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	Unit/Program Name
	Mass Communication and Theatre (MCAT)

	Office of Primary Responsibility
	Department of Mass Communication and Theatre

	Assessment Coordinator
	Laura Hester and Jennifer Sansfacon 

	Submission Date of this Report
	May 15, 2015


I. Unit/Program Goal: To communicate effectively in person
	Strategic Goal Supported
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Indicator of Success/ Student Learning Outcome
AND
Summary of Data
	Indicator/

Learning Outcome
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013
	2013-2014
	2014-2015

	
	1.
	Percent of students  who "meet" or "exceed" standard in Mass Communication and Theatre (MCAT) Senior Portfolio, sample 1 subscore (To communicate effectively in person).
	64%

(9 of 14)

	49%

(17 of 35)

	67%

(20 of 30)

	82% 

(31 of 38)

	59%
(20 of 34)

	
	2.
	Percent of internship and practicum students who rate 4 or 5, "commendable" or "exceptional," in EYE Program Employer Evaluations of Student Performance, communication-related subscores B2-B5 (Communicates ideas and concepts clearly in writing; Demonstrates effective verbal communicaiton skills; Listens effectively in an active and attentive manner; and Effectively participates in meetings or group settings).
	100%

(9 of 9)

	69%

(33 of 48)

	80%

(20 of 25)

	81%

(34 of 42)

	81%
(43 of 53)

	
	3.
	Student theatrical performances receive positive feedback and recognition from outside adjudicators.
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Dis-continued

	
	4.
	Student speech and theatre competitors receive positive feedback and recognition from outside adjudicators. 
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	
	5.
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	
	6.
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Assessment Instrument(s) and Frequency of Assessment
	Instrument
	Frequency

	
	1.
	MCAT Senior Portfolio, sample 1 subscore (To communicate effectively in person). 
	Every fall and spring (MC emphasis), annual (theatre emphasis) beginning Spring 2011.

	
	2.
	EYE Program Employer Evaluations of Student Performance, communications-related subscores B2-B5.
	Every semester in practicum and internship classes (MEDA 290, MEDA 490, THTR 490).

	
	3.
	Feedback from Kennedy Center American College Theatre Association (KC/ACTF) adjudicators. 
	Annually through 2013-2014

	
	4.
	Feedback and awards from the South Carolina College Speech and Theatre Association (SCSTA) Competition. 
	Annually

	
	5.
	     
	     

	
	6.
	     
	     

	Expected Outcome
	Met

(3)
	Partially Met

(2)
	Not Met

(1)

	
	1.
	80% or more of students are rated as "meet" or "exceed" standard in subscore 1 of portfolio rubric. 
	Between 70 and 80% of students are rated as "meet" or "exceed" standard in subscore 1 of portfolio rubric. 
	Less than 70% of students are rated as "meet" or "exceed" standard in subscore 1 of portfolio rubric. 

	
	2.
	80% or more of students are rated as "commendable" or "exceptional" in EYE Program Employer Evaluations of Student Performance, subscores B2-B5. 
	Between 70 and 80% of students are rated as "commendable" or "exceptional" in EYE Program Employer Evaluations of Student Performance, subscores B2-B5.      
	Less than 70% of students are rated as "commendable" or "exceptional" in EYE Program Employer Evaluations of Student Performance, subscores B2-B5. 

	
	3.
	Entries in Kennedy Center American College Theatre Association (KC/ACTF) competition receive awards and/or substantially positive feedback from adjudicators. 
	Entries in Kennedy Center American College Theatre Association (KC/ACTF) competition receive neutral or mixed feedback from adjudicators.
	Entries in Kennedy Center American College Theatre Association (KC/ACTF) competition receive no awards and/or substantially negative feedback from adjudicators.

	
	4.
	Entries in the South Carolina College Speech and Theatre Association (SCSTA) Competition receive awards and/or substantially positive feedback from adjudicators. 
	Entries in the South Carolina College Speech and Theatre Association (SCSTA) Competition receive neutral or mixed feedback from adjudicators.
	Entries in the South Carolina College Speech and Theatre Association (SCSTA) Competition receive no awards and/or substantially negative feedback from adjudicators.

	
	5.
	     
	     
	     

	
	6.
	     
	     
	     

	Review of Results and Actions Taken
	1.
	Portfolio was implemented in Spring 2011 (see Summary) as an internal review. Portfolios are produced by students in senior capstone classes and are reviewed by all full-time MCAT faculty using portfolio rubric. 

2010-2011: Portfolio was implemented in Spring semester of 2011. Based on one semester's data, the expected outcome was not met for the average score on sample 1 subscore of the MCAT Senior Portfolio. 64% of students scored a 3 "at standard" or 4 "exceeds standard" on a 4-point scale. No action was taken at this time except to examine ways to improve the portfolio process.
2011-2012: Fall semester's portfolio scores were much lower than expected with only 22% (4 of 18) receiving a 3 "at standard" or 4 "exceeds standard" on a 4-point scale. We believed the low scores were due in part to students not understanding expectations for the portfolio so we made adjustments to clarify our rubric and created a portfolio model to guide students in portfolio preparation. We post this, along with a sample of a successful student portfolio, on Blackboard. Scores for spring showed an increase in this category to 76% (13 of 17) receiving a 3 "at standard" or 4 "exceeds standard". Overall, the goal was not met with 49% (17 of 35) scoring 3 "at standard" or 4 "exceeds standard" on a 4-point scale.
2012-2013: Although scores in sample 1 subscore of the MCAT Senior Portfolio improved from last year, overall the goal was not met with 67% (20 of 30) scoring 3 "at standard" or 4 "exceeds standard" on a 4-point scale. We will continue to clarify our expectations for the portfolio, especially in this section. As part of this, we review the guide and rubric with all students in our capstone classes. (See Summary.) 
2013-2014: Scores in sample 1 subscore of the MCAT Senior Portfolio improved and the goal was met with 82% (31 of 38) scoring 3 "at standard" or 4 "exceeds standard" on a 4-point scale. 
2014-2015: Scores in sample 1 subscore of the MCAT Senior Portfolio were lower than usual this year and this goal was not met, with 59% (20 of 34) scoring 3 "at standard" or 4 "exceeds standard" on a 4-point scale. 



