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Assessment Plan (as written in FPE text box) 

Project Title: Assessing student understanding of monetary 

policy. 

Purpose: To assess the mastery of EC 251 students of the 

course learning outcome analyze alternative uses of monetary 

policy.  

Description: I developed a common multi-part question to be 

used on my exams to assess student understanding of the 

primary tools of monetary policy and how the tools would be 

used in various economic conditions. Last fall I made one part 

of the question more specific (and more difficult), and the 

students struggled with it. Only 41% of the students earned full 

credit on that part while 35% earned partial credit. This year I 

intend to change my teaching methods to better address the 

Keynesian critiques of monetary policy. I'll then ask the same 

exam question as last year and evaluate student performance.   

Timeline: This assessment will be completed with pedagogical 

adjustments in Fall 2016. 

 

 

The Plan clearly and succinctly 

identifies the title, purpose, 

description, and timeline of the 

assessment project. 

The Plan identifies the specific 

learning outcome that’ll be 

assessed (analyze alternate uses of 

monetary policy) along with the 

class (EC 251) and the assessment 

instrument (multi-part question on 

an exam) 

The Plan addresses why this 

particular learning outcome was 

chosen for the assessment 

(“students struggled with it”) 

 

 

Dear Faculty 

 

Below is an Assessment Project from one of your colleague’s FPE; I’ve included the Plan, Report (both copied from the 

FPE text boxes) along with the Assessment Project Report that was included as an attachment. My notations are on the 

right in blue. Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions or comments.  

  

Thanks 

Chris   



 

 

Assessment of Student Learning 

Assessment Report (as written in FPE text box) 

This was a continuation of my project to assess student 

understanding of a specific learning outcome in Economics 251: 

Analyze alternative uses of monetary policy. In the Fall of 2015 I 

adjusted one of my written questions to make it more specific to 

Keynesian critiques of monetary policy (and therefore harder.) 

My poor results on this question showed a clear need for me to 

spend more class time on Keynes and monetary policy. 

This year I changed my teaching methods to better address the 

Keynesian critiques of monetary policy. I integrated additional 

background on Keynes as a historical figure to give the students 

the “scaffolding” they needed to understand the context he 

worked in. I also discussed the Keynesian critiques in multiple 

class periods and integrated more i-clicker questions (which 

included group discussion) on them.   

I was pleased to see an improvement in the number of fully 

correct answers for all five questions. I was particularly happy to 

see how large the gains were on parts b and d, since those are the 

ones that are most crucial to the learning outcome for the class. I 

do think the intentionality I have brought to teaching this topic 

due to this assessment project has made a difference. My focus 

this semester was on part e, however, and those gains were not as 

large as I would have liked. The most disappointing part of this 

result was that while the number of fully correct answers on this 

part rose, the share of students who got no credit on this question 

also rose. 

This summer I’m going to be part of an NSF-funded research 

project on improving economics teaching at community colleges. 

I’ll be working with colleagues on developing modules on 

specific topics, and I’m planning to discuss this topic with that 

group to see if they can help me hone a new idea I have about 

integrating more historical data into this conversation. I’ll 

continue to work on the challenging topic of Keynesian critiques 

next year. 

  

 

 

 

This Report includes what the 

faculty member learned, what 

may be done differently, and a 

comprehensive reflection. All 

of it is succinct and well-

written.  

What the faculty member 

learned: spend more time on 

Keynes and monetary policy 

What may be done differently: 

better teaching methods for 

Keynes critique of monetary 

policy; attend a conference on 

teaching economics at 

community colleges 

Comprehensive reflection on 

experience: pleased with 

improvement, intentionality 

has led to improvement, 

disappointed with performance 

on part “e” of the question 

 



 

 

Assessment of Student Learning 

Assessment Project Report (attachment) 

 

Faculty Assessment Report  

         Individual Faculty Assessment Projects 

 

For individual faculty assessment projects, faculty members 
identify a Course Learning Outcome (in a course that they 
teach) to assess.  Often the outcome is selected because there 
is a concern about the extent to which students demonstrate 
learning of the outcome.  The assessment of the outcome 
means that there is a commitment to addressing the concern by 
using the assessment process to research it and to strive for 
demonstrable improvement in the student learning of that 
outcome. 

