
Academic Unit Outcomes Assessment Plan/Report form effective September 2011.  Available at www.nmu.edu/aqip.   1 

 

Northern Michigan University  

OUTCOMES ASSESSMENT REPORT – Communication & Perfor mance Studies 
When submitting one report for multiple programs, put common objectives at the beginning and indicate 
multiplicity or uniqueness. If programs have substantially different content, create separate documents. 
Create separate documents for different level programs, e.g. AS, BS, MS.  Use a filename that reflects 
your dept or program, e.g. BusinessBS-OA-Report2011.docx  or ComputerScience-OA-Report2011.docx 

Department or Program:  Communication Studies 
(COMM) 

Submitted by:  Jim Cantrill, Head 

Report for July 1, 2010 to June 30, 2011 Date submitted:  October 15, 2011 
Department Mission Statement: The Communication & Performance Studies (CAPS) mission statement matches the  department 
website mission statement as well as the one on file with Academic Affairs at 
http://webb.nmu.edu/aqip/SiteSections/NMUMission/Academic_Departments_Mission_Statements-April2011.pdf  
 
Goals for the Major:  Students majoring in Communication Studies (COMM) will graduate with the knowledge and skills of human 
communication needed to successfully manage a range of professional and private relationships.  In particular, we expect them to have or 
be able to acquire further specialized knowledge regarding communication principles and practices, critically examine the communication 
implications inherent in interpersonal, organizational, civic, and multicultural arenas, and use their understanding and skills in applied 
communication settings both as individuals and as members of teams. 
 
Note:  The current assessment plan for COMM does not measure some objectives (i.e., civic engagement and multiculturalism) related to 
the goals for the major.  Subsequent reports will include assessment data for these dimensions as measurements and rubrics become 
available and time allows for the faculty to work on those issues.  Also, based upon committee feedback in 2011, the use of student self 
assessments is now restricted to part of the analysis for Objective 1 only.  Otherwise, all evaluations are based upon faculty assessments 
of (a) senior presentations in the context of prior knowledge based upon in-class work and (b) tasks completed in the students’ capstone 
course (SP 480), both using the streamlined protocol forecast in last year’s report. 
 
Intended Objective #1  Means of Assessment for Objective #1  
In the capstone course, graduating COMM majors will 
demonstrate specialized knowledge of communication 
principles and practices relating to the following 10 areas:  
applying basic communication concepts to common situations, 
organizing and delivering ideas in various situations, 
discussing key theories of communication, supporting 
arguments in different ways, using perspective taking skills to 
understand others, understanding the relationship between 
perception and communication, effectively using both verbal 
and nonverbal forms of communication; employing critical 
thinking skills, managing interpersonal conflict; and 
appreciating the relationship between communication and 
various historical events. 

1a. All students provide summary self-assessments of students’ 
specialized knowledge (identified in the objective); since students’ 
summative evaluations of what is believed to be known often overlap and 
are dependent upon one another (i.e., different dimensions explored in 
different courses often get “mushed” together), the faculty reason that it 
is somewhat misleading to examine the meeting of this objective in a 
piecemeal fashion.  Consequently, students’ average self-assessments, 
though useful in the evaluation of pedagogy, may not be as informative 
regarding outcomes assessment per se.  To that end, all faculty also 
provide summary estimation of students based upon a 10 minute 
persuasive presentation applying communication concepts to a 
contemporary issue, as well as their subjective evaluation based upon 
contact in courses. 

1b. Two faculty assess students’ ability to actually apply communication 
concepts and principles in the analysis of articles in Time magazine, 
major journals in the discipline, and hypothetical scenarios using a 4-
point rubric (4 = very well, 3 = well, 2 = adequately, 1 = inadequately) 
covering 4 dimensions (i.e., how well do students apply communication 
concepts, research/analyze issues, support claims/critically think, and 
organize/deliver ideas).  Data is collected in the context of 12 tasks 
completed during a capstone course in the COMM major; since different 
tasks may index different evaluative dimensions, unweighted averages 
are used for reporting purposes.  Overall averages for the application of 
specialized knowledge will be presented. 
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Graduating students will average 3.0 or better on the standard 4 point 
rubric in each dimension associated with the specialized knowledge 
objective. 

Tasks (which are also used to independently assess Objectives 2-4) and 
rubric for 1a and 1b have been submitted to the Outcomes Assessment 
Committee and are on file for further inspection. 