	
	2.
	Employer evaluations, external review by site supervisors of practicums and internships. Evaluations are done using EYE rubric developed for university-wide experiential learning program.

2010-2011: Employer evaluations for Fall 2010-Summer 2011 showed that 100% (9 of 9) students were rated as 4 or 5, "commendable" or "exceptional" in EYE Program Employer Evaluations of Student Performance, communications-related subscores B2-B5. Only students in upper level THTR 490 and MEDA 490 classes were evaluated with the EYE evaluation for 2010-2011. The expected outcome was met. The faculty is pleased with this result and will include this evaluation for all levels of internship and practicum students in the future.
2011-2012: Employer evaluations showed that 69% (33 of 48) students were rated as 4 or 5 "commendable" or "exceptional" in EYE Program Employer Evaluations of Student Performance, communications-related subscores B2-B5. The expected outcome was not met. It should be noted that among upper level THTR 490 and MEDA 490 students, 100% of students (12 of 12) were rated 4 or 5 "commendable" or "exceptional".
2012-2013: Employer evaluations showed that 80% (20 of 25) students were rated as 4 or 5 "commendable" or "exceptional" in EYE Program Employer Evaluations of Student Performance, communications-related subscores B2-B5. The expected outcome was met. 
2013-2014: Employer evaluations showed that 81% (34 of 42) students were rated as 4 or 5 "commendable" or "exceptional" in EYE Program Employer Evaluations of Student Performance, communications-related subscores B2-B5. The expected outcome was met.
2014-2015: Employer evaluations showed that 81% (43 of 53) students were rated as 4 or 5 "commendable" or "exceptional" in EYE Program Employer Evaluations of Student Performance, communications-related subscores B2-B5. The expected outcome was met.
 


	
	3.
	External review by adjudicators who are representatives of the Kennedy Center American College Theatre Festival (KC/ACTF). Adjudicators are professors from Region 4, which represents states including Florida, Georgia and South Carolina. The adjudicators watch the production and immediately give feedback about the successes and failures of the production. Their responses are qualitative rather than quantitative, based on their knowledge and work in the field. This type of adjudication is a common and highly regarded practice for theatre programs. The majority of universities and colleges in Region 4 participate in this process to get feedback about their theatre productions.

The faculty is pleased with the adjudicators' responses to student performances. At the end of the adjudicator's response, he/she chooses one student who was the best at embodying their character to participate in at the regional festival in an acting competition. In addition, the faculty also chooses one actor for the same reasons. Each show that has been ajudicated has nominated the maximum number of students allowed to compete in the festival. 
In 2012-2013 Snoopy was adjudicated, and again the respondent had many positive things to say. Two students were nominated to compete at the region festival for a national scholarship competition, the Irene Ryan Scholarship. 
2013-2014: Fall productions of Fuddy Meers and Animal Farm were adjudicated by a representative from KC/ACTF. The respondents were positive in their response. They spoke of the success of the productions as well as the students' work on the shows. We are pleased with their outside insight. 

2014-2015: We no longer participate with KC/ACTF due to the expense. We also felt like the need for external review for theatre emphasis students was met by Instrument 4.
 


	
	4.
	External review through the South Carolina Speech and Theatre Association (SCSTA) annual state-wide festival competition. Students attend and compete in various categories of their choice, including design, acting and oratory speaking. At the festival, there are more than 10 schools represented, each being able to enter up to six students in most categories. This means some categories, such as Musical Theatre Solo, with have as many as 50+ competitors. Students compete in preliminary rounds to receive scores that hopefully will get them into the final round, which includes only the top four in an event. The top three competitors in each event receive an award. Making it into the final round is very prestigious and difficult. Our students have won many events, or have received points ratings that have them very close to competing in the final rounds. Although the feedback received from this competition is mainly qualitative we believe it is valuable because it gives us external feedback on the successes and failures of our speech and theatre students and on how we compete against students in similar programs within institutions in South Carolina. 
In 2007-2009, we had the winners in the following categories: prose, poetry, after dinner speaking, and triathalon. In 2009-2010, there was a snowstorm and prevented many of our students from being able to go to the event. One student went, and he won the triathalon award (top honor). In 2010-2011, we had winners in the following categories: impromptu speaking, impromptu interpretation, poetry, prose, after dinner speaking, and triathalon. 
In 2011-2012, we had winners in the following categories: poetry, prose, impromptu speaking. We are pleased with the continuing success of our students and continue to encourage them to participate in this event. 
In 2012-2013, we had six students compete, most of whom were double-or triple-entered into events. One student received a first-place trophy for his scenic design. Many of our students missed finals and placing by only a few points. There were at least 10 other schools in attendance. 
In 2013-2014, four students competed in a number of events at the statewide South Carolina Speech and Theatre Association competition. We had two students in who made finals in their events. One of those students went on to win first place in the Theatrical Design category. 
In 2014-2015, seven MCAT students competed in events at the statewide South Carolina Speech and Theatre Association competition. All seven students made the final rounds in their areas. Four students won awards in the following areas: 1st place in Theatrical Design in Makeup, 1st Place in Poetry, 2nd place in Poetry, 2nd place in Prose, 3rd place in Duet Musical Theatre, 3rd place in Theatrical Design for Costume, and 3rd place in Duet Musical Theatre.


	
	5.
	     

	
	6.
	     

