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College of Education and Affiliated Programs 
Annual Assessment Report Template – Spring 2009 

MA in Early Childhood Education 
 
Note:  this report presents and analyzes data from the 2007-08 academic year and Fall 2008. During 
2007-08, the College of Education and Affiliated Programs engaged in extensive efforts to refine and 
extend their assessment system. In many cases, data collected starting in Fall 2008 and beyond will 
look substantially different from the data collected before that time. 

 

Background 
 
1. Describe your program (enrollment, number of faculty, general goals, how these connect to the 
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national levels; and examine the beliefs and expectations of their own as well as that of the larger 
society that may impact teaching and learning in early childhood classrooms.  Candidates read and 
reflect upon NAEYC’s “Code of ethical conduct” for early childhood practitioners and examine 
current practices in the light of this code. Candidates design and implement strategies to reach out 
to parents including culturally and linguistically diverse parents. They design plans for current and 
on-going leadership activities in the community including supervising and administering an ECE 
program and advocacy activities for children and families.  The program helps candidates gain 
inquiry skills and knowledge of research methods and understand their critical role as consumers of 
research-based knowledge and practices. It engages candidates to examine controversies and trends 
related to the field of early childhood education and justify their own stand on the issue.  In 
addition, the program fosters among candidates an understanding of early childhood education 
across the world, helps them examine globalization and its impact (negative and positive) on the 
world’s children, learn about the role of transnational organizations such as UNICEF to ensure 
children’s rights, and realize the need for global child advocacy.  The program helps candidates to 
utilize technology as a tool to enhance learning and communication.   The program’s 
acknowledgement of the role of field experiences in contextualizing learning is evident in the 
requirement of 10 hours of field experiences for the majority of the program courses, with a total of 
60 hours in the field.  The ten hours of field experience required for a course is connected to an 
assignment that allows the instructor to assess candidates’ ability to apply their learning from the 
course.   

 
The ECE Master’s program’s mission, goals, and knowledge-base/skills/dispositions are aligned with 
the mission of the College of Education at CSULB.   For example, the program aims to prepare 
socially and culturally responsible practitioners, leaders, and life-long learners who will integrate 
relevant theories, research, and policies into their own practices so as to ensure education and well-
being of all children and families. 
 
The program has identified 7 key Student Learning Outcomes (SLOs) (see Table 1).   These were 
adapted from the National Association for Education of young Children’s advanced program 
standards.  To integrate SLOs into courses, the mission statement of the program was reviewed 
along with course outlines and course objectives.  Additionally, NAEYC’s Advanced Program 
Standards were studied. 

 
There are two full-time faculty members (see Table 5). The program has used a full-time lecturer 
and a few part-time faculty members whenever needed. Tables 2 through 4 provide data on student 
admissions, enrollment and graduation in 2007-08. 
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Table 1 
Program Student Learning Outcomes and Relevant Standards 
 
SLOs Outcome 1: 

Analyze 

theoretical 

perspectives 

that relate to 

young 

children and 

their families. 

Outcome 2: 

Demonstrate 

competency 

in building 

family and 

community 

relationships. 

Outcome 3: 

Apply 

principles of 

teaching and 

learning to 

early 

childhood 

classrooms. 

Outcome 4: 

Analyze 

current 

issues, 

debates, 

discussions, 

and research 

in the field of 

early 

childhood 

education. 

Outcome 5: 

Apply 

understandin

g of 

leadership 

roles that 

benefit 

children and 

families. 

Outcome 6: 

Analyze 

children’s 

issues and 

early 

childhood 

education 

around the 

world. 

Outcome 7: 

Apply 

understandin

g of cultural 

diversity to 

personal 

philosophy 

and practices. 
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Table 2 
Program Specific Candidate Information, 2007-2008 (snapshot taken F08) 
 

 Transition Point 1 

  
Admission to Program 

Applied Accepted Matriculated 

  # # # 

TOTAL  42 42 33 

 
 

Table 3 
Program Specific Candidate Information, 2007-2008 (snapshot taken F08) 
 

 

Transition Point 2 

Advancemen
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Table 5 
Faculty Profile 2007-08 

 

Status Number 

Full-time TT 2 

Full-time Lecturer  

Part-time Lecturer 1 (Spring 2008) 

Total: 3 

 
2. How many of the total full- and part-time faculty in the program reviewed and discussed the 

assessment findings described in this document? Please attach minutes and/or completed 
worksheets/artifacts to document this meeting.  

