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Please list all Student Learning Outcomes/Objectives (SLOs) for this program in Tables 1A & 1B. 

Table 1A. Learning Outcomes (all outcomes if one program reported, or common outcomes if multiple programs reported on this form.)
	SLO #
	Exact wording of Student Learning Outcome (SLO)

	1
	Ethics: Demonstrate understanding of ethical responsibilities in communicating with others.

	2
	Social Responsibility: Understand the dimensions of social responsibility and community engagement as obligations of democratic citizens.

	3
	Basic Skills:  Demonstrate basic skills in oral and written communication, and critical thinking.

	4
	Argumentation:  Demonstrate competence in understanding and applying argumentation principles, conventions, strategies, and tactics using an adversarial model.

	5
	Criticism: Develop and apply analytical skills for evaluating different forms of communication (oral, textual, visual, performative).

	6
	Rhetorical Foundations: Understand the foundations of rhetoric and the rhetorical role of the citizen in public life.

	7
	Performance: Demonstrate performance as embodied practice and understand how performance is a site for critical communication within social, political, and cultural
life.

	8
	Cultural Literacy: Recognize and understand central features of a culture  that one encounters.

	9
	Cultural Comparison: Appreciate how diverse communication practices arise in response to recurrent and changing problem situations encountered and defined by different cultures; understand how different cultures have influenced each other’s communication practices.

	10
	Cultural Influence: Identify and discuss the ways in which traditions from a variety of cultures have influenced patterns of communication over time.

	11
	Cultural Sensitivity: Demonstrate sensitivity to the communication practices of diverse cultural groups (defined by concepts of race, ethnicity, age, gender, sexual orientation, disability, etc.).

	12
	Globalization Awareness: Identify and analyze the relationships among globalization, worldviews, development, and change of cultural patterns and discursive practices; understand the dialectical relationships between global and local processes.

	13
	Cultural Critique: Identify, analyze, and evaluate the decisive role of power, as embedded in communication, in the socio-historical, economic, and political formations of cultures; recognize the potential for becoming an agent of positive change.

	14
	Power: Discuss the role of different forms of power as embedded in communication practices.

	15
	Information Literacy: Demonstrate competence in traditional and emerging forms of communication technology as relevant to this discipline.

	16
	Communication Theories: Identify epistemological and ontological assumptions underlying communication research, including the conceptual, historical and practical dimensions of major theories and methods.

	17
	Research Methods: Demonstrate an understanding of the procedures involved in the more common critical, interpretative, performative and social scientific research methods used to study communication.

	18
	Research Argument: Conduct research systematically and present it persuasively, organizing issues, claims and evidence in a logical form.


Table 1B. Unique Learning Outcomes, if multiple programs reported on this form.  (n/a)
Please complete the schedule of learning outcome assessment below by listing all program SLOs by number down the left column and indicating whether data were/will be collected (C), when they were/will be discussed by your faculty (D) and when changes resulting from those discussions were/will be implemented (I). 
NOTE: * SJSU must provide data to WASC for all SLOs by the end of Sp07.
Table 2

C = data Collected

D = results Discussed
I = changes (if any) Implemented 
	
	AY 2005-2006
	AY 2006-2007

	BA - Comm. Studies
	Fall
	Spring
	Fall
	Spring

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Outcome 1
	 
	 
	C
	D

	Outcome 2
	 
	 
	 
	D

	Outcome 3
	 
	 
	C
	D

	Outcome 4
	 
	 
	C
	D

	Outcome 5
	 
	 
	C
	D

	Outcome 6
	 
	 
	C
	D

	Outcome 7
	 
	 
	C
	D

	Outcome 8
	 
	 
	C
	D

	Outcome 9
	 
	C
	D
	 

	Outcome 10
	 
	 
	 
	C

	Outcome 11
	 
	 
	 
	C

	Outcome 12
	 
	 
	C
	D

	Outcome 13
	 
	 
	 
	C

	Outcome 14
	 
	 
	 
	C

	Outcome 15
	C
	C, D
	C, D
	C, D, I

	Outcome 16
	 
	 
	C
	D

	Outcome 17
	 
	 
	C
	D

	Outcome 18
	 
	 
	C
	D


1.  Check the SLOs listed at the UGS Website  (www.sjsu.edu/ugs/assessment/programs/objectives). Do they match the SLOs listed in Tables 1A and 1B?

