Student Assessment – Economics

Undergraduate Program, 2005

Goals
Goal 1:   Students should  be familiar with the terminology and institutions that are important in understanding modern macroeconomic issues.

Goal 2:  Students should be able to apply standard macroeconomic theory in order to better understand solutions to major economic problems faced by developed economies.

Goal 3:   Students should be familiar with the terminology and institutions in order to better understand the behavior of households and firms in a modern economy.
Goal 4:  Students should be able to apply standard microeconomic theory in order to better understand the behavior of household and firms in a developed economic system.

Outcome Measures
Outcome measure for goals 1 and 2: 
 A general macroeconomics exam was administered late in the Spring semester of 2005 to 19 economics majors who were enrolled in ECN 301, Intermediate Macroeconomic Theory.  The exam was originally constructed three years ago by the undergraduate committee in the Economics Department.  The exam has been modified during the past two years.  Most of the changes were editorial in nature.
The questions were categorized into 10 sub areas of macroeconomics so that we could determine in which areas of macroeconomics our program is achieving goals 1 and 2.  After two years of testing, reviewing the results and editing the exam questions we believe that an average score of 66% on all parts of the exam is a demanding, but still reasonable, standard for meeting goals 1 and 2. 

The exam contains multiple choice questions in the following sub areas of macroeconomics.

a. Terminology and institutions

b. Measuring inflation, the labor force and unemployment

c. Nominal values and real values

d. Investment and consumption spending

e. Determination of GDP, the price level and the interest rate

f. Money, the money supply and the Federal Reserve System

g. Money creation process

h. Theory of money, interest and inflation

i. Fiscal and monetary policy

j. International

Outcome measure for goals 3 and 4: 

A general microeconomics exam was administered late in the Spring semester of 2005 to 14 economics majors who were enrolled in ECN 302, Intermediate Microeconomic Theory. The microeconomics exam is generally more difficult than the macro exam. 

The microeconomics exam contains multiple choice questions in the following areas.

a. Terminology and institutions

b. Supply and demand

c. Consumer behavior

d. Production and cost theory

e. Perfectly competitive industries

f. Monopoly

g. Oligopoly and cartels
h. Employment and factor pricing
 After two years of testing, reviewing the results and editing the exam questions we believe that an average score of 60% on all parts of the exam is a demanding, but yet reasonable, standard for meeting goals 3 and 4. The level of difficulty is clearly higher on the microeconomics exam than on the macroeconomics exam. The 60% standard on the micro portion is probably a higher standard than the 66% standard on the macro exam.
Outcome measure for goals 1-4:

Individual interviews of 14 senior economics majors were conducted by Prof. Bell during Spring semester, 2005. Students were asked about their views on how useful the economics major field program requirements had been in terms of preparing them for their future career or education goals.  Students were also asked to give their opinions on how useful the college and university requirements were in preparing them for their job and/or educational goals. 
Findings, Goals 1 and 2, Results from the Macroeconomics Test
The average number of questions answered correctly was 73.2%.  There were only two categories (“a” and “d”) where student performance failed to meet the 66% standard.  One area, “a”, is not a serious concern since it contained only two questions and one of the questions focused on a narrowly defined issue. In the other category, “d” (Investment and consumption spending) students performance fell just short of the goal.
Complete results for the Macroeconomics assessment test are shown below.





Percentage of questions





Category
answered correctly




a

50%




b

67%




c

68%




d

63%




e

88%




f

70%




g

82%




h

68%




i

84%



j

100%
Findings, Goals 3 and 4, Results from the Microeconomics Test
Overall students correctly answered 56% of the questions.  The 60% goal was achieved in four categories, a, b, e (58%) and g.  As was the case in the first two years, the lowest score was in area “c”, the theory of consumer behavior.  While the score is still too low, 40%, it represents a marked improvement from last year’s score, 18%. After last year’s results became known, the department discussed the problem and agreed that we had to do better on this important area of microeconomics. Instructors in the Intermediate Micro course decided to narrow our focus on issues related to the theory of consumer behavior and to devote more lecture time to the topic.
The overall score on the exam did not change from last year (56.2% this year compared to 57% last year).  Some of the questions have undergone editorial change since last year, but the substance is virtually unchanged.  In addition, some of the questions that were in category “a” last year have been placed in the other categories this year.  As a result last year’s category-by-category results are not directly comparable to this year’s in all categories.
Complete results for the Microeconomics assessment test are shown below.





