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: David Nazarian College of Business and Economics
Department: Economics
Program: Economics
Assessment liaison: Glen Whitman, Economics Department Assessment Liaison
1. Please check off whichever is applicable:

A.  ___X___  Measured student work.

B.  ___X___  Analyzed results of measurement.

C.  ________  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.
2015-2016 Annual Program Assessment Report – ECONOMICS

Explanation.  The Economics Department has a two-year cycle for assessment and program review.  In academic years beginning with an odd number (such as this one, 2015-16), the Department assesses its six SLOs, and the Assessment Coordinator does a preliminary analysis of the results.  In academic years beginning with an even number (such as 2016-17), the Department considers the assessment results from the previous year as part of its program review process.   In keeping with this cycle, the Department assessed the following SLOs:

SLO #1:  Have strong communication skills.  

In ECON 412 (fall), communication skills were assessed using a term paper, in which students were “required either to analyze the historical evolution of a specific theory or policy perspective, or to describe the influence of a specific economist or school of thought on the work of subsequent economists.”  Of the 35 students assessed, the work of 20% was deemed “very good,” 63% “good enough” and 17% “not good enough.”  
In ECON 433 (spring), communication skills were assessed using a term paper (topic not reported).  Of the 33 students assessed, the work of 33% was deemed “very good,” 55% “good enough,” and 12% “not good enough.”  

The Economics Department sets a goal of at least 70% of students’ work being “very good” or “good enough.”  That goal is clearly being met, with 83% and 88% falling in those categories according to these instruments.  This result is consistent with the previous assessment cycle, when the comparable figures were 80% and 82%.  
SLO #2:  Have strong quantitative skills, including the ability to use and interpret economic statistics.

In ECON 409 (fall), quantitative skills were assessed using an econometrics research project due at the end of the semester.  Of the 41 students assessed, the work of 29% was deemed “very good,” 66% “good enough,” and 5% “not good enough.”  

In ECON 410 (spring), quantitative skills were assessed using a question on the midterm exam that required students to derive the first-order conditions of an economic optimization problem and draw testable hypotheses.  Of the 14 students assessed, the work of 14% was deemed “very good,” 29% “good enough,” and 57% “not good enough.”  
The Economics Department sets a goal of at least 70% of students’ work being “very good” or “good enough.”  That goal is ambiguously being met, with 95% falling in those categories according to one instrument, but only 43% according to the other instrument.  This marks a shift from our last assessment cycle, when the comparable figures were 91% and 70%.  Although the differing results might suggest a need for calibration, the Economics Department purposely does not require calibration across different instruments for the same SLO, because different courses can test different aspects of the same skill set – for instance, regression analysis in ECON 410 versus calculus-based optimization in ECON 410.  Also, ECON 410 had a particularly small sample size this year, making those results less reliable.  In addition, the instructor for ECON 410 noted that in previous semesters there had been mathematics majors in the class who helped the economics majors to learn the mathematics, whereas this semester that was not the case. 
SLO #3:  Be able to express key economic concepts both intuitively and more formally.

In ECON 412 (fall), this skill was assessed using a question on the final exam asking “asking how, according to Adam Smith, ‘profit’ and ‘interest’ are defined, and asking the student to identify the relationship between the profit rate and the interest rate in long-run equilibrium.  This question requires students to have a good intuitive understanding of Smith’s notion of the ‘natural rate of interest,’ and also to be able to analyze more formally the dynamics of adjustment that occur when the interest rate is not equal to the profit rate (which can be done either graphically, or analytically with reference to the inverse relationship between the price of bonds and the market interest rate).”  Of the 35 students assessed, the work of 17% was deemed “very good,” 49% “good enough,” and 34% “not good enough.” 

In ECON 410 (spring), this skill was assessed using a question on the final exam that required students to state the formal properties of game theoretic concepts and give an intuitive explanation of them.  Of the 14 students assessed, the work of 14% was deemed “very good,” 64% “good enough,” and 21% “not good enough.” 

