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Other — The expert offered other valuable researched-based information to the home

school.

e He advised: “design your own assessment practices around what it is you are
trying to do”.

Part 3: Using Best Practices in Assessment, Common Themes from Interviewed
Institutions

The researcher conducted 11 interviews with representatives from undergraduate
business departments with entrepreneurial components. The researcher chose three large
or influential universities, two snowball samples, five peer schools, and one scholar to
interview. The researcher asked each representative the same questions (see Appendix
B). Although the researcher used a script, some conversations contained more
information than others. To analyze the responses, the researcher combined all responses
(Categories I, 11, 111, and the home department) when addressing the best practice. The
researcher addressed each question, its implications, and its recommendations for the
home department. Finally, the researcher provided a composite of responses to the

interview questions, their implication and their recommendations for the home school.

Finding 3.1: Goals or purposes were identified.

All interviewed institutions set goals. The goals were slightly different among the
institutions; however, there were a number of repeated goals. Goals were broad in
nature, but were supported by specific student-learning outcomes (Suskie, 2004). The

interviewed institutions’ goals are listed in the following table:
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Comparison of goals identified by more than one institution or expert recommendation

Category |
and Category Il
Snowball Peer Home
Samples Institutions Expert Institution***
n=5 n=5 n=1 n=1
Communication Skills
Written 5=100% 4=80% 1=100% 1=100%
Oral 5=100% 4=80% 1=100%
Quantitative or analytical 5=100% 4=80% 1=100% 1=100%
Ethical . 5=100% 3=60% 1=100%
Decision making
Le"’jgg;ht'gt leading 5=100% 2=40%  1=100%
Integrative thinking 2=40% 2=40%
Decision-making ability 1=20% 0 1=100%
Team building ability 2=40% 1=100%
Technical skills 1=100% 1=100%
Deal_ing_ with unce_rtgi_nty, 2=40% 1=100%
ambiguity, or flexibility
Foster Entrepreneurship 1=100%

throughout the campus

Note. The home department listed the goal of preparing students for further studies,
entry-level jobs or business ownership. No other institution shared this goal.

The interviewed institutions valued basic skills: communication, analytical skills,

ethical skills, and leadership. The goals emphasized skills often associated with general

education rather than entrepreneurship. The department learning goals reported by peer

institutions seemed much more generic; Category | departments also included goals

specific to entrepreneurship. It is worth noting that the peer institutions contained

business departments with entrepreneurial components or centers and larger institutions

represented entire entrepreneurial majors/programs. Regardless the size of the institution,

common goals were expressed.



67

Recommendations for home department regarding goal setting

Based on interviewed institutions’ responses, the home department is in line with
its goal setting. Almost every goal the home department identified (see Appendix D) is

contained in other programs with the exception of leadership.

The second exception is the home department’s goal of preparing students for
further studies, entry-level jobs, or business ownership. The goal is assumed by faculty
and students, and is not a learning goal. The researcher recommends the elimination of
this goal because influential institutions, snowball sample institutions, peer institutions,

and the scholar did not identify the goal.

The home department may want to consider adding the goals of building
integrative thinking, and decision-making abilities. If the home department does not add
these as broad goals, the researcher recommends that they be incorporated into other

listed goals.

Finding 3.2: Measurements identified.

The various measurements used in large and small institutions are listed in table

44.



Table 4.4

Comparison of measurements used

68

Category |
and Category Il
Snowball Peer Home
Samples Institutions Expert Institution***
n=5 n=5 n=1 n=1
Rubrics 4=80% 5=100% 1=100% 1=100%
Coqrse embedded grades for tests, 5-100% 5-100% 1=100% 1= 100%
projects, exams
Survey 2=40% 1=20% 1=100%
Student self-assessment 1=20%
Competitions 3=60% 1=100%
External reviewers 2=40% 1=20% 1=100%
Faculty a}nd external reviewer 1=20% 1=100%
observations
Standardized/national tests 3=60%
Capstone course 3=60% 1=100%

Implications

All interviewees’ departments used multiple measurements to evaluate their goals.

It is interesting to note that only the peer institutions use standardized tests. Consistent

with Kuh and Tkenberry’s study (2009), the researcher noted that competitive institutions

use fewer standardized tests and that the more competitive institutions (in this study the

large/influential institutions) use locally developed measurements. The home department

is inconsistent with the peer group in that it uses locally developed measurements

exclusively. If the home department were consistent with their peer schools in using

standardized tests, benchmarks may be used for comparisons between schools and trends

within the home department.

All three large and influential institutions interviewed participate with internal

competitions. Four of the five peer schools and the home department elect not to
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participate in competitions. Consequently, the students do not benefit from rivalry and

monetary awards.

Recommendations for the home institution regarding measurements used.

As a result of these observations, the researcher recommends the home
department use a national standardized test for comparison to other peer institutions and
for recruitment. If test results for the home department were favorable, the home
department could use results to attract students by promoting the academic strength of the
program. Furthermore, the scores may be used to monitor progress within the home

department from year to year.

The home department may seek funding for business competitions. The home
institution may also consider offering in-house competitions on a smaller scale. Students
could compete for funding for an innovative product, service, project, or non-profit

service for the community.

Finding 3.3: Student-learning outcomes identified.

Student learning outcomes are important components of assessment best
practices. The department (the unit of measure) should understand what its students are
expected to produce. The learning outcomes “describe detailed aspects of goals” (Suskie,
2009, p. 117). However, in this qualitative study, the question requesting student-
learning outcomes did not contribute to the results. The question was difficult for the
interviewee to answer succinctly and accurately. Far too many responses were possible

and the interviewee could not answer the questions thoroughly. This question would be
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better served through a quantitative study using a survey. Table 4.5 provides a

comparison of repetitive responses about student-learning outcomes.

Table 4.5

Comparisons of student-learning outcomes among institutions. Information was limited.

