by the department at the time. Therefore, it’s the only data available!

	PSLO 3 :  Demonstrate and model how to communicate effectively with an audience in a face to face oral communication environment.
	In this PSLO, we used a combination of in-class surveys in Fall 2016 and an aggregation of CSLO data from our courses over the past five years.

Our survey questions and data analysis are in Appendix Two. It’s important to note these findings differ from PSLO 2 because we’re only using assessment data that is based on “modeling” communication from our CSLO assessments.
	Surveys – We set no specific threshold for each level, instead we look for population movement. If the survey shows that exposure to classes improves skill, then the program meets proficiency. In this PSLO we are explicitly looking for a reduction in communication anxiety as a key performance indicator of presentation skills. 

CSLO Assessment Data. The three grades of assessment are described specifically in the reports. (Appendix Three)
	Survey: All students in communication courses in Fall 2016. 309 students were surveyed at least once. The data was pruned if students didn’t take both the pre-test and posttest. Final N numbers were 245 total with notation for majors/non majors in the attached report.
The sample is likely broader that our majors in the program, but we included everyone to broadly look at our effectiveness knowing we had targeted majors only with the assessment for PSLO 1.

CSLO Assessment Data: These were the sections identified for CSLO assessment by the department at the time. Therefore, it’s the only data available!


Part 3: Assessment Findings 
What are the findings from your assessment efforts? 
Section One: Summarize and interpret your data. How many students were at each proficiency level?
PSLO 1: We found that of the seven students we received questionnaires back from, all seven felt prepared for success at their transfer institutions. We chose to code that as 7/7 met proficiency. Some offered praise at the way programs were constructed and identified specific practices and people that made their experiences effective. Other students identified that rigor of readings used in major classes were too low to fully match their experiences at the four-year institution.
You can view a summary of the questionnaire/focus group results in Appendix One.
PSLO 2a Survey: The first question in our survey dealt specifically with self-reporting student effectiveness on PSLO 2.

“Question One: I feel that I have the knowledge of the concepts, and intellectual skills of an effective communicator. (Rated 1-5)”

Over the entire sample, the ratings improved by .82, nearly a 20% increase in self-reported knowledge. This effect was slightly stronger with majors than non-majors.

PSLO 2b CSLO Roll Up: When we rolled up CSLO assessment data for PSLO 2, we found that students either met or exceeded the standard 82.95% of the time.
PSLO 3a Survey: The second and third questions in our survey dealt specifically with self-reporting student face to face communication skill. The third question should be viewed as a subsect of the second, reporting specifically on anxiety.

“Question Two: I feel that I can effectively communicate with an audience in a face to face oral communication setting. (Rated 1-5)
Question Three: I feel apprehensive/anxious in face to face oral communication settings. (Rated 1-5)”
Over the entire sample, the ratings improved .75 (about 18%) on question two and .48 (about 13%) on question three. This means that while students are reporting that they do feel more confident about their communication skills, that effect is larger than just anxiety reduction.
*Note: communication anxiety as a variable in the study is coded backwards. As a result a reduction in anxiety would show up as a positive number whereas progress on the first two questions shows upas negative.

PSLO 3b CSLO Roll Up: When we rolled up CSLO assessment data for PSLO 3, we found that students either met or exceeded the standard 80.79% of the time.
Section Two: Describe what you discovered about your students and their learning from the assessment.

We learned that our alumni are generally pleased with our program, feel prepared for their transfer institutions, and many have graduated. They identified some sources for future dialogue around reading selections for classes and the morale/professionalism of some department faculty.
Our surveys and roll ups report that learning is occurring in our classes as has resulted in increasing skill levels. The PSLO 3 assessment tells us that theory instruction is helping make the practice more effective. We know this because the increase in effective communication (Q2) is larger than the reduction in anxiety (Q3) to in our classes we are doing more than just treating speech anxiety. 
Without a baseline to compare rolled up assessment data, it is unclear what type of inference can be drawn. This data seems to be consistent with, and validate, our completion and success data from the PRST. Much has been written in program review about the department’s analysis of that data.

Part 4: Next Steps  
What are your next steps?