___X___ YES                _________ NO
2.
Spring 2006 Performance Data: Describe the direct assessment (performance) data that were collected in spring 2006 (‘C’ in Sp06 column of Table 2), how much and by whom. Be specific, for example: Instructors in two sections (60 students) of PSYC 150, Anagnos and Cooper, gave an embedded exam question and in their summary  report indicated  the % of students who earned a ’B’ or better, ‘C’, or less than ‘C’ using the same grading rubric for that question.
	SLO #
	Data collected, how much, by whom**

	9
	Instructors of the COMM 160 and 161 courses, Fassett and Spangler respectively, reported on their students’ performance regarding cultural comparison.  In Dr. Fassett’s course, students were assessed for their capacity to bring course concepts to bear on both their personal experience and their gathered data about another cultural group.  Specifically, given the course emphasis on language, students addressed the role of language in creating, shaping, sustaining, and altering culture.  Key concepts came from general semantics, critical theory, Stewart’s Language as Articulate Contact (post-semiotic understandings of language), Sapir-Whorf, etc.  In paper 1, students were, for the most part, able to articulate how their own language use helps to define them as part of a given culture or cultures, as well as how that use reinforces that particular culture.  In paper 2, students analyzed artifacts surrounding the concurrent immigration debates, protests and public discussion (e.g., Newsweek’s special issue on immigration reform, as well as I might get somewhere (personal narratives of immigration), and their own chosen artifacts); approximately 2/3rds of the class articulated the role of power and privilege in defining the debate, and approximately 90% of the class articulated a given culture’s language use with respect to these issues as emergent from particular social-historical circumstances.  In paper 3, by exploring how their chosen groups either marginalized others or were marginalized by others, all student groups engaged in cross-cultural comparison.  Overall, Dr. Fassett felt that 90% of her students met this learning objective.  In Dr. Spangler’s course, Students were assessed through quizzes, papers and performances throughout the term.  For purposes of this assessment, Dr. Spangler reported on student performance on the major paper for the class for which 91% (21/23) students met or exceeded expectations regarding their understanding of cultural comparison.

	15
	Instructor of the COMM 101 courses, Baglia reported on his students’ performance regarding information literacy.  Two courses were taught and student’s competence in this area was measured by their performance on the library’s Info-Literacy tutorial.  Overall 40/55 students (72%) excelled in this area, 11/55 (20%) met expectations in this area, and 4/55 (7%) were below expectations in this area.  Dr. Baglia led a discussion with the full faculty regarding this objective and offered his opinions about this learning objective in addition to soliciting other faculty’s past experience.  Consensus from that faculty was that although the results of this measurement seem acceptable, we would like students to be even further challenged in this area in order to facilitate their performance in other major courses.  Thus, we decided as a faculty that our dependence on the library’s resources was not enough for our students and that we really need to supplement the information literacy education in COMM 101.    

	16
	Instructor of the COMM 101 courses, Baglia reported on his students’ performance regarding communication theories.  Students in this course were tested twice on communication theories during the semester.  According to student scores on these tests (test scores are reported here, so you’ll see fractions of the total amount of tests taken, not the total amount of students which would be half), 25/110 (23%) excelled in their understanding of communication theories, 43/110 (39%) met expectations in their understanding of communication theories and 42/110 (38%) of students were below expectations in regard to their understanding of communication theories.    