Category |
and Category Il
Snowball Peer Home
Samples Institutions Expert  Institution***
n=5 n=5 n=1 n=1
Identify opportunity 2=40% 1=100%
Feasibility analysis 1=20% 1=100%
Presentation skills 1=20% 1=100%
Creative 1=20% )
Information
Independent 1=20%
People skills 1=20% Not
Understand venture capital
creation P Provided 1=100%
Ablllty to Qeal \_Nlth dynamic or 1=100%
changing situations
Assurance of Learning with —5010
AACSB 1=20%
Implications

Conclusions would be inaccurate based on the incomplete responses offered. As

noted, a more accurate portrayal of responses would need further study using a different

research method.

Recommendations for the home institution regarding student-learning outcomes.

Based on the limited data, the home department contains similar student-learning

outcomes to those in influential institutions. The researcher does recommend that the

home business department with an entrepreneurial focus expose students to the reality of



71

creating venture capital, as well as understanding and managing changing scenarios

because these are specific entrepreneurial skills.

Finding 3.4: Utility — how results from assessment are used.

Best practices of assessment include using assessment data (Banta & Black 2009;
Suskie, 2009; Walvoord, 2004 and 2012). The data may be used for planning, changing
curricula, personnel or budgeting, and “other factors that affect student learning”
(Walvoord, 2004, p. 64). Using data collected through the assessment process to improve
a program is a critical yet often abandoned step (Blaich & Wise, 2011). Surprisingly,
each category of interviewees reported uses of assessment data. Table 4.6 provides

comparisons of the various uses of assessment data.
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Table 4.6

Comparisons of uses of assessment data

Category |
and Category Il
Snowball Peer Home
Samples Institutions ~ Expert  Institution***
n=5 n=5 n=1 n=1
Curriculum changes 1=20% 2=40%
Pedagogy
Student Knowledge Deficiencies 1=20% 2=40%
Department Reflection 1=20% 1=100% 1=100%
Personnel Assignments
Program Design
Goal Setting
Create an Entrepreneurial Context 1=100%
Other Uses of Data 3=60%
Implications

Institutions primarily used the data for reflection or accreditation. The findings
are consistent with other research studies that reported assessment data as “most
commonly used for preparing for accreditation” (Kuh & Ewell, 2010, p. 19). This study
revealed three out of 11 (27%) institutions used data to make changes in the department.
Institutions collect assessment information, but do not make productive use of the data.
The Wabash National Study reported 25% of schools specified in the study “have

engaged in an active response to the data” (Blaich & Wise, 2011).

Recommendations for the home institution regarding use of assessment data.

The home department needs to begin using the data productively. The home
department does not use the assessment data for program improvement which is the
primary reason for collecting data. One example of data use includes monitoring course

support of department goals (course mapping). “The most important audience is the
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department itself; you must conduct assessment so that it serves the department and its

students” (Walvoord, 2004, p. 51).

Finding 3.5: How and why departments collaborate.

Walvoord (2004) writes, “Assessment can be divisive and unnecessarily time
consuming or it can be productive, inspiring, and thought-provoking for the department
...” (Walvoord, 2004, p. 51). Walvoord continues, “plan how to best manage department
discussions” (Walvoord, 2004, p. 51). Several forms of collaboration are listed in Table

4.7.

Table 4.7

Comparison of collaboration efforts

Category |
and Category Il
Snowball Peer Home
Samples Institutions Expert  Institution***
n=5 n=5 n=1 n=1
Goal Setting 3=60% 1=100%
Assessment of goals 2=40%
Development of co-curricular activities 2=40% 2=40%
Work with other departments 3=60% 1=20%
Work with external advisor group 1=20%

Note. The expert supported collaboration, but methods suggested were different than
those reported by other institutions.

Implications

The interviewed institutions’ department representatives reported collaboration
internally and externally through reviewers or mentors, and support services such as co-
curricular activities. Internal discussions included setting goals for the department and
assessing these goals. The interviewees reported significant collaboration with external

parties which was incorporated into the department discussions that were beneficial to the
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department, school, and students. This portion of the research was informative as it
broadened the researcher’s understanding of the methods of collaboration as the literature

presented.

Recommendations for the home department regarding collaboration.

The home department collaborates internally on goal setting; however, the
department would benefit from other discussions. Some suggested collaborations include
discussion with external reviewers following critiques of senior seminar presentations,
working with Math and English departments, and establishing co-curricular clubs to
promote entrepreneurial activities with students from other majors. Hiring an executive-
in-residence to work with business department faculty and students would benefit the

program.

Summary

This study provides two perspectives for improving the home-institution
department. The home-department assessment plan was analyzed using best practices in
assessment and noted two weaknesses. Results from the multiple assessment measures

should support the decision-making process. Department collaboration is needed.

This study also used information provided from interviewed institutions. The
interviews revealed common practices for the home department to consider:

e Consider adding goals (or incorporate into student learning objectives) such as
building leadership skills, integrative thinking, making decision, dealing with
change, and creating venture capital.

e Consider using national standardized tests for comparison to peer institutions,
for recruitment, and for monitoring yearly progress within the home
department.
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e Consider using results of data to enact changes within the department.

e Consider collaborating internally and externally.

The researcher began each interview with scripted questions and made every
effort to follow the script; however, often the interviewee would stray from the specific
question. Interviewees provided valuable insight into their program and assessment
process. The researcher was surprised by the consistency of answers among vastly
different institutions. For example, improving student communication skills was
universal among interviewed institutions. The researcher accumulated practical ideas for
use in the home institution. Interviews led to conversations about faculty’s participation
in assessment, institution climate, faculty training, accreditations, extra-curricular
activities on campus that support entrepreneurial activities, and many more topics. The

interviews that strayed will serve the researcher outside the parameters of this study.
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Chapter 5

Discussion and Conclusion

Introduction

Action research was used to develop ideas to improve the home department’s
assessment plan and use of data collected. The research followed a systematic approach
to improving the assessment plan and using data by using Monet’s (2012) Conceptual
Model for Getting Started on Action Research. Monet (2012) recommended identifying
the problem, planning an intervention using what is known, observing and collecting
data, analyzing, and reflecting. Historically, the problem stems from the home
institution’s inability to consistently collect and utilize data to make positive changes
within the department. To remedy the problem, the researcher planned an intervention by
examining existing assessment practices at the home institution, examining best practices
in assessment discussed in the literature, and examining common methods implemented
by other business departments with entrepreneurial components. The researcher
collected and analyzed data for reflection on practical improvements to the assessment

plan and procedures at the home-institution’s business department.