Summary of Assessment Data Collected #1  Use of Results to Improve Department Program(s) #1  
Size of FY 2011 Cohort:  14 

1a. Cohort Self-Assessment Average for their own specialized 
knowledge:  3.2 (compared with 2.6 in FY 2010).  The highest 
averages were for applying basic communication concepts to 
common situations (3.6) and employing critical thinking skills 
(3.4); the lowest were regarding understanding the relationship 
between perception and communication (2.8) and appreciating 
the relationship between communication and various historical 
events (2.5).  The corresponding faculty assessment of the 
student’s understanding of communication concepts was 3.5. 

1b. Cohort Average from only Task Evaluators:  3.0 

 

The fact that outcome averages meet criterion levels in FY 2011 
suggests that our concerns over the relatively small sample size last year 
may have been correct.  Nonetheless, students still have a lower 
estimation of their own abilities than that of the faculty as a whole (though 
higher than from those who examine all of the written assignments) and 
seem sub-par regarding their knowledge of social cognition and historical 
influences on communication.  Faculty discussion suggests that this may 
be due to (a) student confusion as to what perception entails vis a vis 
concepts associated with human communication, (b) the one course that 
greatly stresses history, Rhetorical Theory, is typically viewed by 
students as a dry and largely irrelevant subject, and (c) faculty generally 
simplify processes of communication by focusing on more observable 
behaviors and contemporary examples since students are mostly 
ignorant of history in general.  Consequently, efforts will be made to 
infuse more social cognitive content into courses as well as use more 
historical examples in the course of instruction. 

Intended Objective #2 Means of Assessment for Objective #2 
Graduating COMM majors will demonstrate research and 
analytic skills relevant to communication. 

2a. All faculty provide summary assessments of students research and 
analytic skills based on final presentations and personal knowledge of 
students using the following rubric for each of the 10 specified areas:  4 = 
very well, 3 = well, 2 = adequately, 1 = inadequately, and 0 = not at all. 

2b. Two faculty assess students’ ability to use communication concepts 
and principles in the analysis of articles in Time magazine, major journals 
in the discipline, and hypothetical scenarios using a 4-point rubric (4 = 
very well, 3 = well, 2 = adequately, 1 = inadequately) covering 4 
dimensions (i.e., how well do students apply communication concepts, 
research/analyze issues, support claims/critically think, and 
organize/deliver ideas).  Data is collected in the context of 12 tasks 
completed during a capstone course in the COMM major; since different 
tasks may index different evaluative dimensions, unweighted averages 
are used for reporting purposes.  Overall averages for research and 
analytic skills will be presented. 

Graduating students will average 3.0 or better on the standard 4 point 
rubric in each dimension associated with the research and analytic skills 
objective. 

Summary of Assessment Data Collected #2 Use of Results to Improve Department Program(s) #2 

2a. Average Ratings for the Cohort from all faculty:  3.6 
(compared with 3.2 for FY 2010); n = 14. 

2b. Cohort Average from only Task Evaluators:  3.1; n = 14. 

These results suggest that, as expected given the role research and 
analysis plays in the major, COMM students are performing at or above 
our general expectations; they do well accessing studies and analyzing 
issues.  Consequently, few modifications are suggested though future 
trends will be taken into account. 

Intended Objective #3 Means of Assessment for Objective #3 
Graduating COMM majors will demonstrate critical thinking 3a. All faculty provide summary assessments of students critical thinking 
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abilities regarding communication involving personal, 
multicultural, and civic issues. 

abilities based on final presentations and personal knowledge of students 
using the following rubric for each of the 10 specified areas:  4 = very 
well, 3 = well, 2 = adequately, 1 = inadequately, and 0 = not at all. 

3b. Two faculty assess students’ ability to use communication concepts 
and principles in the analysis of articles in Time magazine, major journals 
in the discipline, and hypothetical scenarios using a 4-point rubric (4 = 
very well, 3 = well, 2 = adequately, 1 = inadequately) covering 4 
dimensions (i.e., how well do students apply communication concepts, 
research/analyze issues, support claims/critically think, and 
organize/deliver ideas).  Data is collected in the context of 12 tasks 
completed during a capstone course in the COMM major; since different 
tasks may index different evaluative dimensions, unweighted averages 
are used for reporting purposes.  Overall averages for critical thinking 
abilities will be presented. 

Graduating students will average 3.0 or better on the standard 4 point 
rubric in each dimension associated with the critical thinking abilities 
objective. 

Summary of Assessment Data Collected #3 Use of Results to Improve Department Program(s) #3 
3a. Average Ratings for the Cohort from all faculty:  3.2 
(compared with 2.6 for FY 2010); n = 14. 

3b. Cohort Average from only Task Evaluators:  2.9; n = 14. 