	
	Sum
	     

	Outcomes
	Indicator of Success Evaluation
	Indicator of Success Score

	
	1.
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	
	2.
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	
	3.
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	
	4.
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	
	5.
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	
	6.
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Additional Resources Required to Achieve or Sustain Results
	$0.00
Explanation


II. Unit/Program Goal: To communicate effectively through multiple media
	Strategic Goal Supported
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Indicator of Success/ Student Learning Outcome
AND
Summary of Data
	Indicator/

Learning Outcome
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-20132
	2013-2014
	2014-2015

	
	1.
	Percent of students who "meet" or "exceed" standard in MCAT Senior Portfolio, sample 2 subscore (To communicate effectively through multiple media). 
	71%

(10 of 14)

	60%

(21 of 35)

	80%

(24 of 30)

	81%

(29 of 36)

	91%
(31 of 34)

	
	2.
	Percent of students in internships and practicums (radio, television, newspaper, PR and theatre) who rate 4 or 5, "commendable" or "exceptional," in EYE Program Employer Evaluations of Student Performance, overall rating. 
	100%

(9 of 9)


	81%

(39 of 48)


	88%

(22 of 25)


	90%

(38 of 42)


	91% 
(48 of 53) 

	
	3.
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	
	4.
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	
	5.
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	
	6.
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Assessment Instrument(s) and Frequency of Assessment
	Instrument
	Frequency

	
	1.
	MCAT Senior Portfolio, sample 2 subscore (To communicate effectively through multiple media).  
	Every fall and spring (MC emphasis), annual (theatre emphasis.)

	
	2.
	EYE Program Employer Evaluations of Student Performance, overall rating.  
	Every fall and spring in practicum and internship classes (MEDA 290, MEDA 490, THTR 490).

	
	3.
	     
	     

	
	4.
	     
	     

	
	5.
	     
	     

	
	6.
	     
	     

	Expected Outcome
	Met

(3)
	Partially Met

(2)
	Not Met

(1)

	
	1.
	80% or more of students are rated as "meet" or "exceed" standard in subscore 2 of portfolio rubric.
	Between 70 and 80% of students are rated as "meet" or "exceed" standard in subscore 2 of portfolio rubric. 
	Less than 70% of students are rated as "meet" or "exceed" standard in subscore 2 of portfolio rubric. 

	
	2.
	80% or more of students are rated as "commendable" or "exceptional" in EYE Program Employer Evaluations of Student Performance, overall rating.
	Between 70 and 80% of students are rated as "commendable" or "exceptional" in EYE Program Employer Evaluations of Student Performance, overall rating.
	Less than 70% of students are rated as "commendable" or "exceptional" in EYE Program Employer Evaluations of Student Performance, overall rating.

	
	3.
	     
	     
	     

	
	4.
	     
	     
	     

	
	5.
	     
	     
	     

	
	6.
	     
	     
	     

	Review of Results and Actions Taken
	1.
	Portfolio was implemented in Spring 2011 (see Summary) as an internal review. Portfolios are produced by students in senior capstone classes and are reviewed by all full-time MCAT faculty using portfolio rubric. 

2010-2011: Portfolio was implemented in Spring semester 2011. Based on one semester's data, the expected outcome was partially met for the average score on subscore 2 of the MCAT Senior Portfolio. 71% of students scored a 3 "at standard" or 4 "exceeds standard" on a 4-point scale. No actions were taken at this time.
2011-2012: Fall semester's portfolio scores were much lower than expected with only 33% (6 of 18) receiving a 3 "commendable" or 4 "exceptional" on a 4-point scale in this category. We believed the low scores were due in part to students not understanding expectations for the portfolio so we made adjustments to clarify our rubric and created a portfolio model to guide students in portfolio preparations (see Summary). Scores for spring showed an increase in this category to 88% (15 of 17) receiving a 3 "at standard" or 4 "exceeds standard". Overall, the goal was not met with 60% (21 of 35) scoring 3 "at standard" or 4 "exceeds standard" on a 4-point scale.
2012-2013: Scores in subscore 2 of the MCAT Senior Portfolio improved from last year and the goal was met with 80% (24 of 30) scoring 3 "at standard" or 4 "exceeds standard" on a 4-point scale. We will continue to clarify our expectations for the portfolio. (See Summary.) 
2013-2014: Scores in subscore 2 of the MCAT Senior Portfolio improved from last year and the goal was met with 81% (29 of 36) scoring 3 "at standard" or 4 "exceeds standard" on a 4-point scale. Note: We were unable to open 2 samples in order to review them.
2014-2015: Scores in subscore 2 of the MCAT Senior Portfolio improved from last year and the goal was met with 91% (31 of 34) scoring 3 "at standard" or 4 "exceeds standard" on a 4-point scale. 


	
	2.
	Employer evaluations, external review by site supervisors of practicums and internships. Evaluations are done using EYE rubric developed for university-wide experiential learning program. 

2010-2011: Employer evaluations for Fall 2010-Summer 2011 showed that 100% (9 of 9) students were rated as 4 or 5, "commendable" or "exceptional" in EYE Program Employer Evaluations of Student Performance, overall rating. Only students in upper level THTR 490 and MEDA 490 classes were evaluated with the EYE evaluation for 2010-2011. The expected outcome was met. The faculty is pleased with this result and will include this evaluation for all levels of internship and practicum students in the future.  
2011-2012: Employer evaluations showed that 81% (39 of 48) students were rated as 4 or 5 "commendable" or "exceptional" in EYE Program Employer Evaluations of Student Performance, overall rating.The expected outcome was met. It should be noted that among upper level THTR 490 and MEDA 490 students, 100% of students (12 of 12) were rated 4 or 5 "commendable" or "exceptional".
2012-2013: Employer evaluations showed that 88% (22 of 25) students were rated as 4 or 5 "commendable" or "exceptional" in EYE Program Employer Evaluations of Student Performance, overall rating. The expected outcome was met. 

2013-2014: Employer evaluations showed that 90% (38 of 42) students were rated as 4 or 5 "commendable" or "exceptional" in EYE Program Employer Evaluations of Student Performance, overall rating. The expected outcome was met.
2014-2015: Employer evaluations showed that 91% (48 of 53) students were rated as 4 or 5 "commendable" or "exceptional" in EYE Program Employer Evaluations of Student Performance, overall rating. The expected outcome was met.


	
	3.
	     

	
	4.
	     