 
The ECE program faculty met on April 24, 2009 for two hours to review data.  Both of the full-time 
faculty in the program and one part-time faculty participated in the discussion. The program used 
only one part-time faculty for teaching a core course (with an SLO attached to that course) during the 
review period.  
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The assignment allowed candidates to make revisions (at least one) based on feedback received from 
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Figure 1: Graphical Display of Data: SLO#1 (fall 2008) 

 

TABLE 7:  Descriptive Statistics for SLO #1  (Fall 2007) 

Rubric Criteria 
Authors 

evaluated 

Average 

for Group 

(Raw) 

Average for Group 

(%) 

Median for 

Group 

Standard Deviation 

for Group 

Biographical Information of the Self-
SAverage for Group 
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FIGURE 2:  Graphical Display of Data: SLO#1 (fall 2007) 

 

TABLE 8:  Descriptive Statistics for SLO #1  (Fall 2008 vs. Fall 2007) 

 
Rubric Criteria 

Fall 2007 Fall 2008 



May 2009   9 | P a g e  

 



May 2009
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Section-level data: Section # 1: DATA 

TABLE 10:  Descriptive Statistics for Section #1 (SLO#2: Sp. 2008) 

Rubric Criteria 
Authors 

evaluated 

Average for 

Group 

(Raw) 

Average for 

Group (%) 

Median for 

Group 

Standard 

Deviation 

for Group 

Knowledge and understanding of the 

topic to be presented at the workshop 18 3.89/4 97.22 4 0.32 

Description of the Education 

Program/Workshop 18 3.72/4 93.06 4 0.43 

Design of the program plan 18 3.69/4 92.36 4 0.64 

Personal Reflections 18 3.78/4 94.44 4 0.94 

Reflections regarding parents' 

assessment of the program 18 3.75/4 93.75 4 0.94 

Presentation 18 4.00/4 100 4 0 
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FIGURE 5: Graphical data display for section #1  (SLO#2: Sp. 2008) 

 

Section # 2:  DATA  

TABLE 11:  
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FIGURE 6: Graphical data display for Section 2 data: SLO#2: Sp. 2008) 

 

TABLE 12: Comparison table for Section 1 and 2 (SLO#2: Sp.08): 

Rubric Criteria Section 1 Section 2 
Knowledge and understanding of the topic to be 
presented at the workshop 

3.89 3.71 

Description of the Education Program/Workshop 3.72 3.36 

Design of the program plan 3.69 3.57 

Personal Reflections 3.78 
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Analysis and Action: (Instructor 1) 

The data indicates that the candidates performed well. One area of strength is the program’s 
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TABLE  14: Descriptive Statistics for SLO #3B (Sp.08) 

   Criteria 
Authors 

evaluated 
Average for 
Group (Raw) 

Average 
for Group 

(%) 

Median for 

Group 

Standard 

Deviation for 

Group 

Current Overview of each curriculum 
models under discussion 28 2.79/4 69.64 

3 1.4 

Knowledge and understanding of 
curriculum models under discussion 28 3.05/4 76.34 

3 0.72 

Connecting curriculum theories 
relevant to the curriculum models 
under discussion 28 2.73/4 68.3 

3 1.17 

Comparing and connecting research 
studies relevant to the curriculum 
models under discussion 28 2.50/4 62.5 

2.75 1.49 

Compare and contrast the two 
curriculum models 28 3.57/4 
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Analysis and Action: 

For this semester, two signature assignments were due for in the same course. To properly distribute 
the workload for students, this signature assignment was due after the first month into the semester. 
Most of the information had not been reviewed in class, therefore the scores for criteria 1, 3, and 4 
resulted lower than we would like.  Although this assignment is no longer a signature assignment, 
students continue to analyze curricula through a smaller and more focused assignment.  Additionally, 
students continue to struggle with understanding theories of learning and teaching, and ways of 
applying them to their own practice. As a result, more class time is devoted to clarifying students’ 
understandings of theories and applying them to real classroom interactions. 