	17
	Instructor of the COMM 101 courses, Baglia reported on his students’ performance regarding research methods.  Students were evaluated on this objective through evaluation of their research proposal using a rubric developed by Dr. Baglia.  26/55 (47%) of students excelled at their understanding of research methods, 18/55 (33%) met expectations for their understanding of research methods  

	18
	Instructor of the COMM 101 courses, Baglia reported on his students’ performance regarding research argument.  Students were again evaluated on their research proposal assignment with a separate item on the rubric that Dr. Baglia developed.  32/55 (58%) excelled at their understanding of research argument, 15/55 (25%) of students met expectations regarding their understanding of research argument and 9/55 (16%) students did not meet expectations for understanding of research argument.    


3.
Spring 2006 Indirect Measurement (if any):  N/A
4.   Spring 2006 Findings/Analysis:  Describe the findings that emerged from analysis of data collected in Sp06.  Be specific. For Example: less than 50% of students met criteria for teamwork outcome. OR Employers indicated students have sufficient teamwork skills, no change needed.
	Finding 1 (SLO 9)
	Students appear to be meeting this learning objective – at least 90% of students in these two courses.

	Finding 2 (SLO 15)
	Students are not adequately meeting the information literacy objective.  Students are not learning enough from the library liaison’s class session on information literacy and still struggle with understanding the difference between scholarly journals and other resources.  

	Finding 3 (SLO 16)
	While most students met expectations for understanding of communication theories, Dr. Baglia argued that he felt more time should be spent on learning these theories to better prepare our beginning majors for their career during the major.  Specifically he discussed the fact that it was difficult to be able to adequately cover BOTH information literacy and communication theories in the 101 course.  Perhaps as a department we expect too much from this one introductory course.  

	Finding 4 (SLO 17)
	Student performance in this area is acceptable especially considering that students will be taking further research methods classes before graduation.  We will assess this learning objective in those classes in future semesters.  

	Finding 5 (SLO 18)
	Student performance in this area is acceptable especially considering that students will be taking further research methods classes before graduation.  We will assess this learning objective in those classes in future semesters.  


5.
Spring 2006 Actions: What actions are planned and/or implemented to address the findings from spring 2006 data? These are indicated by ‘I’ in Table 2 for the SLO data collected in spring ’06. Examples of actions taken include curricular revision, pedagogical changes, student support services, resource management. Be specific. For example: revising ENGR 103 to include more teamwork.)
	Planned
	Assessment coordinator Sabee is introducing a plan at the Fall 2006 end of term faculty meeting to create a “101L” extra unit of instruction that would be required for all 101 students.  This “lab” instruction would consist of 4-5 intensive sessions with a Communication Studies core faculty member throughout the term that focus on use of the library and access of scholarly materials.  Specific upper-level research and evidence modules and workshops will be developed for this purpose.  This proposal aims to allow 101 instructors to spend more time teaching communication theory in the classroom since other faculty would teach info literacy.  If approved, we hope to implement in Fall 2007.


6.
Spring 2006 Process Changes: Did your analysis of spring 2006 data result in revisiting/revising the Student Learning Outcomes or assessment process?  Yes X  No ___.   


If the answer is yes, please explain and submit an updated version of the Student Learning Outcomes and/or assessment plan.
We are constantly revisiting this process.  After creating a new “Assessment Committee” in the department (first term of existence is Fall 2006), we have created a plan to have a focused roundtable discussion on ONE learning objective per faculty meeting.   Originally, we thought that the instructors of the courses who taught to those learning objectives could have the discussions themselves, but we decided through some further discussion that we would prefer to have all of the faculty involved in discussions of this nature even if they do not teach those courses.  Thus, we discussed Information Literacy (LO 9) at the second Fall 2006 faculty meeting.  We will discuss Cultural Comparison (LO 15) at the end of term faculty meeting.  And we plan to discuss Cultural Literacy (LO 8) at the first meeting in the spring.  
7.
Fall 2006 Performance Data: Describe the direct assessment (performance) data that were collected fall 2006 (‘C’ in F06 column of Table 2), how much and by whom. Be specific. For example: Instructor for MATH 188 (30 students), Stone, gave 3 embedded exam questions and in his summary report indicated the % of students who met or did not meet SLO #2.
	SLO #
	Data collected, how much, by whom**