	
	5.
	     

	
	6.
	     

	
	Sum
	     

	Outcomes
	Indicator of Success Evaluation
	Indicator of Success Score

	
	1.
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	
	2.
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	
	3.
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	
	4.
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	
	5.
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	
	6.
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Additional Resources Required to Achieve or Sustain Results
	$0.00
Explanation


III. Unit/Program Goal: To analyze and critically evaluate messages produced in multiple media
	Strategic Goal Supported
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Indicator of Success/ Student Learning Outcome
AND
Summary of Data
	Indicator/

Learning Outcome
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013
	2013-2014
	2014-2015

	
	1.
	Percent of students who "meet" or "exceed" standard in MCAT Senior Portfolio, sample 3 subscore (To analyze and critically evaluate messages produced in multiple media).
	50%

(7 of 14)

	54%

(19 of 35)

	80%

(24 of 30)

	89%

(33 of 37)

	74%
(25 of 34)

	
	2.
	Percent of students who "meet" or "exceed" standard in the MCOM 499 Capstone Research Paper, based on established rubric.
	N/A
	81%

(26 of 32)

	93%

(26 of 28)

	86%

(31 of 36)

	83%
(24 of 29)

	
	3.
	Percent of students who "meet" or "exceed" standard on critiques of scene work in capstone class THTR 499, based on established rubric.
	N/A
	88%

(7 of8)

	100%

(2 of 2)

	100%

(6 of 6)

	100%
6 of 6

	
	4.
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	
	5.
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	
	6.
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Assessment Instrument(s) and Frequency of Assessment
	Instrument
	Frequency

	
	1.
	MCAT Senior Portfolio, sample 3 subscore (To analyze and critically evaluate messages produced in multiple media).
	Every fall and spring (MC emphasis), annual (theatre emphasis)

	
	2.
	MCOM 499 Capstone Research Paper Scoring Rubric.
	Every fall and spring in MCOM 499 capstone class, beginning Fall 2011.

	
	3.
	THTR 499 Capstone Scene Work Analysis.
	Annual in THTR 499 capstone class.

	
	4.
	     
	     

	
	5.
	     
	     

	
	6.
	     
	     

	Expected Outcome
	Met

(3)
	Partially Met

(2)
	Not Met

(1)

	
	1.
	80% or more of students are rated as "meet" or "exceed" standard in subscore 3 of portfolio rubric.
	Between 70 and 80% of students are rated as "meet" or "exceed" standard in subscore 3 of portfolio rubric. 
	Less than 70% of students are rated as "meet" or "exceed" standard in subscore 3 of portfolio rubric. 

	
	2.
	80% or more of students are rated as "meet" or "exceed" standard in scoring rubric.
	Between 70 and 80% of students are rated as "meet" or "exceed" standard in scoring rubric.
	Less than 70% of students are rated as "meet" or "exceed" standard in scoring rubric.

	
	3.
	80% or more of students are rated as "meet" or "exceed" standard in scoring rubric.
	Between 70 and 80% of students are rated as "meet" or "exceed" standard in scoring rubric.
	Less than 70% of students are rated as "meet" or "exceed" standard in scoring rubric.

	
	4.
	     
	     
	     

	
	5.
	     
	     
	     

	
	6.
	     
	     
	     

	Review of Results and Actions Taken
	1.
	Portfolio was implemented in Spring 2011 (see Summary) as an internal review. Portfolios are produced by students in senior capstone classes and are reviewed by all full-time MCAT faculty using portfolio rubric.

2010-2011: Portfolio was implemented in Spring semester 2011. Based on one semester's data, the expected outcome was not met for the average score on subscore 3 of the MCAT Senior Portfolio. 50% of students scored a 3 "at standard" or 4 "exceeds standard" on a 4-point scale. No actions were taken at this time.
2011-2012: Fall semester's portfolio scores were much lower than expected with only 28% (5 of 18) receiving a 3 "at standard" or 4 "exceeds standard" on a 4-point scale in this category. We believed the low scores were due in part to students not understanding expectations for the portfolio so we made adjustments to clarify our rubric and created a portfolio model to guide students in portfolio preparations. Scores for spring showed an increase in this category to 82% (14 of 17) receiving a 3 "at standard" or 4 "exceeds standard". Overall, the goal was not met with 54% (19 of 35) scoring 3 "at standard" or 4 "exceeds standard" on a 4-point scale.
2012-2013: Scores in subscore 3 of the MCAT Senior Portfolio improved from last year and the goal was met with 80% (24 of 30) scoring 3 "at standard" or 4 "exceeds standard" on a 4-point scale. We will continue to clarify our expectations for the portfolio (See Summary).
2013-2014: Scores in subscore 3 of the MCAT Senior Portfolio improved from last year and the goal was met with 89% (33 of 37) scoring 3 "at standard" or 4 "exceeds standard" on a 4-point scale. Note: We were unable to open one sample for review.
2014-2015: Scores in subscore 3 of the MCAT Senior Portfolio were lower than last year with 74% (25 of 34) scoring 3 "at standard" or 4 "exceeds standard" on a 4-point scale. The goal was partially met. 




	
	2.
	2011-2012: This Mass Communication capstone class assignment was used for the first time this year. 81% of students (26 of 32) received a B or higher using the MCOM 499 Capstone Research Paper Scoring Rubric. The expected outcome was met. In order to ensure continued success and improvement we adjusted the syllabus to allow time for a research presentation with a librarian and individual progress reports with the professor. 
2012-2013: During fall and spring semesters 93% (26 of 28) of students received a B or higher using the MCOM 499 Capstone Research Scoring Rubric. The expected outcome was met.
2013-2014: During fall and spring semesters 86% (31 of 36) received a B or higher using the MCOM 499 Capstone Research Scoring Rubric. The expected outcome was met. 

2014-2015: During fall and spring semesters 83% (24 of 29) received a B or higher using the MCOM 499 Capstone Research Scoring Rubric. The expected outcome was met.