The Research Question Central to this Study

How could a small liberal arts college best measure and evaluate the student-
learning outcomes to benefit the students in a business program with an entrepreneurial
focus. This action-research project proposed to evaluate one institution’s business
department with an entrepreneurial focus using research based assessment methods. This

research also used data collected from colleges and universities that offered business
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programs with entrepreneurial components to improve student learning at the home

institution.

Recommendations for Improvements

The home department follows several key assessment best practices. The home
department should be encouraged to continue goal setting, supporting the institution,
establishing student learning outcomes and using multiple measures. The primary
recommendation for improvement revolves around use of assessment data and

collaboration.

Several observations were made based on interviews with the department
members (Appendix I) and the assessment plan (Appendix D). This researcher suggests
that the home department does not use assessment data for several reasons. First, the
level of collaboration is weak within the department. Secondly, the home department
does not exist in a culture of assessment; therefore analyzing data resulting from
assessment is not likely to occur. The home-institution department has changed curricula
and personnel every year; thus continuity is an issue. Institutional policy changes
(moving to a 4-unit credit courses) have influenced the current curriculum, thereby
indirectly influencing assessment. Funding for assessment is inadequate and therefore
motivation has been squelched. Finally, since the home-department faculty is chronically
understaffed, the departmental assessment process has suffered collateral damage. In
spite of these shortfalls, the home department has maintained efficiency within its
departmental operations. The observations described above are provided to show
circumstances in which the home department operates. The circumstances are unique to

the home institution and are not intended to be used for further research in this study.
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The information provided above is given so the reader may understand the home

department’s constraints.

According to Walvoord, it is vital the department practice responsibility,
accountability, and mutual respect to maintain a successful assessment program. To
achieve collaboration, Walvoord’s (2004) recommendations could be useful to the home-
institutions’ business department: clarify the assessment’s purpose and its expectations
of department members, structure new collaborative activities similar to prior successful
activities in an effort to duplicate success, and explain the benefits and rewards of
assessment. An example of a recent successful collaborative assessment activity is the
structuring of an external review. Each member has been given a task, results are

compiled and the department will evaluate the report in its first draft collectively.

Members must understand what is gained by assessment and why it is worth their
time (Walvoord, 2004). Correlations should be investigated between assessment and
improvement in department curricula and pedagogy. Each member of the department
should take responsibility for a goal and be prepared to discuss the results. The
department needs to have clearly communicated expectations and needs to understand the

importance of their logical sequence (Walvoord, 2004).

Assessment Purpose

For program improvement, Ewell (2011), Suskie (2009), and Walvoord (2004)
advocate establishing department goals. After careful consideration and reflection, the
researcher proposes specific recommendations for the home department. Through

collaboration, the department should identify four to five succinct current goals that it
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believes are worthy of consistent support from course to course. Categories I, I, and 11

institutions reported four to five goals.

The home department may consider adding goals (or incorporate into student-
learning objectives) used by interviewed institutions’ such as building leadership skills,
integrative thinking, decision making, dealing with ambiguity, and creating venture
capital. Another consideration for the home department would be to consider eliminating
the existing goal five which addresses graduates’ preparation for the business world or
advanced studies. This goal is not specific and is difficult to support by a measurable
student-learning outcome. No institution interviewed identified this as a goal, or in any

way recognized its importance.

The home department must decide what is important to their program and adjust

their goals accordingly. An interviewee offered advice that remains haunting.

“you’ve really got to look at what it is that you were trying to do, your own
program and then design ... but design your own assessment practices around
what it is you are trying to do ... design assessment practices around what the
program is picking to achieve.”

Assessment Components
After reviewing department goals, the next logical step to improving a department

through assessment involves creating and measuring student-learning outcomes (Ewell,

2011; Suskie, 2009; Walvoord, 2004).

For measurement of student learning, the home department may consider using
national standardized tests for comparison to peer institutions, for recruitment, and for

monitoring yearly progress within the home department. The tests used by interviewed
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institutions include Graduate Management Admissions Test, Bloomberg Aptitude Test,

and Educational Testing Service Field Tests.

The home institution uses a similar (rubrics, course embedded grades, and
external reviewers) measurement used by the interviewed institutions. However, the
department does not use departmental competitions and may consider using such events

to motivate and encourage students.

Recommendations are limited for the home department for improving student-
learning outcomes. General meaningful recommendations could not be made using
interviewed institutions’ responses because the data was incomplete and vague. Specific
recommendations were limited to identifying entrepreneurial skills (which were included
in goals) such as creating venture capital and understanding and managing change

because they were recommended by Category Il (the expert).

Assessment Process

The researcher recommends the home department use data collected for
department curriculum change. Institutions interviewed (Categories | and 1) use
assessment data for curriculum changes. The home department identifies student-
learning outcomes, measures the student-learning outcomes and collects data. However,
assessment data are not used. For example, senior exams were administered and the
results compiled. However, little discussion regarding the outcomes and no changes has
been documented as a result of the senior exams. The researcher recommends unpacking

the results looking for growth or deficiencies in student performance.
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Recommendation

Category | (n=5)

Category Il (n=5)

Category Il (n=1)

Add goal of developing
student leadership skills.

5=100%

2=40%

1=100%

Eliminate Goal 5 of
preparing students for
careers. This goal is
assumed and not a
learning goal.

Not mentioned

Not mentioned

Not mentioned

Use national test to
measure knowledge base
of program (Goal 2).

2=40%

Provide an opportunity
business student
competitions.

3=60%

1=20%

1=100%

Develop student learning
outcome of creating
venture capital.

1=100%

Utilize data for
curriculum changes.