 
OUTCOMES 
Identify the outcome(s) that are being assessed below and 
identify the outcome level (Course Learning Outcome [CLO]), 
and/or Institutional Learning Outcome [ILO]) by checking the 
appropriate box.  Identify the type of measurement instrument 
used to collect data.  Indicate whether the measure is a direct 
or indirect measure of student learning.  Examples of common 
direct measures include tests, quizzes, projects w/rubrics, 
student performance w/ratings or rubric, and written 
assignment w/rubric.  Common examples of indirect measures 
include: student surveys, faculty surveys, focus groups, advisory 
board minutes, and faculty discussions. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Outcome Type Specific Outcome(s) being assessed: Measure(s): 
x  CLO 
  ILO 

 

Analyze alternative uses of monetary policy.  
Test question x Direct 

  Indirect 

The faculty member uses the 

Assessment Project Report 

template 

 

The assessment is identified as 

an individual project.  

 

The specific course learning 

outcome (CLO) is identified 

along with the instrument and 

the type of measurement it is 

(test question: direct measure). 

 

This assessment project is 

streamlined and valuable; it 

focuses on a single and 

important CLO in the context of 

a single, multi-part question (an 

assessment can use more than 

one question, even an entire 

exam’s worth of questions, as 

long as each question is tied 

back to the appropriate learning 

outcome(s).  

 



 

 

Assessment of Student Learning 

 
FINDINGS 
 
Initial Data and Findings  
 

In the fall of 2015 had a sample size of 124, and categorized the 

answers to each of the five parts as either fully correct, partially 

correct, or wrong. The results can be seen here:  

 

Question Fully 

Correct 

Partial 

Credit 

No 

Credit 

a 84.68% 13.71% 1.61% 

b 66.13% 26.61% 7.26% 

c 50.81% 43.55% 5.65% 

d 76.61% 20.97% 2.42% 

e 41.13% 35.48% 23.39% 

 

Curricular or Pedagogical Changes Implemented 
 
For the last three years a component of my teaching on monetary 

policy has been a written assignment for the students to complete 

outside of class. They are asked to play the “Fed Chair Game” 

developed by the San Francisco Federal Reserve and answer a number 

of questions about it. This game is an online simulation that allows the 

student to make adjustments to the federal funds rate target in response 

to changes in the economy. The goal is to keep inflation and 

unemployment close enough to our target ranges to be reappointed 

after the four-year term. This simulation reinforced the section on 

monetary policy in their textbook and the many examples we did 

together in class.  

 
In the Fall of 2015 I made the final part of this multi-part question 

more specific (and more difficult), and the students struggled with it. 

Only 41% of the students earned full credit on that part while 35% 

earned partial credit. This year I changed my teaching methods to 

better address the Keynesian critiques of monetary policy. I integrated 

more background on Keynes as a historical figure to give the students 

the “scaffolding” they needed to understand the context he worked in. 

I also discussed the Keynesian critiques in multiple class periods and 

integrated more i-clicker questions on them.   

 

 

 

 

 

The assessment instrument the 

faculty member used is a multi-

part question consisting of 5 

parts (a-e). All parts of the 

question align with the one CLO 

being assessed; this same 

assessment instrument could 

also use be used to measure the 

ILOs of Communication and 

Critical Thinking since some 

parts of the question require 

higher level thinking (analysis) 

and writing (communication).  

 

Importantly, the number of 

students (sample size) being 

assessed also has been included 

(124 in Fall 2015; 92 in Fall 

2016) along with a breakdown 

of the percentage of students 

who received full, partial or no 

credit.  

 

The faculty member has a 

reliable sample size and an 

appropriate data collection cycle 

(each Fall semester). 

Importantly, the assessment 

results are presented in a 

straightforward manner (a 

simple chart), making it easy to 

understand.  

 

 



 

 

Assessment of Student Learning 

Data and Findings (post improvement/change) 

In the Fall of 2016 I had a sample size of 92. My results were:  

 

Question 
Full 
Correct 

Partially 
Correct No Credit 

a 95.65% 3.26% 1.09% 

b 76.09% 19.57% 4.35% 

c 52.17% 40.22% 7.61% 

d 88.04% 10.87% 1.09% 

e 43.48% 28.26% 28.26% 

 

My gains in the percentage of students getting the questions fully 

correct were: 

 

Question Fully Correct-Gains 

from 2015 to 2016 

a 12.96% 

b 15.06% 

c 2.68% 

d 14.92% 

e 
5.71% 

 

 

This assessment project is 

centered on the continuous 

improvement of student learning, 

i.e., a continued effort to better 

align teaching practices and 

methods with the learning 

outcomes of the course.  

 

 