	
	3.
	2011-2012: This Theatre capstone class assignment was used for the first time this year. 88% (7 of 8) of students enrolled in the class received an A or B on two assignments relating to analyzing and evaluating a scene from a script. Based on these assignments, the expected outcome was met. 
2012-2013: 100% (2 of 2) of students enrolled in the Theatre capstone class received an A or B on two assignments relating to analyzing and evaluating a scene from a script. The expected outcome was met.
2013-2014: 100% (6 of 6) of students enrolled in the Theatre capstone class received an A or B on two assignments related to analyzing and evaluating a scene from a script. The expected outcome was met.  
2014-2015: 100% (6 of 6) of students enrolled in the Theatre capstone class received an A or B on two assignments related to analyzing and evaluating a scene from a script. The expected outcome was met.  


	
	4.
	     

	
	5.
	     

	
	6.
	     

	
	Sum
	     

	Outcomes
	Indicator of Success Evaluation
	Indicator of Success Score

	
	1.
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	
	2.
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	
	3.
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	
	4.
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	
	5.
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	
	6.
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Additional Resources Required to Achieve or Sustain Results
	$0.00
Explanation


IV. Unit/Program Goal: To identify and discuss historical, ethical and legal issues related to the student's chosen emphasis area
	Strategic Goal Supported
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Indicator of Success/ Student Learning Outcome
AND
Summary of Data
	Indicator/

Learning Outcome
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013
	2013-2014
	2014-2015

	
	1.
	Percent of students "meet" or "exceeded" standard in MCAT Senior Portfolio, sample 4 subscore (To identify and discuss historical, ethical and legal issues related to the student's chosen emphasis area).
	57%

(8 of 14)

	66%

(23 of 35)

	73%

(22 of 30)

	86%

(33 of 38)

	74%
(25 of 34)

	
	2.
	Percent of students who "meet" or "exceed" standard in MCOM 499 Capstone Research Paper, based on established rubric.
	N/A
	81%

(26 of 32)

	93%

(26 of 28)

	86%
(31 of 36)
	83% 
(24 of 29)

	
	3.
	THTR 499 students demonstrate ability to research legal rights for production of One-Act Plays. Students are required to find scripts that are royalty-free or have a royalty fitting within a certain budget. Once they have found the script, they contact the publisher and/or playwright to obtain confirmation that the play can be produced as part of the capstone experience. 
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	
	4.
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	
	5.
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	
	6.
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Assessment Instrument(s) and Frequency of Assessment
	Instrument
	Frequency

	
	1.
	MCAT Senior Portfolio, subscore 4. 
	Every fall and spring (MC emphasis), annual (theatre emphasis)

	
	2.
	MCOM 499 Capstone Research Paper Scoring Rubric.
	Every fall and spring in MCOM 499 capstone class, beginning Fall 2011.

	
	3.
	Confirmation from publisher or playwright that plays are royalty free or that royalties have been paid in order for plays to be performed as part of the capstone experience. 
	Every fall in THTR 499.

	
	4.
	     
	     

	
	5.
	     
	     

	
	6.
	     
	     

	Expected Outcome
	Met

(3)
	Partially Met

(2)
	Not Met

(1)

	
	1.
	80% or more of students are rated as "meet" or "exceed" standard in subscore 4 of portfolio rubric.
	Between 70 and 80% of students are rated as "meet" or "exceed" standard in subscore 4 of portfolio rubric. 
	Less than 70% of students are rated as "meet" or "exceed" standard in subscore 4 of portfolio rubric. 

	
	2.
	80% or more of students are rated as "meet" or "exceed" standard in scoring rubric.
	Between 70 and 80% of students are rated as "meet" or "exceed" standard in scoring rubric. 
	Less than 70% of students are rated as "meet" or "exceed" standard in scoring rubric.

	
	3.
	Students conduct necessary research to ensure legal rights for production of One-Act Plays. = Yes.
	N/A
	Students fail to conduct necessary research to ensure legal rights for production of One-Act Plays  = No

	
	4.
	     
	     
	     

	
	5.
	     
	     
	     

	
	6.
	     
	     
	     

	Review of Results and Actions Taken
	1.
	Portfolio was implemented in Spring 2011 (see Summary) as an internal review. Portfolios are produced by students in senior capstone classes and are reviewed by all full-time MCAT faculty using portfolio rubric.

2010-2011: Portfolio was implemented in Spring semester 2011. Based on one semester's data, the expected outcome was not met for the average score on subscore 4 of the MCAT Senior Portfolio. 57% (8 of 14) of students scored a 3 "at standard" or 4 "exceeds standard" on a 4-point scale. 

2011-2012: Fall semester's portfolio scores were much lower than expected with only 44% (8 of 18) receiving a 3 "at standard" or 4 "exceeds standard on a 4-point scale in this category. We believed the low scores were due in part to students not understanding expectations for the portfolio so we made adjustments to clarify our rubric and created a portfolio model to guide students in portfolio preparations. Scores for spring showed an increase in this category to 88% (15 of 17) receiving a 3 "at standard" or 4 "exceeds standard". Overall, the goal was not met with 66% (23 of 35) scoring 3 "at standard" or 4 "exceeds standard" on a 4-point scale.
2012-2013: Scores in subscore 4 of the MCAT Senior Portfolio improved from last year and the goal was partially met with 73% (20 of 30) scoring 3 "at standard" or 4 "exceeds standard" on a 4-point scale. We will continue to clarify our expectations for the portfolio.
2013-2014: Scores in subscore 4 of the MCAT Senior Portfolio improved from last year and the goal was met with 86% (33 of 38) scoring 3 "at standard" or 4 "exceeds standard" on a 4-point scale.
2014-2015: Scores in subscore 4 of the MCAT Senior Portfolio were lower than last year with 74% (25 of 34) scoring 3 "at standard" or 4 "exceeds standard" on a 4-point scale. The goal was partially met.  