3=60%

1=100%

Encourage collaboration among department members

Action Plan

A plan for implementing changes and for incorporating recommendations can be found in

the following Action Plan.

1. Use data from the pre-post survey taken from an upper division business course
(Appendix J). The data is used to measure Goal 1 of the home assessment plan
(Appendix D). The objective of this step in the action plan is to create a forum
for data to be shared within the department. To encourage collaboration, the
instructor would analyze and present the data to the business faculty, inviting

discussion.

How: Update the existing survey from the business department (last used 2013).
Also, review existing data (from 2013) to further edit the survey. The data received
in 2015 would be helpful to the department for comparison to June 2013.

Who: Post the survey on Moodle (working with academic computing). Moodle is
accessible to all students. A deadline would be posted for the student response.
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Students would be required to complete the survey per the syllabus.

A department meeting would be scheduled May 10, 2015 to discuss data and
encourage reflection from department members.

When: April 20-25, 2015, and May 10, 2015.
Product: Data from student survey.

Analysis of common concerns from students and positive remarks from students
would be distributed at the department meeting May 10, 2015. Also, an analysis of
2015 compared to 2013 would be distributed.

Minutes of meeting would be prepared noting reflections and potential uses of data.
Cost: No funding required — zero cost.

Complete and analyze existing department mapping document for curriculum
decisions. The objective of mapping is to use data for curricular improvement.

How: Student-learning outcomes for selected courses would be collected and added
to the 2012-13 mapping document. Distribute electronic copy of updated mapping
document to all department members for completion. Collect responses from all
department members. An updated comprehensive department map would be
distributed to department members.

Who: Business faculty

When: February 1-February 28, 2015. Select student learning outcomes are to be
submitted.

March 9-13, 2015. All department members complete mapping instrument.
March 16-20. Compilation of finalized map.

May 10, 2015. Meet with core department members to determine how student
learning outcomes support goals and to determine if goals are appropriate.

Product: An updated map of student learning outcomes and goals.

Cost: No funding required — zero cost.
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3. Eliminate Goal 5 included in the 2012-2013 assessment plan. The goal is to
improve the assessment plan by eliminating goals which are not focused on
student learning measures.

How: Eliminate Goal 5 for future assessment plans starting with 2013-2014
assessment plan. The goal: “Prepare students for advanced study in business, entry-
level jobs, and/or open and run a business”. The intention of the goal is worthy;
however, it is assumed and not a learning goal. The department must vote to
eliminate the goal, but understands the commendable intention of the
recommendation and underlying assumptions. The data gathered to measure the goal
is not collected by the department, but is provided to the department annually by
other departments on campus. The statistics will continue to be collected by other
departments on campus, and the business department should review the data annually.

Who: Business Department and assessment committee approves
When: April 15, 2014
Product: 2013-14 Assessment Plan.

Cost: No funding required — zero cost.

4. Include the goal to encourage leadership in the 2015-16 assessment plan. The
goal is to improve the business student by offering a course which is necessary
for success in the business world.

How: The department would select the most appropriate courses to support the goal
with identifiable and measurable student-learning outcomes. Using existing
leadership, student-learning outcomes from other institutions as a model is
recommended. Also, collaborating with the other leadership instructors would
provide insight for supporting the goal. The business department would vote on the
student-learning outcomes and measurements recommended.

Who: Business department faculty
When: June 2015

Product: Leadership student-learning outcomes and measurements in the 2015-16
assessment plan.

Cost: No funding required — zero cost.
5. Encourage collaboration within the department. Multiple methods are

recommended. The goal of these recommendations is to provide the various
methods to achieve collaboration.
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A. How: Designate dates for monthly department meetings. Each department
member would be responsible for chairing a meeting and preparing an agenda for
the meeting. Minutes would be prepared for each monthly meeting. All members
of the department would be expected to attend. Who: All department members
using a rotating schedule; When: Starting August 2015; Product: Schedule of
meetings, agenda and minutes; and Cost: Zero.

B. How: Nurture professional development. Discuss in department meetings,
recommended conferences, and local courses of interest. Monitor faculty grants
and travel funds. Encourage presentations to business department and discussion
of attended conference courses. Who: All department members; When: January
2015; Product: Minutes of meeting; and Cost: Zero for the department and
individual travel funds.

C. How: Provide business faculty timely notification of business-student
presentations and activities. Who: All department members; When: January
2015; Product: Notification via emails and department bulletin board posting;
and Cost: Zero.

D. How: Utilize department facilities (department offices and bulletin boards) for
communication. Who: All department members and business students; When:
January 2015; Product: Notification via emails and department bulletin board
posting; and Cost: Zero.

E. How: Capitalize on opportunities made available resulting from the 10-year
review process. Who: All department members; When: July 2015; Product:
Documentation of actions taken resulting from 10-year review; and Cost: Zero.

F. How: Organize a department centric (local) retreat. Who: Business department
members; When: July 2015; Product: Minutes from the retreat and resulting
department changes; and Cost: $200 for catering.

Implement a national test to be used by the business department. The goal of
this recommendation is to secure an objective measure in which to compare
students annually and between the home institution and peer institutions.

How: Provide costs and options to the department for selection of an appropriate
national test to measure skills and knowledge of senior/graduating business students.
Options presented are:

» Graduate Management Admissions Test — The GMAT consists of four main
sections—Analytical Writing Assessment, Integrated Reasoning, Quantitative,
and Verbal (2.5 hours, 90 questions, and 1 “topic”™);

» Bloomberg Aptitude Test (BAT) — Key performance areas: news analysis,
economics, math skills, analytical reasoning, financial statements analysis,
and investment banking (2 hours, 100 multiple choice); and
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» Major field test by Educational Testing Service (ETS) — Accounting,
economics, management, entrepreneurship, information system, finance,
marketing, and legal and society systems. Time and number of questions
depends upon the number of tests chosen.

Who: All graduating business majors
When: April 2016
Product: Returned scores from testing company.
Cost: GMAT - $250 per student,
BAT - $39 on-line per student, and
Major Field Tests - $25 per student per test

Incorporate the concepts of creating venture capital and dealing with ambiguity
into existing assessment plan. The objective of this recommendation is to
broaden the students’ understanding of entrepreneurship.