· How will the results of this assessment be used to improve student learning in your program, if you found that improvement is needed? How might you adjust your teaching methods, program design, or other component of your program, if applicable?
Response: When we conduct our cohort two CSLO assessments, the department is planning to do a comprehensive review of what we’re having students read. Specifically, we want to look at how we can align better with what students would be reading at that level at their transfer institutions, and find a way to promote more rigor in our reading structure. The concern here is that we don’t want to make it too rigorous, especially since our questionnaire respondents didn’t take courses and the 100 or 200 level at their transfer institutions and we expect a jump I rigor for 300 or 400 level classes.

We would also like to identify more opportunities to share information with potential majors about the careers and opportunities in communication alongside opportunities to get involved in internship or extracurricular activities such as forensics and research presentations.

· To what extent do your results point you to a need for professional development? Explain.
Response: We need more training and motivation for department members to get involved facilitating events and engaging opportunities for students. The evaluation of the readings and overall course material could also be supported by conferences as well, specifically the Western States Communication Association and National Communication Association conferences.

· What is the plan of action and timeline of your next steps? Who are the major players?
Our next step is to dialogue further with the entire department in Fall 2017 as we plan our next wave of assessments and update course materials. The department does need to take specific action to get more part-time faculty engaged in campus connected events. This outcome remains difficult because of the ongoing struggle of part-time faculty to earn a living wage teaching at multiple community colleges. 
Part 5: Report Summary  

Lastly, sum up your PSLO assessment in 400 words or less. This summary, along with all program assessment summaries, will be made public on the LMC website’s Program Assessment page and used to inform our accreditation self-evaluation.  Your summary should include:
To determine the level of success for LMC’s first associate degree for transfer, the Communication Department underwent a comprehensive PSLO assessment in 2016-2017. Our work involved collecting alumni post-transfer experiences at four year colleges, survey research on current speech students, and an aggregation of our course assessments.

We wanted to know if LMC students successful after they transfer in communication. Also, what we can do to make them more successful and engaged when they are still here.

We found that our students are wildly successful after they transfer. They often graduate on-time, feel prepared for their classes post transfer, and learn the skills we set out to teach them in our courses over 80% of the time. We won’t stop there though, we want to get that number to 100%. We’re planning to do that by improving opportunities to get involved in extracurricular activities, a library of internships, and of course— more interesting course readings!

Part 6: Appendices  

Appendix One – Focus Group Questions and Aggregation
Instructions to student participants: Thank you for agreeing to assist the LMC Communication Department in improving its program through a focus group. Your feedback is strictly confidential and will not be attributed to any individuals that are participating. We would like you to be candid, honest, and specific about your experiences solely with the goal of improving the department. Please respond and engage in a short dialogue with the panel regarding the following questions:

1) Describe the most educational experience (or experiences) you had in the communication department at Los Medanos College. Why were they so valuable?

· Performing speeches and giving presentations made students feel more prepared for work/school.

· Debate Team practices and Tournaments were enjoyable and taught student research, practice and service skills.

· Students were excited that they could complete the program within two years based on course offerings.

· The ability to construct an argument, it makes academic life as interesting and engaging as life outside of school.

· Students enjoyed learning about the relevance of non-verbal communication such as posture, gestures, and emoticons.

Representative Quotation: “I loved every single one of my communication classes, they were all really interesting, and the best part was that I could put those courses towards my GE.”

2) Describe any negative or ineffective experiences you had in the communication department at Los Medanos College. How did they affect your overall experience and ability to learn? 

· Students felt that the rigor and tone brought by other students into the class was holding back the class or contributing to a loss of enthusiasm.

· At times, students reporting that there was social loafing occurring during groupwork that allowed some students to stake by without contributing.

· One student reported that her instructor gave the impression that she was not invested in education. This student felt their instructor was too flippant about their work at LMC and made them feel “disrespected” as a member of the LMC Debate Team.

Representative Quotation: “If anything, they were helpful with their comments and critiques and were always encouraging.  Personally, I always felt unprepared for debate practice because I felt I couldn’t catch up in what I should know.”

3) How did the LMC communication department prepare you academically for your upper division Communication courses at your transfer institution? Please be specific.

· Organizational and research skills have been very useful after transfer for writing and speaking.

· Interpersonal communication has been very useful in relating to new students post transfer.

· Students reported consistency in concepts and overall rigor between our classes and their classes post transfer.

Representative Quotation: “I fit right in. In Dr. Larsen’s class (CSU EB) we had a culture project which was built right on top of an assignment we did in SPCH 150 (Intercultural) with American Spanish!”