	1
	Applied Activity coordinators Austin-Lett, VonTill and Webb collected performance data for students in their sections.  Austin-Lett provided individual qualitative performance reports for each of her students (3 students enrolled) related specifically to their individual projects.  Each of her students participated in both debating and judging while following a specific ethical code as part of the debate team.  One student focused her research on improving protective child services, another coached and traveled with the debate team and specifically focused on maintaining ethical conduct.  VonTill had the communication studies lab tutors read our national organization’s code of ethics which they were encouraged to use in their tutoring.  She tallied the results of the questions about ethics on the tutor midterm quiz and also the questions about ethics on the final reflection and evaluation document.  She found that 96% (23/24) students correctly answered the quiz questions.  Webb assessed his students through evaluation of their specific reflections regarding their internship experiences. His students are asked to include daily journal notes on communicative practices and events of ethical importance—their views on issues of truthfulness, honesty, sincerity; privacy and confidentiality; open and inclusive dialogue v. exclusion, intimidation, or coercive communication, etc.  Students are also expected to include reflections on communication ethics based on these notes in their final reports.  All 18 students included some mention of communication ethics in their journal entries and final reports, although the extent to which the interns themselves were able to demonstrate “understanding” of ethical responsibilities varied considerably.  Students reported and commented upon relational problems, such as co-workers badmouthing others behind their backs, more often than explicitly professional issues, such as a directive to misinform a customer.  Praise for ethical communication by supervisors was much more common than complaints about unethical communication.  Few interns, however, appeared to know how to do more than report their emotional reactions, and none expressed their reactions in explicitly theoretical or academic terms.  Their emphasis on positive subjective accounts may reflect a tendency for supervisors to treat student interns with particular courtesy, and a reluctance among the students to report negative accounts or to see negative interactions as more deserving of confidentiality.

	3
	Instructors of COMM 140, Todd and Austin-Lett, assessed their students’ performances in this class.  Austin-Lett’s students participated in three graded in class debates and three rounds of competition for their final exam.  They were required to submit value and policy cases and defend their positions in debate format. Additionally, during the final exam they were given 15 minutes to prepare their cases on nine previously researched topics.  Upon assessing the ballots from their debates and the final exam answers, she felt that 100% of her students met this learning objective.  Todd’s students participated in two final debates: all students researched, planned and performed in an in-class parliamentary debate with a group of their peers; and 26 of 29 students competed in an intramural parliamentary debate tournament with a partner. For each of these debates, students prepared written materials (case outlines and argument briefs) that required them to demonstrate competencies in appropriate writing style and organization. Each student gave two oral presentations in each debate, which requires them to demonstrate basic skills in oral communication including organizational strategies and extemporaneous speaking.  For the in-class debates, students were assessed on their oral communication skills: verbal and nonverbal delivery, clarity of argumentation, and synthesis and summary of points. Students were also assessed for their evidence use, on point refutation, and impact assessment in terms of weighing the issues in the debate.  For the intramural debate, students were evaluated by other debate instructors in the department who adjudicated the rounds in the tournament. These judges completed ballots with evaluations of student performance based on speaking skills, argumentation skills, and overall debate performance. These ballots were retained and reviewed by instructor. All students assessed satisfactorily met this learning objective.