How: Include student-learning outcomes relating to venture capital and dealing with
ambiguity in existing courses in finance, entrepreneurship and business seminar.
Consider using other university’s student-learning outcomes as a model.

Who: Business Faculty

When: August 2016

Product: Mapping document (which supports the assessment plan 2015-2016).
Cost: No funding required — zero cost.

Host a business-student competition. The goal of this recommendation to
encourage students to enhance their skills as an entrepreneur through
competition and observing other entrepreneur students.

How: This project will require extensive planning and student coordination. To plan
the event, students from various business courses and business student organizations
would be expected to contribute. A date would be set (Spring 2016) and sponsors
would be solicited. This competition would be a campus-wide event with voluntary
and external judges asked to vote for the “winner”.

Who: All business department members. One business department faculty will chair
the event and will delegate assignments to other faculty and students in the business
department.
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When: Fall 2017

Product: Supporting documents including minutes of planning meetings, the event
program, rules for entry, and evaluation instruments.

Cost: Approximately $500 for printing, catering, etc.

Limitations of the Study

This action-research study is limited in two ways: the study is not generalizable
and includes a small sample size. The general nature of this action research study is
limited because it was specific and unique to the researcher and the home institution. In
spite of the study’s limitations, it did provide the home department with well-researched
assessment practices. Furthermore, the case studies revealed other entrepreneurial
program’s practices. Although the sample size (11) was small, the subjects were diverse.
Furthermore, questions regarding student-learning outcomes were too broad for the

interviewee to answer and thus did not yield practical answers.

Because assessment terminology is not standardized, there was confusion

regarding the student learning outcomes and goals.

Future studies

Several research questions surfaced in this study. The first question is: Why do
institutions not use the results of their assessments? It is clear why departments use
assessment data (for curricular improvement, for pedagogy improvement, for personnel
staffing). The question remains, why departments do not use assessment data. A

quantitative-based study using a survey may be useful.

A second question is: What are the most frequently used entrepreneurial student-

learning outcomes? This study may yield a competency check sheet (such as creating
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pro-forma statements, securing venture capital, managing human resources) which may
be useful for standardizing and concentrating efforts to prepare students better in
entrepreneurial education. Again, a quantitative study listing researched competencies in

the form of a survey may be useful.

The third question this study yielded is: Are colleges and universities following
the same direction as public education regarding standardized assessment of learning?
The history of public schools’ progression toward standardized learning as a means of
accountability compared to higher education’s concern for accountability may be useful
to administrators of higher education. Higher education administrators would then be

able to improve their assessment practices by looking at trends and student performance.

A final question for future study was: What happened in cycle two of the
Conceptual Model for Getting Started on Action Research with the home department?
What changes and why the changes were made by home department following this study;
has the department enjoyed more meaningful collaboration; have changes been made in
pedagogy and how have the changes been implemented; has the department changed any
goals and why; has the department changed their measures and why; has the department

started using their assessment data; and most importantly, has student learning improved?
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Appendix A

Description of Best Practices Purpose, Components, Process

To collect data using best practices, it is first helpful to see the literature in three

primary functions: purpose, components, and process.

Assessment Purpose

Peter Ewell (2011) states that assessments, if used effectively, are for program
improvement. Linda Suskie (2009) recommends that clear program or department goals
must be established. She states that goals should reflect “what the student is to learn and
why” (Suskie, 2009, p. 115). Barbara Walvoord (2004) suggests it is necessary that for
the purpose of the assessment be understood and reasons for the assessment is conducted.
She recommends that the audience understand the reasons for the assessment. In

summary, each assessment must have a decided purpose, goal, and value.

Assessment Components

The components of an assessment that follows best practices include the
establishment of student learning outcomes (Ewell, et al., 2011). Also, diverse methods
of measurement are used (Ewell, et al., 2011; Walvoord, 2004; Suskie, 2009) and
outcomes from the assessments need to be valued and reasonably accurate with truthful
results (Walvoord, 2004; Suskie, 2009). Suskie (2009) also recommends that the
assessment be cost effective. In summary, each assessment should involve multiple
measures of student-learning outcomes, and accurate results should be reported in a cost-

effective and timely manner.



Assessment Process

Data from assessment should be used to advise decisions on curriculum and
pedagogy (Walvoord, 2004; Suskie, 2009). Peter Ewell (2011) also states that early in
the planning stages, assessment should be used for program improvement. Other best
practices when using data involve discussion and collaboration of department members,

and cultivating a culture of assessment (Walvoord, 2004; Suskie, 2009).
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Appendix B

Interview Questions

The four primary questions to be asked are in bold. Additional probing questions
are listed.

I. Purpose: What are the goals (or purpose) of your program?

A. Why are you assessing?

B. Who will review the results of the assessment?

C. Are your goals agreed upon and understood by the:
1. Student
2. Department faculty

Other questions include:

e Are the goals aligned with student learning outcomes?
e Are the goals aligned with mission of the organization/school?

I1. Components: What are the student learning outcomes?

A. How are the student learning outcomes developed?

B. How the students are made aware of learning outcomes?

C. What student learning outcomes are most relevant?

D. Do the student learning outcomes originate with the goals of the department?

I11.Components: Are student learning outcomes (SLO) measured?

A. Are multiple measures used (including direct and indirect)?
B. What measurements are used?
C. Have clear, appropriate standards for acceptable and exemplary student

performance.



IV.Process: How are measurements of student learning outcomes used?

A

B.

Are SLO results used for curriculum development?
Are SLO results used for pedagogy adjustments?

Are SLO results used for goal setting?

. Are SLO results staff appointment?

Does measurement create a pipeline effect, measuring growth from year to

year?

Other guestions:

Is a formal assessment plan used annually?

What format of assessment is used (Nichols 5 column, other)?

Are resources available for the development of assessment?

Is assessment of your department efficient and cost effective?

Is your assessment plan reviewed for institutional cohesiveness?