SLO# 4 

SLO Description:  Analyze current issues, debates, discussions, and research in the field of early 
childhood education. 

Description of the Signature Assignment 

Candidates conduct an in-depth review of existing research on a topic pertaining to an issue or debate 
or a trend in the field of early childhood education.  Their written review includes a rationale for 
selecting the topic, statement of the problem, defining terms, identification of programs and 
contributors, analysis and synthesis of available research studies, conclusion drawn from the review, and 
personal reflections/ recommendations. The final version of the paper is submitted and evaluated on 
Task Stream’s e-portfolio system for the program. 

Data Collection 

Candidates worked with the instructor in EDEC 621 to select a topic and identify relevant literature. 
They then outlined their literature review and received peer feedback on their first draft. Following 
optional meetings with the instructor (about 70 percent of candidates participated), they submitted 
their final draft. 

 

TABLE  15 Descriptive Statistics for SLO #4 (Sp.08) 

Rubric Criteria 
Authors 
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FIGURE 9: Graphical Display of Data for SLO 4 (Sp. 2008) 

 

Analysis and Action 

The group average for the SLO#4 is 3.69 (out of a maximum point of 4). This reflects that candidates in 
the program achieved the SLO very well.  Allowing 

1919



May 2009   20 | P a g e  

 

Data Collection  

Candidates in EDEC 523submitted a written paper on TaskStream.  The instructor provided feedback on 
students’ papers. Candidates were allowed to revise their paper in order to raise their grade.  
Candidates were required to post their final paper on the TaskStream.   Candidates also made a 
multimedia presentation on their project to the class.  The paper was graded on the TaskStream using a 
5-point scale (0-4) rubric.  

TABLE  16: Descriptive Statistics for SLO 5 (Fall 08) 

Rubric Criteria 
Authors 

evaluated 
Average for Group 

(Raw 
Average for Group 

(%) 
Median for 

Group 
S. D. for the  

Group 

Planning the program:  29 3.84/4 96.12 4 0.27 

Administration:  29 3.97/4 99.14 4 0.19 

Services:  29 3.69/4 92.24 3.5 0.25 

Planning the physical facility  29 3.74/4 93.53 3.5 0.25 

Personnel and Management:  29 3.88/4 96.98 4 0.32 

Personnel and Management: 
Program evaluation 

29 3.97/4 99.14 4 0.19 

Program for children:  29 3.29/4 82.33 3 0.7 

Family and community 
partnerships and advocacy 

29 3.88/4 96.98 4 0.22 

APA style  29 4.00/4 100 4 0 

Grammar 29 3.78/4 94.4 4 0.41 

AVERAGE for all criteria groups  3.80/4 95.10%   

 

FIGURE 10: Graphical Display of Data for SLO 5 (Fall 08) 
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FIGURE 11: Graphical Display of Data for SLO 5 (Fall 07) 

 

TABLE  17: Descriptive Statistics for SLO 5 (Fall 07) 

Rubric Criteria 
Authors 
evaluated 

Average 
for Group 

(Raw) 

Average 
for Group 

(%) 

Median 
for Group 

S. D. for 
the  

Group 

Planning the program: (Components: Justification for 
selecting a particular program; rationale for program-base; 
theory leading the design; and mission statement 

20 2.75/3
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Analysis and Action  

Because different rubrics were used and the highest value was 3 (for each item in the rubric) in fall 2007 
and 4 in fall 2008, a direct comparison is not possible.  However, the average percentage for scores 
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TABLE  18: Descriptive Statistics for SLO 7 (Winter 09) 

Rubric Criteria 
Authors 

evaluated 

Aver. for 
Group 
(Raw) 

Aver. for 
Group (%) 

Median 
for Group 

S. D. for 
the group 

Knowledge and understanding of the cultural contexts for 
early childhood education (importance, rationale, 
demographics etc.). 