	4
	Instructors of COMM 140, Todd and Austin-Lett, assessed their students’ performances in this class.  Austin-Lett’s students demonstrated their abilities in value debates at the beginning of the semester; again with policy debates; four parliamentary debate practices and three rounds in competition with the other Comm 140 students. They were required to understand and demonstrate three different styles of debate and apply argumentation principles in all areas of debate. Upon looking at the ballots from these students’ debates, she felt that 90% of the students met the argumentation learning objective.  Todd’s students were assessed through their participation in the in-class parliamentary debate with a group of their peers; in the intramural parliamentary debate tournament with a partner. For each of these debates, students prepared written materials (case outlines and argument briefs) that required them to apply argumentation principles and conventions to build a case and organize their argumentation. Each student gives two oral presentations in each debate, which requires them to apply argumentation strategies and tactics, often extemporaneously. For the in-class debates, students were assessed on ability to apply argumentation principles to a specific topic area. They were evaluated for their ability to apply argument conventions of parliamentary debate to the public discourse of current, controversial issue. Students were also assessed for argument strategy and tactics in the debate: particularly their evidence use, on point refutation, and impact assessment in terms of weighing the issues in the debate.  For the intramural debate, students were evaluated by other debate instructors in the department who adjudicated the rounds in the tournament. These judges completed ballots with evaluations of student performance based on speaking skills, argumentation skills, and overall debate performance. These ballots were retained and reviewed by instructor.  27 out of 29 students satisfactorily completed this learning objective (i.e. received a B or better on their final debate project).

	5
	Instructor of COMM 149, Todd, included items on her final exam to assess students’ competency in rhetorical criticism.  Specifically, Dr. Todd’s students responded to questions on the final exam regarding foundations of rhetoric and the rhetorical role of citizens in public life. Specifically, students responded to three questions regarding Plato and Aristotle’s notions of rhetoric and citizenship on the midterm. These questions were based on the course reading and class discussions in which students had an opportunity to learn how the foundations of classical rhetoric influence the rhetorical role of the citizen in public life.  Students were assessed based on their answers to multiple-choice questions on the mid-term exam. Out of 32 students, 26 responded to these three questions correctly. In the class session after the midterm, the class discussed the answers to these questions and students were given an opportunity to evaluate their own answers in comparison to the answers according to the course readings.

Dr. Wood’s students read and discussed an excerpt from Gorgias, which introduces them to a foundational debate regarding the comparative values of rhetoric and philosophy.  Students answered five midterm questions about Plato's views on Rhetoric and public life and 85% of the students answered those items correctly.  

	6
	Instructor of COMM 149, Todd, had students complete a final paper in which they evaluated different forms of public rhetoric. Specifically, students were asked to analyze an example of public rhetoric, which reflected the globalization of the public sphere (or the ways in which our public rhetoric speaks to the global nature of our society). This assignment required students to apply analytical skills for evaluating different forms of communication. Most students evaluated oral, textual or visual communication, and a few students evaluated performative communication. Student papers were evaluated on their ability to analyze how and to what extent their example of public was effective. In order to answer this question, students had to identify the purpose (both explicit and implicit) of their example of public rhetoric, identify the communication strategies used by the rhetor, and establish a means for evaluating its effectiveness. Student papers were graded based on this analysis, and how well they applied such concepts from class discussions and course readings. 27 out of 32 students satisfactorily met this learning objective (i.e. had a grade of B- or better on the final paper).  Dr. Wood’s students read book five of Plato's Republic which discusses different roles of the citizen in public life. Their written response to The Republic requires that they identify three components of a central theme and was evaluated for proper integration of Plato excerpts and accurate interpretation of the book's main ideas. Students were expected to comment upon this piece of textual rhetoric in terms of reasonability and its applicability to their lives.

	8
	COMM 172 course instructor, Byrd, had her students give speeches and write critical responses about their ethnoracial background.  They also read material regarding cultural literacy in their text.  She assessed the students speeches, critical responses papers and debates on cultural literacy as well as a major term project.  All of her students received a B- or better on their coursework in cultural literacy.    