Who reviews the plan?

What is the process for acceptance or rejection?

What are the forms of collaboration that exist?

Does a culture of assessment exist? Why or why not?

Do you know of any other schools with good assessment practices?
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Research form used prior to interview contact

School City

State Zip

100

Enrollment Acceptance Rate

Private

Liberal Arts, etc. 4 year? Residential?

Entrepreneurial Center?

Co-ed?

Description:

Program name

Major Options

Minor Concentration

Department Chair Contact Info

Department Assessment Person

Email

Institutional Effectiveness Person

Email

Number of Faculty Ph.D./Dr.

Common Abbreviations:
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Appendix D

Home Department 12-13 Assessment Plan

2012-13

Business

The mission of the unknown Business Department is to inspire and prepare
students to work cooperatively, to concern themselves with the commercial world
and its impact on the environment and on all its inhabitants. A comprehensive
understanding of entrepreneurship is expected. The knowledge and skills base
includes:

« FOUNDATION: A firm grounding in the basic terms, concepts, and
theories of the wide range of fields relevant to business and the corporate
environment.

« CONTEXT: Awareness of the social, ethical, historical, and technological
issues that affect the corporate world.

« METHODS: Hands-on experience with technology, management and
methods. Experiential learning will be used throughout the upper division
courses.

« PROBLEM SOLVING: Strong analytical and problem-solving skills, both
guantitative and qualitative.

e COMMUNICATION: Excellent communication skills, including reading,
writing, and presentation skills.

« TEAMWORK: Substantial experience working in groups and functioning
as part of a team.
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GOAL 1:

MISSION The mission of the business program is to enable its graduates to be
successful in the world of business.
Students will concern themselves with corporate social responsibility and
the society, the environment and profit for the stockholders.
“... to be productive responsible members of the world community ...”

GOALS A.  Students will express greater awareness of stakeholders.

B.  Students will have a greater knowledge of the positive economic
role that Entrepreneurship plays.

C. Students will have a greater awareness of how involvement in
Social Entrepreneurship can positively impact others, both at
home and around the world.

MEASUREMENTS | A. Pre and post surveys will be administered to the class
(Entrepreneurship & Innovation #XXX) to determine if students do
express a greater awareness of stakeholder interests. The survey
will indicate that 75% of the students have increased awareness.

B&C. Pre- and post-survey will be conducted in Entrepreneurship &
Innovation #XXX. The survey will indicate that 75% of the students
have increased interest, knowledge and motivation to take action
regarding corporate impact on society.

RESULTS A.  Survey results show that 83% of the students express an

increased awareness of stake-holder’s interests.

B. The survey indicated that 83% of the students have a greater
knowledge of the positive economic role that Entrepreneurship

plays.

C. The survey indicated that 94% of the students have a greater of
how involvement in Social Entrepreneurship can positively impact
others, both at home and around the world.

USE OF RESULTS

Continue to use the survey to determine initial awareness of the
students upon entering the class. It has been determined that the survey
alone does not prove to be a reliable indicator of growth in awareness.

A pre- and post-test will be added to 2014-15 to solidify student
awareness concerning entrepreneurship and its effects on the economy
and its corporate impact.
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GOAL 2:

MISSION The student will understand the methods and major theories of business
management (department mission).

“...prepare for careers ... college”

GOALS A.  The students will know the foundational theories of Accounting,
Commercial Law, Management, Marketing, Finance,
Entrepreneurship.

B Students will be conversant in Excel.

MEASUREMENTS | A&B. At least 75% of the majors will achieve a passing score (60% or
better) on a comprehensive exit examination.* This exam will be
composed of the fundamental aspects of each of the core areas. This
one exam will be developed by department faculty.

An Excel problem will be included in the exam, and scored expecting
75% of students will receive a passing score (60% or better).

The grade on the comprehensive exam will be factored into the students’
final grade for senior seminar (5%).

RESULTS The goal of 75%will achieve a passing score of 60% or better was not
met. Only 45% of the 20 majors achieved a passing score of 60% or
better.

An Excel problem was not administered.

100% participation on the senior exam was due in large part to the 5%
on the senior seminar grade.

USE OF RESULTS | The senior exam will not be used in its current form again. The exam is
not an accurate measure of student learning. The results were not valid
as there were issues with averages; some faculty a,b,c; some used % of
100; some students had access to formulas and others did not. The
students were required to “take” the test—but the degree of accuracy
was of no consequence to the students. Thus some students tried very
hard, others did not. The concept of a test is worthy, but the current
“test” results were of little value.

A new test will be administered in 2014-15 to determine student learning
of fundamental concepts.

Logistically, administration of a single Excel problem was not practical or
meaningful. Demonstration of Excel mastery will be evaluated in senior
seminar by the professor.

Using the final exam grade in concert with the senior seminar grade
proved to be an effective method to ensure the senior students
completed the senior exam.
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MISSION

The student will analyze and synthesize disparate information (mission
statement).

“to reason clearly” (college)

“... enhance the development of critical and creative abilities, develops
the ability to synthesize disparate information” (statement)

GOALS

A.  The students will conduct business research effectively.
B.  The students will manage business information accurately.

B.  The students will use quantitative business skills to support
business decisions and solve problems.

MEASUREMENTS

All parts of Goal 3 will be measured in the capstone course (senior
seminar BUSN XXX):

At least 90% of the students will earn ratings of “good” or better (on the
scale “excellent,” “good,” “acceptable,” “poor,” or “unacceptable”) on the
final project in senior seminar, BUSN XXX, as evaluated by the Business
Faculty and two outside reviewers from local business organizations.

The grading rubric will be provided by the instructor of BUSN XXX.

RESULTS

Goals A, B, C were not measured individually, but as a part of the senior
seminar goal.

The goal of 90% meaning “good” for the assessment was met. The
average of 25 of 28 students was 89.29%.

Excellent - 90% or better (10/28=36%)
Good - 80% or better (25/28=89.29%)

Acceptable - 70% or better.

