#2. Executive Summary: Undergraduate Program Assessment: 

 Student Outcomes – Gen Ed
To be completed by Departments and submitted to the BlackBoard assessment site. 
	Department: Education Date: May 5, 2016

	Members involved with analysis  of artifacts: Dr. Bernard Tonjes, Assessment Lead, Dr. Kristen Nugent, Prof. Beth Pester.

	See Undergraduate Program Outcome Assessment Plan: Student Outcomes – Gen Eds for: a) Learning Outcome; b) Background; c) Question(s); d) Methodology

	Analysis of artifacts: 
1). PERFORMANCE CRITERIA* - How was data analyzed? (attach rubrics/scoring tools if used). 
Data was analyzed in exactly the same manner as in prior semesters (201520-201620). Student responses were evaluated on the basis of percent correct.  Questions were divided into three major categories: Experience (questions 1-5), Program Info (questions 8-21) and Content (Questions 22-25.  Additional questions (6,7, 26-29) were used to generate information about student planning and comments about the program.


	Summary of RESULTS*: 
1). Restate the assessment question(s) (from the Assessment plan): 
Is there a statistically significant relationship between student scores on an assessment of key concepts presented in ED101 and their decision to leave or remain in the education program
2). Summarize the assessment results. A narrative summary is required. Charts, tables or graphs are encouraged but optional. 
Examination of the scores shows that results remain comparable from one semester to the next as they have in prior data sets.  Considering the sizes of the classes in the second semester of each year, a change in a single answer can cause changes of approximately 3% in either direction.  

Scores regarding the benefit of the Shadowing Day Field Experience look artificially low due to the fact that there were only three questions in the set and a single “no” response would drop the student below the 90% threshold.  In addition, comments solicited from students indicate that the Shadowing Day Field Experience is an extremely valuable component of the class, even if it does not attain all course content goals.  Program Information and Course Content scores demonstrate that the vast majority of students in the class are attaining designated goals for the class.  

The correlations examined estimated the relatedness between the total score on the exam with the student plans to continue in education, the score on program information and the student’s plans to continue in education, and whether or not the experiences and content of Ed 101 had a role in the decision.  None of these correlations is statistically significant.
Student Scores Summary 


          Field Exp


 
                      Program Info




          201520
201610
201620
 
201520
201610
201620

average
 4.24
            4.48
            4.28
 
            13.68
           13.64
             13.78

Range  
0-5
             3-5
             3-5
 
             11-14
10-14
             10-14

n
            34
              69
              33
 
               34
              69
                 33

Pct of participants with scores of 90% or better
 





        38.2%
           43.5%
            57.6%
 
  94.1%
 97.1%
   87.9%


          Content


 
                          Total




          201520
201610
201620
 
     201520
  201610
201620

average
2.88
            2.85
            2.94
 
                 94.10%
  86.20%
86.40%

Range   
2-3
              2-3
             2-3
 
               77-100
  73-100
68-100

n
            34
              69
              33
 
                   34
     69
             33

Pct of participants with scores of 90% or better
 





       91.2%
          95.7%
          84.8%
 
                85.3%
91.3%
            87.9%

Correlations Tested

Correlations
          201520
201610
201620

Total/ Q26
          -0.062
           -0.163
                 0

PI/Q26
           -0.275   
-0.07
                 0

Total/Q27
          -0.339
           0.019
             -0.057

 None of the correlations derived have statistical significance.

3). INTERPRETATION* - Discuss how the results answer the assessment question(s). 
The average overall score consistently at 85% or higher clearly indicates that students complete EDUC 101 with substantial accurate information about the teaching profession and Concordia’s potential role in helping the student develop into a professional educator.  While correlations linking program persistence with test scores do not show a statistical relationship, student comments also collected in the assessment indicate that the class is a strong positive influence for many students either in helping them make a decision to teach or not, or in confirming the decision that they have already made before the start of the class
4).  Observations made that were not directly related to the question(s). (i.e. interrater reliability of the scoring tool was low)   


	Sharing of Results: 
When were results shared? Date: January and May assessment meetings.
How were the results shared? (i.e. met as a department)  The information was discussed at January and May meetings.  It has also been discussed among ED101 instructors and the assessment lead.   
Who were results shared with? (List names):  B.Tonjes, R. Bork, A. Geidel, S. Opfer. K. Nugent, A. Oliver, J. Uffelman, V. Anderson, B. Pester


	Discussion of Results –Summarize your conclusions including: 

1. ACTION*- How will what the department learned from the assessment impact the teaching process/course/program etc. in your department starting the next academic year? 

     The information gained in this project gives direct evidence that ED101 is doing what we expect it to do.  We do not believe that the data point to any needed changes.  We will keep doing what we have been doing.
2. IMPACT*- What is the anticipated impact of the ACTION* on student achievement of the learning outcome in the next academic year? 

     Operating under the basic assumption that the changes in our student body’s collective attitudes and advance knowledge are incremental, continuing the current course with incremental adjustments will mean that professors need to use their judgment in adjusting topics and pedagogy to meet the needs of the students, as they have done in the past.  This is an impact that will not be noticed by the students in the course and is part of the routine for professors teaching the class.
3. BUDGET IMPLICATIONS – Indicate budget requirements necessary for the successful implementation of the ACTION* (i.e. an additional staff person, new equipment, additional sections of a course).       There are no budget implications.


	If action is taken – it is recommended that the same learning outcome and assessment plan be used for a second assessment cycle.


	What assessment questions related to the learning outcome would the program like to investigate in the future? We have discussed the possibility of seeing if general course outcomes are related to overall academic performance, or in performance in other general education courses.  

	

	Submitted by: B.Tonjes, Ph.D.                                Reviewed by the Assessment Committee (date): 6/24/16

	Department Chair notified/additional action needed: na      
BUDGET IMPLICATIONS – Assessment Committee Chair notified appropriate Dean: na
Approved & Posted to Assessment site: NE  6/24/16