	12
	COMM 161 courses instructors, Halualani and Spangler, collected performance data regarding the globalization objective in their sections.  Dr. Spangler assigned many readings and activities throughout the semester about globalization and assessed globalization by evaluating an open ended question on his final exam.  He found that 25 out of 27 students correctly answered these open ended items.  Dr. Halualani had students complete three assignments that she used to assess student learning on the globalization objective: first, a Globalization Paper Assignment (8-10 pages):  Students completed an indepth and intense writing assignment in which they defined globalization, identified the key characteristics of globalization, and evaluated the power dimensions and issues of globalization (and the extent to which globalization is a positive and constructive or negative and destructive force on societies).  21 of 32 students generally met the globalization learning objective in terms of the understanding and analyzing the key concepts and power dimensions of globalization.  The pattern that she noticed in this student paper assignment is as follows:  a) students had difficulty articulating a clear definition of globalization; b) students seemed exhausted by the many characteristics of globalization (which may explain the difficulty in defining it); and yet, c) students felt comfortable and shared many excellent insights when asked to evaluate globalization and its impact on society.  Thus, it appears that students (28/32, or 87%) excel in the area of conceptual evaluation in the globalization unit.  However, defining and delineating the main issues of globalization proved to be difficult for students.  This could be due to the sheer volume of research articles on globalization and the many ways in which globalization is discussed in other courses (economic globalization, political and structural globalization, and cultural globalization, to name a few).  Our department and 161 instructors in particular may need to delineate the most specific definitions and characteristics of globalization for students and feature a more explicit connection between globalization and communication.  She also had them complete two globalization journal entries (2 pages each; done in-class after group globalization discussions) focused on globalization.  The first journal entry asked students to identify the superstructures, ideologies, and hegemonies that operate and circulate within globalization.  This journal entry asks students to apply several key concepts of power focused on in the beginning and middle stages of the semester to the topic of globalization.  The second journal entry is towards the end of the globalization unit when she asks students to identify the possible range of agency that can be activated and made possible through globalization.  This journal entry is assigned in class after a week-long discussion of the role of agency in globalization.  Interestingly enough, students excel on these journal entries, with 29/32 or 91% meeting the globalization objective of critique and analysis on the first journal entry and 26/32 or 81% meeting the globalization objective of critique and analysis on the second journal entry.  Students skillfully interrogated the power dimensions of globalization as these applied to the concepts of superstructures, ideology, hegemony, and agency – all concepts that students had spent a great deal of time on (and written 2 papers on and completed a midterm examination on as well as 6 journal entries).  Thus, students feel confident and are able to engage in a power critique of globalization in relation to specific aforementioned concepts.  Ironically, though students performed well on these journal entries, they did not take their insights from the journal entries to the globalization paper assignment.  They either did not see the connection between the assignments or there was too much to discuss and “do” in the major paper assignment.

	15
	Instructors of COMM 101 assessed their students’ performances in this class.  Dr. Fassett  felt like students’ performance in this area was uneven.  While some students come to this class and our major with a high degree of facility with various sorts of technology, others are very timid and easily frustrated with compatibility issues, hardware issues, etc.   Nevertheless, all students submitted work electronically and on cd at various points in the semester.  Students also engaged in library searches for their final projects.  And, as part of our cornerstones readings and discussions, they addressed technology at length, including some of their current and previous experiences with online instruction, new media technologies, etc.  She would note too that all students participated in the campus-wide information literacy testing that took place during the Fall 06 semester, which, based in class and one-on-one discussions with students, gave students a heightened sense of awareness regarding their respective strengths and limitations in this vein.       The final project rubric assesses whether students have correctly formatted their portfolios in light of department guidelines.  Students were graded for their participation in the library session offered by Susan Klingberg.  Extra credit questions on the exam asked students about Link+ and other electronic search systems offered by the library.  Students were also assessed, in terms of the final project, on their ability to locate communication studies peer-reviewed scholarship and cite it in their bibliographies. Dr. Wood asks that students integrate three scholarly articles into their final paper. Students wrote a course project that required them to employ library databases to select pertinent communication scholarship. He assesses whether they are drawn from appropriate literature and cited properly (both in-text and in references) and further evaluated students according to their ability to select, integrate, and properly cite three scholarly articles.  He felt that 80% of his students effectively met this learning objective.