USE OF RESULTS

Dr. XXX noted a trend in the seminar presentation grades. The spring
student’s grades were consistently higher. All the 90+ grades (10
students) were made by spring students. The increase in performance
was attributed to a change in business modeling/strategy methods.

Dr. XXX will continue to use the “post it” strategy.
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GOAL 4:

MISSION The student will communicate with precision and cogency (mission)
“...enhance the development of critical and creative abilities...”
(statement)

GOALS The students will communicate effectively in all business environments.

MEASUREMENTS | Assessments will be administered in Entrepreneurship & Innovation
(XXX), Business Seminar | (XXX), Business Practicum | & II (XXX,
XXX). This experience should improve the final analysis in senior
seminar.

At least 90% of the students will earn ratings of “good” or better (on the
scale “excellent,” “good,” “acceptable,” “poor,” or “unacceptable”) on the
communication section of the assessment of the final project in BUSN
XXX and senior seminar BUSN XXX.

RESULTS In XXX, XXX, and XXX, 90% of the students did a good or better job in
presentations, and 90% did an excellent job.

The goal of 90% meaning “good” for the assessment was met. The
average of 25 of the 28 students was 89.29.

Excellent - 90% or better (10/28=36%)

Good - 80% or better (25/28=89.29%)

Acceptable - 70% or better

The evaluation revealed the same percentages for overall evaluation
(goal 3) and the communication scores (goal 4). The results were

computed separately, but very insignificant differences in the scores
resulted.

USE OF RESULTS | The use of presentations in lower division courses will continue as it has
proved successful. One suggestion would be to prepare and use
identical/very similar rubrics for evaluations.

It was reaffirming to see data indicating the improvement in seminar
scores. Efforts will continue to improve the presentation by preparing a
department rubric for presentation evaluations. Also, conversations will
continue concerning students’ strengths and weaknesses.
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GOAL 5:

MISSION “...personal and professional achievement through ... preparation for
careers...” (college)
“... to provide each student with the knowledge and skills needed to
achieve their career goals, whether that involves graduate education,
becoming a business professional.” (department)

GOALS A.  Graduates will be prepared to pursue advanced study in business.

B.  Graduates will be prepared for entry-level jobs in the corporate
world.

C. Graduates will be prepared to open and run a business in which
they are passionate.

MEASUREMENTS | A.  Surveys of department alumnae, either formally administered by

faculty or informally gathered annually through oral or written

communication, will indicate that at least 75% of graduates

(calculated in four-year increments) seeking admission to graduate

or professional school have been accepted.

B. Interviews by department faculty on a semi-annual basis with
current and potential employers in the business field will indicate
satisfaction with the department curriculum and the level of
preparation the graduates exhibit.

C. Based on senior seminar analysis and presentations, judgment will
be made as to the percentage of students “prepared.” A goal of
50% is expected.
RESULTS A. Students completed a survey in May 2013 prior to graduation. The
results indicated: 4 plan to attend graduate school (2 in business
and 2 in other fields), 5 are employed, and 13 plan to work but
were unemployed. Confirmation of the survey is not available due
to a delay created by new reporting process within the college.
Preliminary data has been captured, but is not available at this
time for the 2013 graduates.

B. Interviews were not conducted.

C. Aninformal assessment indicated that the goal of 50% was met.
USE OF RESULTS | The department will continue to use a survey based on student input, in
concert with career services/IR. Rolling four data has not been useful to
gauging student success or learning outcomes. The 2012-13 goal five
will be restructured.

The interviews have proven to be inclusive and arbitrary. This portion of
the goal will be revised for 2013-14.

*Specific core content areas:

e Accounting
Commercial Law
Marketing
Management
Commercial Law
Finance
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Category | Category Il Catlll

Characteristics 1 2 3 4 5 P1 P2 P3 P4 P5 Expert Home
Institutional Enrollment
Up to 2,000 X X X X X X
2,001-10,000 X X
Over 10,000 X X X
Location NE NE W SE Mid W Mid W Mid W SE E Mid W Mid W SE
Name of undergraduate major
Entrepreneurship major X X X X X
Business major X X X X X X X X X X X X
Business major including concentration

X X X X X X X X
OR minor in entrepreneurship
Specific entrepreneurship courses offered X X X X X X X X X X X
Entrepreneurial Center X X X X X X X X X
Public institution X X X
Private, non-profit institution X X X X X X X X X
AACSB Accredited X X X X X X

E=East W=West

NE=Northeast

SE=Southeast

Mid W=Midwest




Appendix F

National Rankings of top 10 undergraduate entrepreneurial programs

The Princeton Review & Entrepreneur Magazine

Top 10 undergraduate Schools for Entrepreneurship Programs for 2012-13

1

O© 00 NO Ol DN

10

Babson College

University of Houston

University of Southern California at Los Angeles
Syracuse University

Baylor University

The University of Oklahoma

Stanford University

Washington University in St. Louis

Brigham Young University

Northeastern University

(Krier & O’Toole, 2013; Murray, 2013)

US News Ranking

Top 10 Entrepreneurship Ranking for 2012-13

1

O© 00 NO Ol WD

10

Babson College

University of Southern California at Los Angeles
Massachusetts Institute of Technology

Indiana University — Bloomington

University of Pennsylvania

University of Arizona

University of North Carolina — Chapel Hill
Syracuse University

University of California — Berkeley

University of Texas — Austin

(Morse, 2013)
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Entrepreneur.com Rankings (same as Princeton Review—except it highlights the

“centers”)

Top 10 Entrepreneurial Colleges for 2012-2013. Under the college name, these schools
have entrepreneurial “centers” ranked.

Babson College

University of Houston

University of Southern California at Los Angeles
Syracuse University

Baylor University

The University of Oklahoma

Stanford University

Washington University in St. Louis

Brigham Young University

Northeastern University
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(Murray, L., 2013)
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Appendix G
Excerpt from Home Department Mapping Matrix

The course E and Innovation and Marketing Research support Goal 1, which has three
objectives (A, B, C). Beneath the course title, individual student learning outcomes were
listed. For example, in the course E and Innovation, Process of idea generation supports
Goal 1-B. This mapping corresponds to Goal 1 of Assessment Plan (Appendix D). This
is a partial mapping from the home department.