The Economics Department sets a goal of at least 70% of students’ work being “very good” or “good enough.”  That goal is ambiguously being met, with 78% falling in those categories according to one instrument, but only 66% according to the other instrument.  This ambiguous result is consistent with the previous assessment cycle, where the comparable figures were 91% and 68%.  Although the differing results might suggest a need for calibration, the Economics Department purposely does not require calibration across different instruments for the same SLO, because different courses can test different aspects of the same skill set – for instance, different types of formal analysis.  
SLO #4:  Understand how a decentralized market economy organizes economic activity, as well as the factors that may impede that process.

In ECON 411 (fall), this skill was assessed using an antitrust case analysis involving business behavior.  Of the 23 students assessed, the work of 4% was deemed “very good,” 61% “good enough,” and 35% “not good enough.”  
In ECON 433 (spring), this skill was assessed using a question on the final exam requiring students to “to explain the attainment of the welfare condition for allocation efficiency both intuitively, in words, and more formally using a graph showing why allocation efficiency requires that P = MC.”  Of the 33 students assessed, the work of 18% was deemed “very good,” 52% “good enough,” and 30% “not good enough.”

The Economics Department sets a goal of at least 70% of students’ work being “very good” or “good enough.”  That goal is only being met marginally, with 65% and 70% falling in those categories according to these two instruments.  This marks a shift from our last assessment cycle, when the comparable figures were 85% and 77%.  
SLO #5:  Understand key macroeconomic variables and how fiscal and monetary policies affect them.

In ECON 401 (spring), this skill was assessed using a multiple-choice quiz.  The quiz had 20 questions on a variety of topics.  A student’s performance was counted as “very good” if they answered at least 16 questions correctly, “good enough” if they answered at least 12 (and fewer than 16) questions correctly, and “not good enough” if they answered fewer than 12 questions correctly.  Of the 32 students assessed, the performance of 13% was “very good,” 44% “good enough,” and 44% “not good enough.”  
The ECON 401 results were also broken down by topic.  
· On the 6 questions related to money and monetary policy, an average of 67% got each question right (with individual question results ranging from 22% to 88%).  
· On the 2 questions related to interest rates, an average of 47% got each question right (with individual question results of 44% and 50%).  
· On the 2 questions relating to fiscal policy, an average of 59% got each question right (with individual question results of 44% and 75%).  
· On the 6 questions related to macro measures of economic activity, an average of 64% got each question right (with individual question results ranging from 44% to 84%).  
· On the 4 questions relating to inflation and price level, an average of 52% got each question right (with individual question results ranging from 16% to 88%; two questions had very low results and two had much higher results).  

The Economics Department sets a goal of at least 70% of students’ work being “very good” or “good enough.”  That goal is not being met, with only 56% falling in those categories according to these two instruments.  These results support the consistent evidence from previous years that students’ macroeconomics skills are weak.  In previous years, it was possible to discount those results for a number of reasons (including the fact that data wasn’t reported on a student level, meaning we could not say what percentage of students fell in the VG, GE, and NGE categories).  But now we have reliable data at the level we need, and the results are still cause for concern.  

SLO #6:  Understand how institutions, government policy, and regulation affect economic growth and the relative wealth of economies.

In ECON 411 (fall), this skill was assessed using an antitrust case involving merger and acquisition.  Of the 23 students assessed, the work of 4% was deemed “very good,” 52% “not good enough,” and 44% “not good enough.”  
This SLO would normally also be assessed in ECON 405, but that course was not offered this year.  It also has not been offered for at least the last two years, which means we ought to consider assessing elsewhere.  

The Economics Department sets a goal of at least 70% of students’ work being “very good” or “good enough.”  That goal is not being met, with only 56% in those categories according to this instrument.  In the previous assessment cycle, the comparable figure was 70%, indicating the goal was marginally met.  
COMMITMENT TO DIVERSITY

None of the program’s SLOs is specifically related to the university’s commitment to diversity, except insofar as our instructors always seek to make sure their assignments and activities respect that commitment.
PREVIEW OF PLANNED ASSESSMENT ACTIVITY
In Fall 2016, the Department will enter the Program Review phase of its 2-year cycle.  Although the faculty will consider all SLOs, they will give special attention to SLO #5, which has been a persistent cause for concern, as well as SLO #3 and SLO #6, where recent results indicate the goals are being met either marginally or ambiguously.  The Department will also consider assessing SLO #6 in an additional course, given that one course that is supposed to assess this goal hasn’t been offered in recent years.  
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