Although all faculty found that the cohort performed above the criterion 
threshold for critical thinking, the more detailed analysis of the two raters 
who independently inspected the 13 assignments students completed in 
the capstone course resulted in a less-than-satisfactory evaluation.  
Upon reflection, those two faculty agreed that one was far more critical 
than the other, especially insofar as students tackled each impromptu 
task at 8 a.m.  Still, since students are repeatedly exposed to tasks 
requiring reasoning and the support of arguments in the major, we expect 
that they would score higher.  Consequently, instructors (especially those 
who teach the required courses in argumentation and research methods) 
will make an effort to stress argumentative approaches that can be 
applied on-the-spot when students are asked to apply what they know to 
common problems. 

Intended Objective #4 Means of Assessment for Objective #4 
Graduating COMM majors will demonstrate oral and written 
proficiencies in using techniques of verbal and nonverbal 
communication. 

4a. All faculty provide summary assessments of students oral and written 
proficiencies based on final presentations and personal knowledge of 
students using the following rubric for each of the 10 specified areas:  4 = 
very well, 3 = well, 2 = adequately, 1 = inadequately, and 0 = not at all. 

4b. Two faculty assess students’ ability to use communication concepts 
and principles in the analysis of articles in Time magazine, major journals 
in the discipline, and hypothetical scenarios using a 4-point rubric (4 = 
very well, 3 = well, 2 = adequately, 1 = inadequately) covering 4 
dimensions (i.e., how well do students apply communication concepts, 
research/analyze issues, support claims/critically think, and 
organize/deliver ideas).  Data is collected in the context of 12 tasks 
completed during a capstone course in the COMM major; since different 
tasks may index different evaluative dimensions, unweighted averages 
are used for reporting purposes.  Overall averages for oral and written 
proficiencies will be presented. 

Graduating students will average 3.0 or better on the standard 4 point 
rubric in each dimension associated with the oral and written 
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proficiencies objective. 

Summary of Assessment Data Collected #4 Use of Results to Improve Department Program(s) #4 
4a. Average Ratings for the Cohort from all faculty:  3.5 
(compared with 3.2 for FY 2010); n = 14. 

4b. Cohort Average from only Task Evaluators: 3.1; n = 14. 

To the extent COMM majors are typically presented with composition and 
performance assignments (vs., say, merely objective exams) in their 
courses, and are held to relatively high standards in the execution 
thereof, faculty expect that they meet the criterion level of doing well in 
the final presentation and capstone course.  Such was the general 
pattern of findings we observed in 2011.  It is interesting, however, that 
the speaking and composition skills observed in the measurement of this 
objective were higher than those for critical reflection noted above.  The 
faculty speculate that, perhaps, deficiencies noted earlier may be less 
due to student fatigue (that, presumably, would also have influenced their 
communication skills) than may be previously thought.   

Intended Objective #5 Means of Assessment for Objective #5 

COMM majors will demonstrate abilities to work in task 
oriented teams as they apply knowledge and skills associated 
with verbal and nonverbal communication.  This is the same 
learning objective for 4 other CAPS majors (i.e., MPNT, PUBR, 
EJRN, and ESPR). 

Although COMM majors often work together in teams to accomplish 
course-specific tasks on campus, assessing this objective is a difficult 
task since those experiences rarely get beyond the sterile classroom 
environment.  However, faculty argue that, in the workplace environment, 
interns typically must work in concert with employees and such 
contributes (in both direct and indirect ways) to the evaluations site 
supervisors make at the end of an internship experience.  As such, the 
average of those overall rubric-based ratings (using a 7-point scale, 7 = 
highest) of interns’ preparation, performance, and organizational 
contributions may be taken as proxy measures of graduating students’ 
abilities to work in task oriented teams.  Since internships are (a) 
undertaken prior to or during a student’s last year in the program and (b) 
analysis should be based on sufficient sample sizes, all data is 
aggregated over a two-year period and will be reported every-other year 
(the next reporting period will be in FY 2014). 

Graduating students will average 5.5 or better on the standard 7-point 
rubric on each dimension associated with the abilities to work in task 
oriented teams objective. 

A copy of the Site Supervisor Final Internship Evaluation form has been 
placed on file with the Outcomes Assessment Committee for further 
review. 

Summary of Assessment Data Collected #5 Use of Results to Improve Department Program(s) #5 

Sample size for the FY 2011 cohort:  17 

Cohort Overall Average:  6.5 

Preparation Scale Average:  6.2 

Performance Scale Average:  6.6 

Contribution Scale Average:  6.7 

Recognizing that all COMM students are required to have an internship 
as part of their major, faculty discussion of the quantitative and qualitative 
ratings and comments produced by site supervisors suggest that no 
changes are warranted by this data.  Indeed, feedback suggests that 
COMM students are viewed by most site supervisors as “excellent team 
players.”   The results of this assessment clearly exceed criterion 
thresholds for performance. 

 