	
	2.
	2011-2012: This Mass Communication capstone class assignment was used for the first time this year. 81% of students (26 of 32) received a B or higher using the MCOM 499 Capstone Research Paper Scoring Rubric. The expected outcome was met.
2012-2013: During fall and spring semesters 93% of students (26 of 28) received a B or higher using the MCOM 499 Capstone Research Scoring Rubric. The expected outcome was met. (See Summary.)
2013-2014: During fall and spring semesters 86% of students (31 out of 36) received a B or higher using the MCOM 499 Capstone Research Scoring Rubric. The expected outcome was met. 

2014-2015: During fall and spring semesters 83% of students (24 out of 29) received a B or higher using the MCOM 499 Capstone Research Scoring Rubric. The expected outcome was met. 


	
	3.
	Senior students are expected to choose a play and research all aspects of it for production in the spring semester. One of the responsibilities of the (student) director is to research royalties and rights for their chosen play before it will be produced. Legally, the theatre wishing to produce a play must pay royalties to the playwright, often represented by an agency. Once students have secured permission to produce the play, royalties must be paid based on the student's directions. After the royalties are paid, further information must be included on items used for advertising. If any of these steps are missing, the play cannot be produced as it is illegal to perform a play without written consent from the playwright/agent. 

2007-2011: The expected outcome was met. All students in THTR 499 successfully demonstrated the ability to research legal rights for production of One-Act Plays. 
2011-2012: The expected outcome was met. All students in THTR 499 successfully demonstrated the ability to research legal rights for production of One-Act Plays.
2012-2013:The expected outcome was met. All students in THTR 499 successfully demonstrated the ability to research legal rights for production of One-Act Plays. 
2013-2014: The expected outcome was met. All students in THTR 499 successfully demonstrated the ability to research legal rights for a production of One-Act Plays. 
2014-2015: The expected outcome was met. All students in THTR 499 successfully demonstrated the ability to research legal rights for a production of One-Act Plays.   


	
	4.
	     

	
	5.
	     

	
	6.
	     

	
	Sum
	    

	Outcomes
	Indicator of Success Evaluation
	Indicator of Success Score

	
	1.
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	
	2.
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	
	3.
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	
	4.
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	
	5.
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	
	6.
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Additional Resources Required to Achieve or Sustain Results
	$0.00
Explanation


V. Unit/Program Goal: To demonstrate potential to work as a professional in the chosen emphasis area.
	Strategic Goal Supported
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Indicator of Success/ Student Learning Outcome
AND
Summary of Data
	Indicator/

Learning Outcome
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013
	2013-2014
	2014-2015

	
	1.
	Percent of students who "meet" or "exceed" standard in MCAT Senior Portfolio, sample 5 subscore (To demonstrate potential to work as a professional in the chosen emphasis area). 
	64%

(9 of 14)

	63%

(22 of 35)

	80%

(24 of 30)

	97%

(37 of 38)

	68%
(23 of 34)

	
	2.
	Percent of internship and practicum students who rate 4 or 5, "commendable" or "exceptional," in EYE Program Employer Evaluations of Student Performance, overall rating (includes problem solving/inquiry, communication, collaboration, professionalism and industry-specific skills).
	100%

(9 of 9)

	81%

(39 of 48)

	88%

(22 of 25)

	90%

(38 of 42)

	91%
(48 of 53)

	
	3.
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	
	4.
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	
	5.
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	
	6.
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Assessment Instrument(s) and Frequency of Assessment
	Instrument
	Frequency

	
	1.
	MCAT Senior Portfolio, subscore 5. 
	Every fall and spring (MC emphasis), annual (theatre emphasis).

	
	2.
	EYE Program Employer Evaluations of Student Performance, overall rating.
	Every semester in practicum and internship classes (MEDA 290, MEDA 490, THTR 490).

	
	3.
	     
	     

	
	4.
	     
	     

	
	5.
	     
	     

	
	6.
	     
	     

	Expected Outcome
	Met

(3)
	Partially Met

(2)
	Not Met

(1)

	
	1.
	80% or more of students are rated as "meet" or "exceed" standard in subscore 5 of portfolio rubric.
	Between 70 and 80% of students are rated as "meet" or "exceed" standard in subscore 5 of portfolio rubric. 
	Less than 70% of students are rated as "meet" or "exceed" standard in subscore 5 of portfolio rubric. 

	
	2.
	80% or more of students are rated as "meet" or "exceed" in feedbacks from intern supervisers.
	Between 70 and 80% of students are rated as "meet" or "exceed" in feedbacks from intern supervisers.
	Less than 70% of students are rated as "meet" or "exceed" in feedbacks from intern supervisers.

	
	3.
	     
	     
	     

	
	4.
	     
	     
	     

	
	5.
	     
	     
	     

	
	6.
	     
	     
	     

	Review of Results and Actions Taken
	1.
	Portfolio was implemented in Spring 2011 (see Summary) as an internal review. Portfolios are produced by students in senior capstone classes and are reviewed by all full-time MCAT faculty using portfolio rubric. 

2010-2011: Portfolio was implemented in Spring semester 2011. Based on one semester's data, the expected outcome was not met for the average score on subscore 5 of the MCAT Senior Portfolio. 64% of students scored a 3 "at standard" or 4 "exceeds standard" on a 4-point scale. 
2011-2012: Fall semester's portfolio scores were much lower than expected with only 44% (8 of 18) receiving a 3 "at standard" or 4 "exceeds standard" on a 4-point scale in this category. We believed the low scores were due in part to students not understanding expectations for the portfolio so we made adjustments to our rubric and created a portfolio model to guide students in portfolio preparations. Scores for spring showed an increase in this category to 82% (14 of 17) receiving a 3 "at standard" or 4 "exceeds standard". Overall, the goal was not met with 63% (22 of 35) scoring 3 "at standard" or 4 "exceeds standard" on a 4-point scale.
2012-2013: Scores in subscore 5 of the MCAT Senior Portfolio improved from last year and the goal was met with 80% (24 of 30) scoring 3 "at standard" or 4 "exceeds standard" on a 4-point scale. We will continue to clarify our expectations for the portfolio. (See Summary.)
2013-2014: Scores in subscore 5 of the MCAT Senior Portfolio improved from last year and the goal was met with 97% (37 of 38) scoring 3 "at standard" or 4 "exceeds standard" on a 4-point scale.
2014-2015: Scores in subscore 5 of the MCAT Senior Portfolio were lower than previous years with 68% (23 of 34) scoring 3 "at standard" or 4 "exceeds standard" on a 4-point scale. The goal was not met. 
  