	16
	Instructors of COMM 101 assessed their students’ performances in this class.  Dr. Fassett’s students read Julia Wood’s Communication Theories in Action and discussed at great length ontology, epistemology, axiology and other building blocks of theory, and they prepare their own investigation of a communication studies theory (in relation to their own lived experience) for the final project. Midterm and final examinations include questions regarding key communication theories and methodologies, including (but not limited to):  interpersonal and intercultural communication theories, modernism and postmodernism, performance studies, symbolic interactionism, mediated communication theories, etc.  Discussions of reading and subsequent test questions ask students for summaries of key points of given communication theories, basic historical/conceptual underpinnings of both the field and its theories, and their significance.  Final projects (including presentations) are assessed for students’ ability to synthesize and critique a given communication theory in light of a particular problem or situation they face in their lives.  From these assessments, Dr. Fassett felt that 95% of her students effectively met this learning objective.

Dr. Wood’s students wrote a five to seven page essay that accomplishes the following goals: (1) Describe the field of communication studies: its primary areas of interest and professional opportunities; (2) Indicate what concentration of communication scholarship interests you the most; (3) Summarize two examples of recent communication scholarship (with brief in-text citation) that relates to your area of interest; and (4) Share how completion of this degree relates to your personal goals.  Students were evaluated according to their ability to produce clear academic prose, develop specific and insightful statements about communication scholarship, compare and contrast approaches toward scholarship, and reflect on the connection between that scholarship and their personal lives.  He felt that 79% of his students met this learning objective which he estimated based on the amount of students who passed with a B- or better.  

	17
	Instructor of COMM 156, Spano, assessed the research proposal term paper that students complete in his class with a rubric that he developed.  In the Research Proposal students had to develop an empirical study using one or more of the qualitative research methods covered in the course (ethnography, interviews, focus groups, and narratives). He assessed the LO by examining the reasons why students chose the particular method(s) and how they described the application of the method in the context of their proposed study and in relation to their research question. With few exceptions, students demonstrated a good understanding of the research methods. He attributes this to the course reading (there is a chapter that clearly describes each of the four methods), class discussions of that chapter, and the midterm exam, which is taken prior to the research proposal (there is an essay question that asks students to describe and apply one or more of the methods).  Dr. Spano felt that 90% of his students effectively met this learning objective.

       Instructor of COMM 155, Foster, assessed her students with two assignments that were used to engage this learning objective: the Survey Article Assignment and the Experiment Article Assignment. In both assignments, students were given a scholarly communication journal article that presented a study using (1) a survey design and (2) an experimental design. The students were given three weeks to study the articles and answer a series of specific questions related to the method used in each article. Each question was given a specified number of points and the total was calculated to reflect 10% of their final grade for each assignment. Questions on the two assignments required students to recognize basic information related to method (sample size, type of sampling method, methods for establishing validity and reliability) as well as to interpret basic statistics (means, standard deviation, correlation, t-test, and reliability coefficient) and identify how these contributed to specific questions and arguments within the research context.  Dr. Foster felt that in Section 1: 87.5% of students (21 out of 24) met this learning objective and that in Section 2: 74% (17 out of 23) met this learning objective.

	18
	Instructor of COMM 156, Spano, assessed the research proposal term paper that students complete in his class with a rubric that he developed.  He assessed this LO by examining how students linked the various sections of the proposal together around the research question. First, he looked at how students developed an “argument” for their research question by drawing on their personal experiences and scholarly literature. Second, he looked at how students developed an “argument” for answering the research question through the application of qualitative research methods and data analyses techniques. Finally, he looked at how students combined these two major sections of the proposal together, and the extent to which the linkages were logical, consistent and coherent. He found that students generally had more difficulty learning the research argument objective compared to the research methods objective. This is probably due to students’ lack of familiarity with how qualitative communication research is conducted. While he thinks the vast majority are able to understand the various phases or stages of the research process, fewer are able to develop logical and consistent linkages between them. This is especially evident in making the move from theory and scholarly literature to the development of a research question. What he typically finds is that students review articles that are related to their topic, and then pose a research question that is indirectly related (or sometimes not related) to the literature they reviewed. This semester he emphasized this linkage in class, describing how it is done and providing examples.  Dr. Spano felt that 80% of his students effectively met this learning objective. Instructor of COMM 155, Foster, assessed her students with a journal report assignment.  The Journal Report Assignment requires students to conduct a content analysis of a selected communication journal. They are required to evaluate 60-80 articles from the most recent volumes of the journal and report on the topics and methods employed by the researchers who published in the journal. Students must make distinctions among related topic areas to develop coherent topic categories, as well as to accurately identify a variety of qualitative and quantitative methods. The results of this process are formulated into a two-page report that includes quantitative summaries of their findings, and which is distributed as a handout to the class.  Because this assignment is the first and most heavily weighted of the semester, is completed in pairs, is highly structured and also leaves a great deal of room for interpretation, students tend to perform very well on this assignment. At the end of the semester, many students also note this as one of the most memorable experiences of the semester. She feels very confident in this assignment as one that teaches through process and provides students with a deep and lasting learning experience.  Dr. Foster has found that all of her students from fall 2006 were able to effectively meet this learning objective.


