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Journalism/Mass Communication 2015-2016 Assessment Report


2015-2016 Annual Program Assessment Report

Please submit report to your department chair or program coordinator, the Associate Dean of your College, and to james.solomon@csun.edu, Director of the Office of Academic Assessment and Program Review, by September 30, 2016. You may, but are not required to, submit a separate report for each program, including graduate degree programs, which conducted assessment activities, or you may combine programs in a single report.  Please identify your department/program in the file name for your report.

College: Mike Curb College of Media, Arts, Communication
Department: Journalism
Program: 

Assessment liaison: 

1. Please check off whichever is applicable:

A.  ___X____  Measured student work.

B.  ___X___  Analyzed results of measurement.

C.  ___X____  Applied  results of analysis to program review/curriculum/review/revision.

2. Overview of Annual Assessment Project(s).  On a separate sheet, provide a brief overview of this year’s assessment activities, including:
· an explanation for why your department chose the assessment activities (measurement, analysis, and/or application) that it enacted
· if your department implemented assessment option A, identify which program SLOs were assessed (please identify the SLOs in full), in which classes and/or contexts, what assessment instruments were used and the methodology employed, the resulting scores, and the relation between this year’s measure of student work and that of past years: (include as an appendix any and all relevant materials that you wish to include)
· if your department implemented assessment option B, identify what conclusions were drawn from the analysis of measured results, what changes to the program were planned in response, and the relation between this year’s analyses and past and future assessment activities
· if your department implemented option C, identify the program modifications that were adopted, and the relation between program modifications and past and future assessment activities 
· in what way(s) your assessment activities may reflect the university’s commitment to diversity in all its dimensions but especially with respect to underrepresented groups
· any other assessment-related information you wish to include, including SLO revision (especially to ensure continuing alignment between program course offerings and both program and university student learning outcomes), and/or the creation and modification of new assessment instruments
3.     Preview of planned assessment activities for next year.  Include a brief description and explanation of how next year’s assessment will contribute to a continuous program of ongoing assessment.

Overview of Annual Assessment Project(s): 
Annual Assessment Projects in the Journalism Department included work in both the undergraduate and graduate (Mass Communication) programs. As noted above, these projects measure student work and analyzed results of these measurements. Results of various analyses that were conducted last year on iPads and mobile technology were shared with professors who use these in the classroom. The results of this year’s studies will be shared with professors so they can learn from the assessments and find specific ways to close the loop.
During 2015-16, the Department earned re-accreditation from the Accrediting Council on Education in Journalism and Mass Communication (ACEJMC). Among the nine standards under review was assessment of learning outcomes. The recommendations from the report of the onsite team’s evaluation are addressed under Overview of Planned Activities. (ACEJMC does not accredit our graduate program.)
UNDERGRADUATE PROGRAM: JOURNALISM

Indirect assessment – iPad Project
An in-depth indirect assessment of the Department’s iPad Project (myCSUNtablet Initiative) conducted by two Journalism faculty members over three semesters in Spring 2014-Spring 2015 was recently published in a peer-reviewed academic journal: Expectations and fulfillment of course engagement, gained skills and non-academic usage of college students utilizing tablets in an undergraduate skills course will appear in the July 2016 edition of Education and Information Technologies, 21(1) (DOI 10:1007/s10639-016-9515-8).
Students were surveyed at the beginning of the semester about their expectations of using an iPad in a beginning news-writing course and again at the end of the semester to see if their expectations were met. The survey contained both Linkert-type scale questions and open-ended questions in which they could write their own response. Findings showed that while some students were apprehensive about using the iPad and specific apps in class, they were eager to try and they adapted well, especially considering that an iPad class was a new experience for 90% of them. They found the technology helped them be more engaged in classroom activities although some indicated they wished it had been used more often and with greater proficiency on the part of the professor. On a side note, students used their iPad for entertainment and social media purposes outside of class more than they expected.