4) Can you identify any actions or improvements the department could make to the curriculum or program more effective?

· More speeches, and opportunities to practice communication in a feedback environment.

· More background on the field of communication research with journal articles.

· Some suggestions to increase the rigor of some assignments to be more in line with transfer institution courses.

· More practice prep, practice debates and tournaments for the LMC Debate Team.

Representative Quotation: “If the department were to add more information about communication research in the introduction courses, that would be helpful to students wondering how their education can be applied to the field.”

5) Did your skills as an oral, digital, interpersonal, or intercultural communicator improve because of taking courses in the department? Please be specific.

Specific Skills Mentioned: Verbal code switching, interpreting non-verbal communication, speaking, communication anxiety, understanding norms, using power point, communication context, motivation, and interpersonal relationship management.

Representative Quotation: “I became more accepting and welcoming to people of completely different backgrounds and could even celebrate the fact that there was so much diversity in language and culture.”

6) Were you active in any of the events or opportunities outside of the classroom offered by the department? Which do you think were most effective and why? (Examples: Debate Tournaments, Public Debates, Speech Intramural, Club Events, Majors Symposium)

· Some students identified that they would have loved to have been more active but life, specifically child care, were keeping them for participating.

· Other students reported having participated in all five of the events listed above and reflecting positively on the experience.

Representative Quotation: “Debate tournaments were the most effective [activity] for me because at the time, nothing could be scarier that being judged/rated for a speech, that I hastily procured with my partner, by people I didn’t know.”

Appendix Two – Survey Question and Quantitative Analysis
Student Survey Pretest/Posttest Questions

Question One: I feel that I have the knowledge of the concepts, and intellectual skills of an effective communicator. (Rated 1-5)

Over the entire sample, the ratings improved by .82, nearly a 20% increase in self-reported knowledge. This effect was slightly stronger with majors than non-majors.

Question Two: I feel that I can effectively communicate with an audience in a face to face oral communication setting. (Rated 1-5)

Question Three: I feel apprehensive/anxious in face to face oral communication settings. (Rated 1-5)

Data Report available on Next Page
Survey Results by Question

[image: image1.emf]ENTIRE SAMPLE N= 245

Question 1 Avg Pretest Question 2 Avg Pretest Question 3 Avg Pretest

Mean Response 2.44 2.53 2.85

Std Dev 1.11 1.16 1.31

Question 1 Avg Posttest Question 2 Avg Posttest Question 3 Avg Posttest

Mean Response 1.62 1.78 3.33

Std Dev 1.05 1.07 1.26

Change -0.82 -0.75 0.48

NON MAJORS N= 190

Question 1 Avg Pretest Question 2 Avg Pretest Question 3 Avg Pretest

Mean Response 2.50 2.66 2.83

Std Dev 1.12 1.13 1.32

Question 1 Avg Posttest Question 1 Avg Posttest Question 1 Avg Posttest

Mean Response 1.69 1.86 3.27

Std Dev 1.07 1.10 1.29

Change -0.81 -0.80 0.44

MAJORS N = 55

Question 1 Avg Pretest Question 2 Avg Pretest Question 3 Avg Pretest

Mean Response 2.23 2.09 2.91

Std Dev 1.08 1.16 1.25

Question 1 Avg Posttest Question 2 Avg Posttest Question 3 Avg Posttest

Mean Response 1.39 1.52 3.52

Std Dev 0.95 0.95 1.18

Change -0.84 -0.57 0.61


Appendix Three on Next Page
Appendix Three – CSLO Assessment Aggregation
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PSLO 2 88 259 169 82.95% PSLO 3 68 222 64 80.79%

CSLO Below Meets Exceeds CSLO Below Meets Exceeds

SPCH 110 1 12 52 8 SPCH 110 1 12 52 8

3 10 51 11 2 8 61 3

4 24 33 15 3 10 51 11

4 24 33 15

SPCH 120 2 6 8 10

3 4 12 8 SPCH 120 3 4 12 8

4 5 13 6

SPCH 160 3 3 5 5

SPCH 130 1 4 14 9 4 2 5 6

3 2 3 22

4 0 5 22 SPCH 180 3 5 3 8

SPCH 150 1 2 23 5

4 0 25 5

SPCH 160 2 3 4 6

3 3 5 5

4 2 5 6

SPCH 180 2 4 3 9

3 5 3 8

4 2 0 14
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