Percentage of questions





Category
answered correctly




a

69%




b

72%




c

40%




d

48%




e

58%




f

46%




g

80%




h

55%

While we succeeded in substantially improving the success rate in the theory of consumer behavior, there were a couple other significant changes.  First student performance on the theory of supply and demand improved from 53% correct last year to 72% this year and the percentage of questions answered correctly on the theory perfect competition improved from 49% to 58%.  The sharpest decline from last year was students’ performance on the theory of production and cost. The percentage of questions answered correctly fell from 72% to 53%.  The improvement on oligopoly scores from 31% to 80% is of minimal importance since the topic is not a major part of our theory sequence and there was only one question on the area on this year’s exam.
In order to meet our goals of a 60% success rate in all microeconomics areas, the department needs to improve the overall performance of our students. We obviously cannot achieve a success rate of 60% on each part of the microeconomics exam unless the overall rate of correct answers is at least 60%.  This issue has been discussed by the department faculty.  We have already taken one step in addressing this issue by proposing that the major field mathematics requirement of our majors be raised from the university requirement to Math 151-156 or Math 181-182.  Our proposal has been sent to the CLASS curriculum committee for consideration. Further changes in our major field requirements have become an important item on the department’s agenda.  
Findings, Goals 1-4, Results from the Senior Majors Interviews
Fourteen senior economics majors were individually interviewed for about 15 minutes by Prof. Bell during the last three weeks of Spring semester, 2005.  A copy of the interview form which was used is attached. Students were told that their individual responses would not be made public.  A tabulation of the results is given below.

Question



Summary of Responses

What are your plans after graduation?
Enter job market: 9

Graduate school: 6 (MA in Econ, law school and MBA)
Other: 0 



What additional academic preparation
More math and statistics: 4

would have improved your preparation
More applications/project courses: 2

for your job or graduate school plans?
Internship option: 2







More electives: 1







No suggestions: 5

How useful is IST 203?


Good idea: 12
Marginal: 2

Recommended changes for major field
Offer more electives:  2

Requirements in Economics?


Require economic history course: 1







Require 18, not 19,  hours of electives: 1






Require a course in finance: 1







None: 9

Recommended changes in university

Eliminate human diversity requirement: 4 
  
   and/or college requirements?


Remove  non-western culture requirement: 3
MLR 465 in B-school is a scheduling                         “nightmare”: 2







Reduce science requirements: 2

Courses other than economics

Finance 377 & 379: 1

that were most useful or interesting?

Urban (Krumholtz class): 1







Latin courses: 1







Intro to univ. life: 1







Intro to psychology: 1







Mayan hieroglyphics: 1







Calculus: 2






IST 203: 2






Finance 351: 3






Intro to marketing: 1







Managerial accounting: 1







Marketing (advertising): 1

Comments on overall CSU


Too many socialist professors who politicize

experience? 





courses

(Answers are “rough quotes”)                        MLR 465 is huge scheduling problem: 3






U-pass is bad idea







U-pass is good deal







Campus 411 is good









Would like ESL courses that are designed

 




for particular student problems





Liked CSU the longer was here





Career services is excellent

Students knew projectors in Main







Classroom would be stolen - obvious

poor security
Problems with availability of required 

classes

Parking congestion – price should be raised

It was great

Plans for Improvement

The proposed change in our major field mathematics requirement is a significant change in our program.  The change was initiated at the end of Spring semester.  It is the assessment committee’s view that we should not recommend any more changes at the present time. 
The addition of IST 203 as a requirement grew out of the assessment process.  It has been a good idea.  Our senior students all seem to have a good command of the computer skills taught in IST 203.  We also believe that strengthening our mathematics requirement will lead to a noticeable improvement in our students’ performance.  

An internship program is something that the department will consider in the next year.  It has been consistently mentioned by students in the assessments and it is also frequently suggested by students during our regular advising sessions.

Our students have complained that we offer too few electives, but the solution to that problem is complicated since it raises questions about new positions in the department.
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