	
	2.
	Employer evaluations, external review by site supervisors of practicums and internships. Evaluations are done using EYE rubric developed for university-wide experiential learning program.

2010-2011: Employer evaluations for Fall 2010-Summer 2011 showed that 100% (9 of 9) students were rated as 4 or 5, "commendable" or "exceptional" in EYE Program Employer Evaluations of Student Performance, overall rating. Only students in upper level THTR 490 and MEDA 490 classes were evaluated with the EYE evaluation for 2010-2011. The expected outcome was met. The faculty is pleased with this result and will include this evaluation for all levels of internship and practicum students in the future.  

2011-2012: Employer evaluations showed that 81% (39 of 48) students were rated as 4 or 5 "commendable" or "exceptional" in EYE Program Employer Evaluations of Student Performance, overall rating.The expected outcome was met. It should be noted that among upper level THTR 490 and MEDA 490 students, 100% of students (12 of 12) were rated 4 or 5 "commendable" or "exceptional".

2012-2013: Employer evaluations showed that 88% (22 of 25) students were rated as 4 or 5 "commendable" or "exceptional" in EYE Program Employer Evaluations of Student Performance, overall rating.The expected outcome was met.
2013-2014: Employer evaluations showed that 90% (38 of 42) students were rated as 4 or 5 "commendable" or "exceptional" in EYE Program Employer Evaluations of Student Performance, overall rating.The expected outcome was met.
2014-2015: Employer evaluations showed that 91% (48 of 53) students were rated as 4 or 5 "commendable" or "exceptional" in EYE Program Employer Evaluations of Student Performance, overall rating.The expected outcome was met.


	
	3.
	     

	
	4.
	     

	
	5.
	     

	
	6.
	     

	
	Sum
	     

	Outcomes
	Indicator of Success Evaluation
	Indicator of Success Score

	
	1.
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	
	2.
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	
	3.
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	
	4.
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	
	5.
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	
	6.
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Additional Resources Required to Achieve or Sustain Results
	$0.00
Explanation


VI. Unit/Program Goal: To comply with program productivity standards as defined by the South Carolina Commission on Higher Education.
	Strategic Goal Supported
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Indicator of Success/ Student Learning Outcome
AND
Summary of Data
	Indicator/

Learning Outcome
	2010-2014 Rolling Average
	2006-2010 Rolling Average
	2007-2011 Rolling Average
	2008-2012 Rolling Average
	2009-2013 Rolling Average

	
	1.
	Mass Communication/Theatre Degrees Conferred Five-year Rolling Average
	32.6
	25.8
	26.4
	28.8
	30.8

	
	2.
	Mass Communication/TheatreMajor Major Enrollment Five-year Rolling Average
	162.8
	116.8
	131.0
	144.6
	156.4

	
	3.
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	
	4.
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	
	5.
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	
	6.
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Assessment Instrument(s) and Frequency of Assessment
	Instrument
	Frequency

	
	1.
	South Carolina Commission on Higher Education Management Information System (CHEMIS) and the Commission's Academic Degree Program Inventory (Lander University Fact Book).
	Annually

	
	2.
	South Carolina Commission on Higher Education Management Information System (CHEMIS) and the Commission's Academic Degree Program Inventory (Lander University Fact Book).
	Annually

	
	3.
	     
	     

	
	4.
	     
	     

	
	5.
	     
	     

	
	6.
	     
	     

	Expected Outcome
	Met

(3)
	Partially Met

(2)
	Not Met

(1)

	
	1.
	Degrees Awarded (Baccalaureate): greater than or equal to 5
	N/A
	Degrees Awarded (Baccalaureate): less than 5

	
	2.
	Major Enrollment (Baccalaureate) greater than or equal to 12.5
	N/A
	Major Enrollment (Baccalaureate): less than 12.5

	
	3.
	     
	     
	     

	
	4.
	     
	     
	     

	
	5.
	     
	     
	     

	
	6.
	     
	     
	     

	Review of Results and Actions Taken
	1.
	     

	
	2.
	     

	
	3.
	     

	
	4.
	     

	
	5.
	     

	
	6.
	     

	
	Sum
	     

	Outcomes
	Indicator of Success Evaluation
	Indicator of Success Score

	
	1.
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	
	2.
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	
	3.
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	
	4.
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	
	5.
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	
	6.
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Additional Resources Required to Achieve or Sustain Results
	$0.00
Explanation


VII. Unit/Program Summary
	Unit/Program Goal
	Strategic Goal Supported
	Unit/Program Goal Outcome
	Additional Resources Required to Achieve or Sustain Results

	
	
	Score
	Evaluation
Met: 3.00 – 2.01

Partially Met: 2.00 – 1.01

Not Met: 1.00 – 0.01

Not Evaluated: 0.00
	

	1. To communicate effectively in person0 

0
 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	2.33
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	$0.00

	2. To communicate effectively through multiple media
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	3.00
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	$0.00

	3. To analyze and critically evaluate messages produced in different media
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	2.67
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	$0.00

	4. To identify and discuss historical, ethical and legal issues related to the student's chosen emphasis area
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	2.67
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	$0.00

	5. To demonstrate potential to work as a professional in the chosen emphasis area.
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	2.00
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	$0.00

	6. To comply with program productivity standards as defined by the South Carolina Commission on Higher Education.
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	3.00
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	$0.00

	UNIT/PROGRAM TOTALS
	2.61
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	$0.00

	Unit/Program Summary: The Mass Communication and Theatre (MCAT) major has a healthy enrollment and a high level of practical student involvement. Students majoring in MCAT choose from one of two emphases: Mass Communication or Theatre. Our program’s learning goals were written to reflect the common goals of the two emphases, and in putting our assessment plan into place we looked both at how the overall major meets these goals and how the individual emphases meet the goals. We also felt it was important to include both internal and external evaluations.


