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: AMC
Department:  Theatre
Program: B.A., M.A.
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.
2. Overview of Annual Assessment Project(s).  On a separate sheet, provide a brief overview of this year’s assessment activities, including:
The Department of Theatre did some vigorous work on assessment this year, focusing primarily on two goals.  The first was in support of Option A and directly relates to my own role as liaison while also serving on the Electronic Assessment System Refinement Program committee.  This committee is comprised of departmental liaisons throughout the university in support of improving the efficacy of the EAS and the relevance of the information it provides.  Not only do I feel I was an active and vocal participant, contributing many suggestions to the developers, but I received a high level of support and effort from Theatre Department faculty.  It is my suggestion, hope, and recommendation that departments, to the best of their ability, train their faculties and students to make collection of assignments an automatic process.  If the EAS is equipped, as it seems to be, to collect high volumes of data, then it makes great sense to incorporate submission of certain assignments wherever the faculty deems it relevant into the standard procedures of the classes in which they occur.  As a result, we collected assignments across our entire curriculum, with 10 professors collecting assignments from 15 courses.  It is my hope to normalize this process so we are automatically scraping our coursework to obtain relevant data to conduct any assessments that respond to faculty interests, questions or problems.  As indicated in my response to Question 3, this is just a beginning—starting a habit of data collection.  Ahead lies the work of making sure the data we collect provides opportunities for relevant analysis and application.
The second goal, centering on Option B, was to use analysis of student work to inform the needed revision to our Masters Program SLOs.  The SLOs are currently based on a standard of competency and both on their own, and in comparison with our new undergraduate SLOs, the faculty feel that the MA SLOs should reflect higher expectations.  It is the hope that the process of envisioning new SLOs might further engage all faculty with the interests of the MA program.  With consultation with faculty and the head of that program, it was agreed that an assessment of thesis papers should be conducted to evaluate the skills of those completing this program, to consider how new SLOs could either reflect what we are achieving, establish standards toward improvement, or envision new goals as yet unaddressed by our curriculum. 
That assessment was successfully conducted, using the EAS, and the assessors had an initial discussion about how to analyze and apply the findings.  A rubric was created in relation to the criteria of the SLOs (see attached).  However, since only a level of competency is expressed in the SLOs, only a middle score would be required to determine that student work demonstrates successful outcomes.  The work ahead is to consider how the criteria of excellence, not competency, maybe a guide toward SLOs that set higher standards.  In response to this process, one of our newest faculty members, Professor Hillary Miller, helped us make a modest entry into Option C, collecting a list of model criteria that will be extremely helpful in applying the findings to the creation of new SLOs.  I will discuss this further in my response to Question 3.
Also regarding Option B, two other assessment projects were not completed.  The first assessment was an attempt to compare work between our introductory Acting for the Camera course (TH345) and our Advanced Acting for the Camera course, currently an experimental topics course (TH396CAM).  This process has been slow moving for a number of reasons.  The first was the result of one of the instructor’s concern with the way a permanent record and lack of anonymity could negatively affect student performance.  The other instructor is sensitive to these concerns but feels the students understand the use of the footage and has made it available.  However, the next obstacle is that, although evaluation would be best conducted using the EAS, the use of video files, uploading and organizing, has proved challenging.  Figuring out how to collect the data and also identify singular students in videos in which two students appear is also an issue.  We still intend to proceed with the project, though we will likely need to make our proposal to turn the experimental course into a permanent course before the assessment can be completed.  It is, however, still worth pursuing, if only because ours is not the only department that wants to use video for assessment purposes and solving these issues will be necessary for future endeavors.

The last project, a look at lower and upper division voice course (TH143V and TH343V) relied on an assignment that was indirect assessment, the student’s own evaluation of what was learned during the semester, submitted in the form of a journal reflection assignment.  Since the assignment was subjective, the assessors felt no objective rubric could be created.  The data showed student interest but nothing that anyone felt would garner results we could address our needs and it was decided that the project simply would not yield new information.
3.     Preview of planned assessment activities for next year.  
The upcoming year includes the continuation of existing projects and the designation of new projects.  Regarding the former, our department has formed a Graduate Program Task Force who will be not only addressing Graduate Qualifying Exams but conceiving the future of the program, which will surely be a forum to connect the results of our Graduate Theses assessment and the resulting conclusions in support of SLO refinement and revision.  I hope the task force will find that the assessment process, and Professor Miller’s initial conclusions regarding SLOs, helpful to that important goal.

As mentioned, the Camera Course assessment will be important to the future execution of the two courses and for the precedent of improving video collection on the EAS.

Finally as our department has a new incoming Assessment Liaison in Professor Kari Hayter, she is aware of the extraordinary data collection conducted last year and I will be assisting her in keeping that “habit” going each semester, but also in transferring that data to her so that she may identify how to use the assignments collected to generate assessment projects that help us make desirable changes to our curriculum and the manner in which it is executed.
	WRITING RUBRIC 
	RESEARCH/BIBLIOGRAPHY

SLO 1
	THESIS

SLO 2
	WRITING COMPETENCY

SLO 2
	CRITICAL ANALYSIS

SLO 2
	EFFECTIVE CONCLUSION

SLO 2
	CONTEXT

SLO 3

	Excellent

A Range
	Exemplary Research/Bibliography

· Research and citations are from a broad and resourceful range of primary and secondary sources.