8.
Fall 2006 Indirect Measurement (if any): N/A
9.  Fall 2006 Process Changes: Did your analysis of fall 2006 data result in revisiting/revising the Student Learning Outcomes or assessment process?  Yes X  No ___.   


If the answer is yes, please explain and submit an updated version of the Student Learning Outcomes and/or assessment plan

  After looking through our assessment results for Fall 2006, we found a number of areas that we wanted to discuss.  Particularly, we had some concerns about our Culture/Global Awareness learning objectives (there are 7 in this area).  We found that our core courses were inconsistently addressing these learning objectives such that students who went through our core courses could get through them without having been exposed to some of our learning objectives.  Because of this, we had a mini-retreat as a faculty on 3/2/07 where we specifically discussed this problem.  We decided that in future courses that COMM 160, 161 and 172 will all specifically address globalization and power in these courses (172 had not done so before this).  We also decided that our other culture objectives (e.g. cultural literacy, cultural awareness, cultural sensitivity) were specifically addressed in the General Education courses that our majors were taking in their SJSU Studies program.  Thus, instead of offering a course that duplicated those learning objectives, we decided that we would encourage students to use a project or activity that they started in a SJSU Studies course as part of their Communication Studies portfolio and that they frame the project effectively using communication theories and concepts.  We felt that this would be both a good way to assess our students in this learning objective, but also to encourage integrated learning practice for our majors.  
Also, while we have delineated the below learning objectives as ones that we will assess in Spring 2007, because of the decisions that we made at the 3/2/07 faculty retreat, we may revisit how students are assessed in these areas.  Thus, we envision a revised assessment plan for Spring 2007 to follow a meeting of the Assessment Committee in our department.  

10. Spring 2007 Direct Measurement: For the SLOs scheduled to be assessed in spring 2007, describe the direct (performance) data that will be collected, how much and by whom.

Be specific, for example: Instructors in two sections of ART144, will assess SLOs #3 & #4 using a common rubric on the students’ final paper.
	SLO #
	Data to be collected, how much, by whom**

	7
	Instructor of COMM 140, Austin-Lett, will assess students’ competence in performance by collecting information on the ballots for final debates in that course.

	10
	Instructors of COMM 172, Byrd and Gao, and instructor of COMM 161, Spangler, will assess their students’ performance in the area of cultural influence in ways that will be determined by the individual instructors.  

	11
	Instructor of COMM 101, Byrd, will assess cultural sensitivity in her course in a way that will be determined.  

	13
	Instructors of COMM 172, Byrd and Gao, and instructor of COMM 161, Spangler, will assess their students’ performance in the area of cultural critique in ways that will be determined by the individual instructors.  

	14
	Instructor of COMM 199, Sabee, will assess students’ performances of power in a reflection paper assignment with a rubric that she developed.

	15
	Instructor of COMM 101, Byrd, will assess information literacy in her course in a way that will be determined.  


10. Spring 2007 Indirect Measurement (if any):  N/A
** Aggregate data must be accessible by Department Chairs and Assessment Facilitators during the WASC visit, March 7-9, 2007. 
Please be sure WASC can be provided data on short notice!
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