The study will be shared with professors who use tablet and other mobile technology to encourage them to use the device in the classroom as much as possible, to become a proficient user and to explore different apps that would be beneficial to student learning. Studies about iPad learning that were conducted last year have been shared with these faculty members, resulting in some faculty evaluating their syllabus and making significant instructional changes. The assessments remain a valuable resource for faculty who may want to try a new app and/or assignment because it gives them a better sense of what works best when using such technology in the classroom. 
Direct assessment – application of media ethics
A direct assessment was conducted of student responses to three online media ethics forums conducted in Fall 2015 in the JOUR 498 Senior Tutorial class, Ethics in the Age of Digital Journalism. In this effort, we assessed PLO #3: “Students will be able to think critically, creatively and independently. In each forum, students were asked to read material and answer some questions posed by their professor. The answers were posted on Moodle. Each student posted their initial response then responded to posts of two classmates. Three students who participated in a forum at the beginning, middle and end of the semester were randomly chosen for this assessment. Their original posts were scored using the CSUN Critical Thinking Rubric/Learning Habits Project 2014 rubric that ranked their performance in “statement of issue or problem,” “evidence,” “student’s position or perspective” and “controlling argument structure.”

It was noted that at the beginning of the semester, students’ original posts were longer than posts made at the end of the semester. Perhaps this was a result of “forum fatigue” because students were required to complete a total of 12 forums on a weekly basis throughout the semester. In addition, the quality of the posts was higher at the beginning of the semester compared to the end. One important observation was that students rarely addressed the counter argument. They focused on their point of view and opinion without acknowledging that there could be a differing point of view. This is an important aspect of critical thinking and one that our department needs to address more thoroughly. The professor of this course, taught each fall, is now giving more instruction about how to identify counter arguments and how to address them in their posts.
Internship assessment – closing the loop 
In Spring 2016, the Journalism Department began using a revised supervisor evaluation form for students enrolled in the JOUR 494 Internship course. Students are evaluated both mid-semester and at the end of the semester by their primary supervisor to determine their hard (technical) and soft (interpersonal) skills. There was a desire among faculty to revisit the evaluation form that had been in use for many years for two primary reasons: to more closely align these skills with our Program Learning Outcomes and to change any ambiguous wording and/or delete any categories that seemed unnecessary. The old form listed the skills in no particular order. The new form created the category of “Journalism Program Learning Objectives,” to highlight the skills that pertain specifically to our Program Learning Outcomes. The following skills are now listed: written communication, skills specific to journalism/public relations (new category), technical skills, analysis/critical thinking, creativity and ethical principles/fairness (replacing the vague “judgment” category). A new second category is called “Professional work ethic,” under which the following skills are listed: degree of initiative displayed, attitude toward work, willingness to learn (changed from “ability to learn”), dependability, ability to organize, meeting deadlines, relationships with co-workers, oral communication, overall performance and degree to which intern met your expectations.

The categories of “general knowledge” and “understanding of your organization” were dropped because faculty considered them too vague (i.e., General knowledge of the industry? Of the world around them? Understanding of the business side of the company? Or the hierarchy?) The goal was to create a form that would be useful for the Department without being onerous for the supervisor to complete. The category of “judgment” was changed to “ethical principles/fairness” and a category called “skills specific to journalism/public relations” was added.




In comparing the evaluation averages over four semesters (Fall 2014-Spring 2016), it became apparent that some of our students may be particularly lacking in written communication and technical skills. Written communication scores range from 3.1 to 3.3, out of 4.0, for the four semesters, while technical skills scores range from 3.1 to 3.4 for the same time period. Analysis/critical thinking is another area that ranged between 3.0 and 3.4 for the first three semesters but increased to 3.6 in the fourth and most recent semester, Spring 2016. Oral communication ranged from 3.1 to 3.6 over the four semesters. This data are markedly different from previous semesters, when interns’ average overall scores were 3.75 and higher.
Our students continually score well in the “ability/willingness to learn” category as well as “dependability,” both of which are indicators of a person’s personal work ethic. They also seem to have gained collaboration skills as they typically score high in the “relationships with co-workers” category.

Obviously, additional assessment is needed to determine if the revised evaluation form is a solid tool for measuring our students’ ability in both hard and soft skills as they are about to enter the full-time work force. Or, if the new form is not accurately measuring the interns’ learning.