· Diverse sources of information are incorporated clearly and incisively.

· Compelling and relevant books, periodicals, production reviews, and online sources are reflected.

· Sources support a thorough and expansive research and writing process.


	Exemplary Thesis

· An extremely clear and concise research question that identifies a highly challenging an incisive issue(s).

· The research question is challenging with an attainable answer.


	Exemplary Writing Competency

· The writing is incisive, engaging, and uses an effective balance of the subjective and objective.

· Structure reflects logical thinking; paragraphs are well organized and use transition statements effectively.

· Grammar, format, and style conform consistently to the MLA Handbook guidelines.
	Exemplary Critical Analysis

· The writer makes articulate and thoughtful comparison and contrast of texts, images, and symbols.

· The writer makes incisive use of secondary sources to support his/her arguments.

· The writer makes a persuasive argument to draw conclusions.


	Exemplary Conclusion

· The writer arrives at a revelatory conclusion.

· The conclusion is impeccably supported by the critical analysis.

· The conclusion throroughly and thoughtfully answers the thesis presented at the start of the paper.
	Exemplary Contextualization

· The writer consistently employs relevant references to and theatre history, literature and criticism to illuminate the thesis and provide context. 
· The writer’s use of the above demonstrates broad knowledge of theatre, history, literature and criticism.


	Good

B Range
	Effective Research/Bibliography

· Research and citations are from primary and secondary sources.

· Diverse sources of information are used clearly.

· Books, periodicals, production reviews, and online sources are reflected.

· Sources support the research and writing process.


	Effective Thesis

· A clear and concise research question that identifies a relevant issue(s).

· The research question is reasonable with an attainable answer.


	Effective Writing Competency

· The writing is clear, coherent, and appropriately subjective or objective.

· Structure is mostly logical; transition statements and paragraph development and elaboration could be improved.

· Grammar, format, and style adequately conform to the MLA Handbook guidelines.
	Effective Critical Analysis

· The writer makes clear and logical comparison and contrast of texts, images, and symbols.

· The writer makes good use of secondary sources to support his/her arguments.

· The writer makes an effective argument to draw conclusions.

 
	Effective Conclusion

· The writer arrives at a logical conclusion.

· The conclusion is well-supported by the critical analysis.

· The conclusion satisfactorily answers the thesis presented at the start of the paper.
	Effective Contextualization

· The writer employs relevant references to and theatre history, literature and/or criticism to support the thesis and provide context. 
· The writer’s use of the above demonstrates adequate knowledge of theatre, history, literature and criticism.


	Minimal

C Range
	Limited Research/Bibliography

· Research and citations are from minimal primary or secondary sources.

· Minimal sources of information are used vaguely.

· Books, periodicals, production reviews, or online sources are minimal or not present.

· Sources minimally support the research and writing process.


	Limited Thesis

· A vague or verbose research question that identifies an obvious issue(s).

· The research question is too vague or broad to be adequately answered.


	Limited Writing Competency

· The writing is unclear, confusing, lacking personal investment and objectivity.

· Structure and organization needs work. Transitions, paragraph development, and supporting ideas all need to be expanded. 

· Grammar, format, and style inconsistently conform to the MLA Handbook guidelines.


	Limited Critical Analysis

· The writer makes vague or irrelevant comparison and contrast of texts, images, and symbols.

· The writer makes questionable use of secondary sources to support his/her arguments.

· The writer makes an ineffectual argument to draw conclusions.


	Limited Conclusion

· The writer arrives at a vague conclusion.

· The conclusion is insufficiently supported by the critical analysis.

· The conclusion vaguely or incompletely answers the thesis presented at the start of the paper.
	Limited Contextualization

· The writer employs some references to and theatre history, literature or criticism. 
· The writer’s use of the above demonstrates limited knowledge of theatre, history, literature and criticism.


	Unacceptable

D/F Range
	Unacceptable Research/Bibliography

· Research and citations, if any, are insufficient in number or sources.

· Sources of information, if any, are unclear or irrelevant.

· Books, periodicals, production reviews, or online sources are missing.

· Sources, if any, do not support the research and writing process.


	Unacceptable Thesis

· A poorly expressed research question, if any, that identifies an irrelevant issue(s), or no research question is evident.

· The research question, if any, is obtuse or not answerable. 


	Unacceptable Writing Competency

· The writing is unclear, confusing, and lacks both a subjective or objective point of view.

· Lacks logical ordering of ideas; paragraphs are poorly developed; lacks transition statements. 

· Grammar, format, and style do not conform to the MLA Handbook guidelines.
	Unacceptable Critical Analysis

· The writer makes unclear comparison and contrast of texts, images, and symbols, if any.

· The writer makes inadequate use of secondary sources to support his/her arguments, if any.

· The writer makes a weak argument to draw conclusions, if any.


	Limited Conclusion

· The writer arrives at an unclear, confusing conclusion, if any.

· The conclusion, if any,  is not supported by the critical analysis.

· The conclusion, if any, does not answer the thesis presented at the start of the paper.
	Unacceptable Contextualization

· The writer makes little to no effort toward providing context. 
· The writer’s use of the above demonstrates inadequate knowledge of theatre, history, literature and criticism.
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