32 3.68/4 92.03 3.8 0.36 

Analyzes child rearing beliefs/ experiences/ practices of 
the parent (after interviewing the patent) and compares 
with one’s own child rearing beliefs/practices and 
classroom practices (that include: feeding, sleeping 
arrangement, diapering, toilet training, discipline, areas of 
development such as language, problem-solving, physical 
development, feelings etc.) 

32 3.75/4 93.75 4 0.43 

Connecting theories relevant to the issue under discussion 32 3.48/4 86.95 3.5 0.38 

Connecting research (at least two) studies relevant to the 
issue under discussion 

32 3.43/4 85.86 3.5 0.41 

Personal Reflections (Personal perspectives and 
recommendations) on the issue under discussion 

32 3.83/4 95.86 4 0.29 

APA style 32 3.83/4 95.78 4 0.3 

Grammar and organization 32 3.86/4 96.56 4 0.29 

Average of 7 Criterion Averages 
  

92.43 
 

 

 

FIGURE 13: Graphical Display of Data for SLO 7 (winter 09) 

 

Reflections:  The group average for the SLO is 3.86 (out of a maximum rubric score of 4). The items in the 
rubric that received low mean scores focus on relevant research and theories.  In past, the course was 
offered in summer.  However, because of the budget situation, the course is now offered in the winter 
session. This 3-week intensive course in the winter session demands a lot of time from candidates who 
are also full-time teachers in preschools/public schools.  To raise candidates’ understanding of 
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multicultural theories and research, explicit teaching of multicultural theories and research has been 
included in the spring 2009 courses taken by the same candidates.  This focus will be emphasized in 
future offering of the course.   

 

Data for Competencies Required Across Courses 

The program has also reviewed candidate performance on some competencies required across courses 
such as APA style and personal reflections.   
 

Candidate Performance on APA style  

TABLE  19: Descriptive Statistics for APA Style Across courses (ECE 2007 cohort) 

Folio Area 
Authors 

evaluated 
Average for 
Group (Raw) 

Median for 
Group 

Average for 
Group (%) 
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Analysis and Action 
The data analysis shows that candidates have performed well in this requirement across courses. 
 
Candidate performance on “Personal Reflections”  
Most of the program assignments require candidates to provide personal reflections on the topic of 
their study.   

 

TABLE  20: Descriptive Statistics for Personal Reflections (ECE 2007 cohort) 

Folio Area 
Authors 
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 N Minimum Maximum Mean 

Std. 
Deviation 

2 Faculty members provided up-to-date information related to 
ECE courses. 

32 2 4 3.41 .560 

3 Faculty members demonstrated command over the course 
content. 

31 2 4 3.26 .682 

4 A variety of pedagogical strategies was utilized by faculty 
members. 

31 2 4 3.10 .651 

5 
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year/ benchmark, and in the second year/exit level).  Students are provided a mandatory advisement 
session form that needs to be signed by the adviser after each advisement session. Candidates submit a 
copy of this form to the ECE program coordinator (for filing) just before taking comprehensive 
examination in summer and for candidates in the “thesis track” after successfully completing the oral 
defense of their thesis study). The form includes space for bringing questions/concerns etc. to the 
advisement session.  However, we have noticed that majority of the candidates have not requested 
individual advisement sessions or contacted the adviser except those who need alternate program plan 
to complete the program in more than the required two years. 

A low mean score for the last two items was expected as candidates in their first year of the program do 
not take courses related to international perspectives and program administration and supervision. 

Table 23: Program Evaluation Exit Survey Analysis: Summer 2008 (forced choice-items) 
  

 N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 

Age 14 1 5 2.21 1.626 

Gender 12 2 2 2.00 .000 

Race/Ethnicity 13 2 8 4.31 1.932 
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 N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 

The advising session helped me understand the program goals 
and expectations. 

13 2 4 3.15 .555 

The advising sessions helped me in program planning, 
completing appropriate paperwork, and meeting deadlines. 13 2 4 3.08 .760 

Staff in the graduate office provided useful support. 14 2 4 3.14 .535 

I received necessary advising toward my future career goals. 13 2 4 3.15 .801 

I obtained adequate guidance regarding expectations for 
comprehensive examination or thesis study. 13 2 4 3.23 .725 

The ECE Master's program is intellectually challenging and 
stimulating. 