Of course, the students in the Internship course are different every semester and are interning at a widely varied mix of companies with their own range of culture and supervisors. Thus an analysis of student skills based on a supervisor’s evaluation twice during the semester has some limitations. However, this allows us to see what areas we need to work on in changing the curriculum to better ensure our students are ready for a professional internship and to be competitive in the job market after they graduate.
Overview of planned activities:
Based on recommendations from the accreditors’ site team, the Department assessment committee will work in 2016-17 on redesigning and revising our assessment plan to include:

· The use pre-test/post-test analyses, within a beginning level course and an exiting level course. This would assess program strengths and weaknesses, as a means for improving the curriculum.

· The use outside professionals to review samples of cohorts of students’ portfolios. Professionals (this can include alumni), who are more removed from the program, rather than current faculty members, can give more objective, professional reviews and assessments.  Also, alumni have a special interest in increasing the strength of the program. This effort will allow us to accumulate such sampled information/data about cohorts of students over time so we can use the findings to make decisions about changes in the curriculum.  This process could lead the Department more firmly toward meeting the goal of ACEJMC’s assessment requirement.

GRADUATE PROGRAM: MASS COMMUNICATION

We conducted two separate assessments. In the first assessment, we assessed PLO #3: “You can create a plan for and conduct independent research about mass communication with an emphasis on journalism as either a research topic or through the reflective application of journalism. The instrument was developed by the graduate adviser and the assessment coordinator and consisted of a three-part rubric allowing faculty to assess the graduate students’ Comprehensive Exams. The exams include a written component and oral presentation. Faculty who served on the committees of six different graduate students assessed those students in these three areas:


A. Able to create and carry out a plan for research











B. Ability to carry out secondary research via a literature review










C. Ability to carry out original research 

Three faculty members assessed the work of four students, with all three professor rating each of the four students. Two professors assessed the work of two additional students with both professors rating both of students. In total, 16 assessment sheets were completed. Of the 16 completed assessment forms:
· 16 ranked the students as having achieved “mastery” in carrying out measure A: Able to create and carry out a plan for research.

· 14 ranked the students as having achieved “mastery” in carrying out secondary research. Two ranked the students as “competent” in this area. 

· 14 ranked the students as having achieved “mastery” in carrying out original research. Two ranked the students as “competent” in this area.

While the findings suggest the students are perceived at the end of the program as having mastered the skills the program expects them to learn, a more open-ended form with fewer forced answers might help provide a more nuanced assessment.  

The second assessment, in the MCOM 630 Seminar in Media Performance, focused on media theory and key concepts from media studies as expressed in student papers from this class. Based on faculty concerns that students seemed to have a weaker than expected understanding of theory and key media concepts, we examined papers for those based on PLO #1: You can identify and explain seminal works and key concepts in the field of mass communication with a focus on critical and cultural theories as applied to journalism. In the course of applying this indicator, we found that PLO#1 contains too many points, and we sharpened it to focus on key concepts.  Then we examined the set of papers for this PLO, evaluating students’ mastery of key concepts from media studies. 
· High mastery would be a) naming a key concept (for example public sphere); b) defining the concept; and c) providing additional context and details about the concept such as explaining its connection to theories/its genealogy/how it has been applied in research previous research, etc.

· Medium consisted of performing two out of the three measures.

· Low consisted of performing one out of the three measures

Out of a class of 11 students, five papers were randomly selected to evaluate. Overall, all students were able to identify a key concept.  Most (all but 1) were able to provide a definition. Two of the five could provide a more sophisticated understanding with context and details.  
From this, we recommend the MCOM program identify a set of core keywords or families of keywords/concepts and ask faculty to stress these across classes.  This would help students get reinforcement and help faculty sharpen their own focus on what to emphasize. We also recommend that the graduate program coordinator meet with the professors who teach in these classes to clarify and sharpen the PLOs. It should be noted that, as the time of this report, Department faculty were involved in the formal CSUN program review process. It is expected that the suggestions made here, as well as the results of other evaluations will result in significant changes to the assessment process, particularly in closing the loop.
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