Goal 1 - measured in XXX
A B C

Objectives

Greater awareness of positive impact of

Understanding of the positive role of
the Social Entrepreneur

Greater awareness of stakeholders

Course #, Course (all listed)

E & Innovation

Process of idea generation

Feasibility Analysis

Develop a basic business plan

Use industry analysis for business plan

Use competitor analysis for business plan

Ethics and its role in business X X

Communicate the social role of business X

Interpret financial statements

Apply Excel software

Market Research

Role of marketing research X

Differentiate management from research

Use primary data




111

Appendix H

Rubrics used for the Senior Seminar Capstone Presentation

Rubric used by home institution:
Evaluation Criteria Final Presentation

Team: Evaluator Name

INTRODUCTION: The team introduces themselves and clearly describes, at a high
level, the purpose of their presentation — and perhaps how they arrived there.

Poor Quality Average Performance Excellent Job

BODY: The main points of the presentation were clear. The information was current
and the flow of the presentation was logical. The group knew the material and each
conjecture or point was backed up with facts/research.

Poor Quality Average Performance Excellent Job

QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS: The group effectively and confidently answered
audience questions without hesitation, treating each question with respect.

Poor Quality Average Performance Excellent Job

DELIVERY: The group members projected their voice clearly, made eye contact with
the audience, and avoided distracting speech fillers and gestures. The slides were
effective and of high quality.

Poor Quality Average Performance Excellent Job

OVERALL: Taking into account the factors above and any others you believe to be
important, please provide an overall rating of the group.

Poor Quality Average Performance Excellent Job
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ADDITIONAL COMMENTS (Feel free to use reverse side for additional room if

necessary):

Additional Rubric used for senior seminar capstone course:

Evaluation Criteria

Team:

Midterm Presentation (Preliminary)

(Circle scale for each dimension)

Your Name

Below Expectations

Meets Expectations

Exceeds
Expectations

Introduction
Introduces team

States purpose of
presentation

Provides an overview
/ agenda

1 2 3 4
No introduction
No purpose or

agenda for
Presentation

5 6 7 8
Team introduced

Gives purpose of
presentation

One slide for agenda

9 10 11 12

Engaging
introduction

Generates interest in
what’s to come

Agenda and “bottom
line”

issues to be
addressed
presented

Body

Main points clear
Information current
Order is logical

Familiar with
business & industry

Every assertion or
conjecture is backed
up with research and
facts

1 2 3 4

Too much or little
information covered

Misuse of jargon; not
familiar with
business

Out of date
information
Illogical order

Lack of Industry
Knowledge

No backup
information

5 6 7 8

Slides have clear
main points

Scope is defined with
sufficient detail and
appropriate to
audience

Logical order to
presentation

Good understanding
of proposed business

9 10 11 12

Combination of text
and

graphics enhance
main points

Clear speech

Able to cite
limitations or
critique information
of current knowledge
of business

Solid understanding
of business model
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Conclusion

Effective closing &
summary

1 2 3 4
Ends abruptly

No closing summary

5 6 7 8

Makes concluding
remarks

9 10 11 12

Summarizes and
concludes
with persuasion or

audience

Voice quality and
projection

Avoids speech fillers

Avoids distracting
gestures

Distracting/
unprofessional slides

Looks down or at
slides

Speaks too softly or
loudly

Mumbles, uses fillers
Engaged in nervous

or
distracting gestures

Graphics & colors
acceptable

Speaks with good
projection and some
variation

Good eye contact
Minimal use of fillers
Stands up straight,

movements not
distracting

Able to field Able to field most appeal for business
questions Unable to field questions without
questions hesitation or Fields questions
from audience fumbling without
hesitation
Delivery 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
Slide Quality Too much Slides use bulleted Professional quality
information on points slides
Eye contact with slides

Effective balance of
text and graphics

Connect with
audience
through eye contact

Speaks clearly and
articulately with
good

variation in tone,
emphasis

Moves in controlled
manner
to maintain interest

Other Comments or Feedback:

Survey used by E and Innovation course at the home department:

This survey is used at the beginning of the semester course and again at the end of the

course.

Survey, BUSN 3XX
Spring

Concepts in Entrepreneurship, Ethics, and Social Responsibility in Business

Use the following scale to indicate your knowledge of or awareness of the following concept

statements.

1 = No awareness or knowledge of the concept

2 = Very little awareness or knowledge of the concept

3 = Average awareness or knowledge of the concept

4 = Higher than average awareness or knowledge of the concept
5 = Full awareness or knowledge of the concept- you could elaborate on it
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Course Concept Statements

1. Building a strong ethical culture from the start in any venture is the foundation for social
responsibility.

Level of awareness: 1 2 3 4 5

2. There is more to being socially responsible than operating a business in an ethical
manner.

Level of awareness: 1 2 3 4 5

3. Whether as a budding entrepreneur, a small business owner, or a manager in a
corporate environment, conducting business in a socially responsible manner is a part of
meeting the expectations of all stockholders

Level of awareness: 1 2 3 4 5

4. One key difference between pure entrepreneurship and social entrepreneurship is
intent, as described in an organization’s mission statement.

Level of awareness: 1 2 3 4 5

5. Inregards to entrepreneurship, there are many good ideas, but there are few
opportunities.

Level of awareness: 1 2 3 4 5

6. While many assume that entrepreneurs are risk takers, they typically will accept only
moderate levels of risk.

Level of awareness: 1 2 3 4 5

7. Social entrepreneurs possess many of the same traits and characteristics that traditional
entrepreneurs exhibit.

Level of awareness: 1 2 3 4 5

8. lunderstand what it takes for an employee, a manager, or a business owner to conduct
business in an ethically and socially responsible manner.

Level of awareness: 1 2 3 4 5

9. Most small businesses are not pure entrepreneurships; few begin with an original idea
that is developed right as the window of opportunity is open.

Level of awareness: 1 2 3 4 5