In 2011, the department decided to focus our assessment efforts on the following areas:

(1) Creating a Senior Portfolio as a key assessment tool. Internal evaluation by all full-time MCAT faculty.
(2) Collecting and using information from external sources including theatre adjudicators, competitions, and EYE Program Employer Surveys used for internships and practicums (a requirement for all majors).
(3) Pulling existing scores from key assignments in our capstone classes to indicate success of goals III (To analyze and critically evaluate messages produced in multiple media) and IV (To identify and discuss historical, ethical and legal issues related to the student's chosen emphasis area).  

(1) In Spring 2011, we made the Senior Portfolio, an electronic portfolio managed in our Mass Communication and Theatre capstone courses, a department requirement for graduation. The portfolio consists of items that demonstrate students' achievement of the department goals (1. To communicated effectively in person, 2. To communicate effectively through multiple media, 3. To analyze and critically evaluate messages produced in multiple media, 4. To identify and discuss historical, ethical and legal issues related to the student's chosen emphasis area, and 5. To demonstrate potential to work as a professional in the chosen emphasis area.) Students are required to submit at least one example of their work under each goal and samples from freshman and senior years. Students include a Reflection Statement with each sample that discuss why they believe the item demonstrates an understanding and achievement of the department goal. Work must come from classes within the major core or emphasis area. Portfolios are reviewed by all full-time MCAT faculty based on a common rubric. The rubric uses a 4-point scale to rate each items: 1 "unacceptable," 2 "emerging competence," 3 "at standard," and 4 "exceeds standard."
The portfolio was implemented in Spring 2011 and for the first few semesters we looked at the data as more of a baseline than an indicator of success or failure. We have made no substantial program changes based on data at this time but have tried to refine the process. The faculty in capstone classes where the portfolio projects are administrated noted problems with students not understanding the purpose or process of the portfolio, and with students not keeping samples from classes taken in previous semesters. Faculty believed that low scores in 2010-2011 and 2011-2012 were due in part to these reasons. We made adjustments to clarify our rubric and created a portfolio model to guide students in portfolio preparation. We post this along with a sample of a successful student portfolio on Blackboard. All faculty in our department are asked to post a statement in their syllabi explaining the portfolio and encouraging students to retain copies of their work. Portfolio scores improved for all categories in 2012-2013. We were pleased by the improved outcomes in 2012-2013. Portfolio scores continued to improve in 2013-2014 but fell in most categories in 2014-2015. In two categories (Goal 1 "To communicate effectively in person" and Goal 5 "To demonstrate potential to work as a professional in the chosen emphasis area") the drop was dramatic and resulted in these goals not being met. Goal 1 fell from 82% in 2013-2014 to 59% in 2014-2015 and Goal 5 fell from 97% in 2013-2014 to 68% in 2014-2015. Although we are uncertain about what caused this drop, several reviewers noted that low scores were due to grammar errors and the fact that Reflection Statements in the Portfolios were not full developed. It should also be noted that the faculty member for the Mass Communication Capstone course indicated witnessing a high level of student frustration with the portfolio platform (Wordpress) this year due to overdue upgrades in the classroom computers. 
(2) Evaluation by external sources. We believe that adjudication and competition are valuable to our theatre program and have sought feedback on an annual basis from the Kennedy Center American College Theatre Association (KC/ACTF) adjudicators and from the South Carolina College Speech and Theatre Association (SCSTA). KC/ACTF adjudicators are professors from Region 4, which represents states including Florida, Georgia and South Carolina. The adjudicators watch the production  and immediately respond with their professional opinion about the successes and failures of the production. These responses are subjective opinions of the adjudicators, based on their knowledge and work in the field. Adjudicator responses have been consistently positive: 2008-2009, 2009-2010, 2011-2012 and 2012-2013. The evaluation process used by KC/ACTF adjudicators is not quantified and no changes were suggested. The theatre program has also received consistently positive feedback and awards from SCSTA, an annual state-wide festival. As noted, our students received positive feedback and awards for every year since 2008.  In 2014-2015, because of the cost associated with KC/ACTF, the theatre faculty chose to discontinue these adjudications and to continue to use SCSTA as an external evaluation, as well as Employer Evaluations of theatre internships. 

All MCAT students are required to participate in a practicum or internship and the department began using the university's EYE (Experience Your Education) Program Employer Evaluations of Student Performance as an external evaluation of our students for internship students (upper level THTR 490 and MEDA 490 classes) in 2010-2011 and for all internships and practicums beginning in 2011-2012. We are pleased that employer evaluations are consistently high. 
(3) Key assigments from capstone classes are used to evaluate students' success in meeting goal 3 (To analyze and critically evaluate messages produced in multiple media and goal 4 (To identify and discuss historical, ethical and legal issues related to the student's chosen emphasis area). The outcomes were met for assignments in both THTR 499 and MCOM 499, however, in order to improve student results on the MCOM 499 Capstone Research Paper from 2011-2012 to 2012-2013, the class was revised to allow addional time for a review of research skills with Lander librarians and individual consultations with the faculty member. Scores improved further in 2012-2013. They remained high in 2013-2014 (met) and in 2014-2015 (met). 
We believe these tools form a strong basis for the assessment of our major and will continue to adjust them and to add new measures as needed. While we were pleased by improved outcomes in 2012-2013 and 2013-2014, we realize that these were the first years of collection of much of this data and that results are not a true indicator of success or failure. We have made no substantial program changes based on data at this time but have made numerous small improvements as a result of formal and informal feedback: addition of the portfolio (2010-2011), improvement of the portfolio process and rubic, addition of EYE program evaluations for internships (2010-2011) and for practicums (2011-2012), and changes to capstone courses to improve research components. 
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