14 3 4 3.50 .519 

The courses I took are valuable for me. 14 3 4 3.50 .519 

I feel that I am a part of a graduate university learning 
community. 

14 3 4 3.50 .519 
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Program Evaluation: Exit Survey.  

The survey includes 50 items under the following categories: Faculty, students, advising/support, 
academic program, program goals, impact of the program, leadership roles, career goals, overall 
reaction.  The survey includes both forced-choice (5-point Likert-type) and open-ended items.  The 
survey is admini
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FIGURE 17:  Graphical Display of Data for Candidates’ Self-Evaluation on SLOs  (Sp. 2009) 

 

 

Analysis:  
The mean score for candidates’ self evaluations on items in the survey ranged between 2.43-2.59 on a 3-
point scale (basic, adequate, and advanced).  Three SLOs (SLO #3, 5, and 6) received somewhat lower 
mean scores than other SLOs.  Candidates are taking SLO#6 (international perspectives) in spring 2009. It 
is important to mention here that for almost all SLOs, candidates evaluated themselves lower than 
evaluations that they received from their instructors.  More candidates have evaluated themselves at 
the adequate and basis level.   
 
Action:   
The program will explore this discrepancy in future.   
 
E:  Program Impact on Clients 
The field of early childhood recognizes that parents are the first teachers of their young children and 
empowering parents with successful strategies will contribute significantly to the desired level of 
development and learning of their children. Keeping this perspective in mind, the ECE program at CSULB 
has designed a course assignment for EDEC 522 (Parent Education and Involvement in Educational 
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TABLE 25:   Descriptive Statistics for Parent Evaluation Survey (Sp. 2008) 

Items N Minimum Maximum 
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 The program’s candidate retention rate is steadily increasing as evident in high rate of 
“advancement to candidacy.”  


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program and providing individualized support to them to ensure their retention and success in the 
program.  
 
Advisement on thesis requirements and expectations:  Candidates’ suggestions regarding receiving 
advisement on the thesis track early in the program has been well received by program faculty.  In 
addition to circulating announcements by the thesis office on scheduled thesis workshops, the 
program adviser is now sending out emails to all candidates to contact faculty members for further 
information on thesis requirements if they so desire, in the second semester of a candidates’ 
program plan. Faculty members also contact individual candidates who they perceive as good 
candidates for a thesis track.  
 
Addressing candidate concerns over career advisement.  Based on candidates’ suggestions on 
career advisement, the program has been implementing a “community college job opportunity 
panel” in which the chairs (or their representatives) from the departments of Child Development in 
local community colleges discuss community college teaching opportunities, requirements, and 
expectations.  In spring 2009, a graduate of the program who was recently accepted to the Ph. D. 
program at Purdue University was invited to make a presentation on her experiences in choosing 
and preparing for a Ph. D. Program.  In summer 2009, the director of the Long Beach Unified School 
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- This is a small group assignment. For fall 07, one common student concern was time 
for meeting in groups. For fall 08, students were given time at the end of every class 
to meet with their groups. 

- Giving time in class provides opportunities for students to ask questions and receive 
answers for their inquiries. Therefore, they understood the requirements. 

- The Program uses a mastery system. One group revised their assignment.  
 

II Program effectiveness discussions 

A. We discussed how to support struggling students (see above). 
B. Discussed group advisement as not being enough for students 
C. Student Learning Outcomes (SLO) are in-depth and detailed. The program expectations are 

high, so for some students this is challenging. 
D. Discussed assessing candidate performance after they complete the program. 
E. Candidates asked to complete an exit survey one-year after graduation.  
F. Discussed having course-related conversations among the faculty. 
G. Student survey completed at the end of the year. 
H. EDEC 522 – course changes 

a. Students asked to lead chapter discussion for the week. We will structure how 
students discuss the chapter. 

b. We will rethink the due date for the Parent Program Plan, and for the current issue 
paper. Student need more support prior to writing the current issue paper. 
 

III Student dispositions and program impact on clients 

A. Student dispositions 
a. Leadership activities 
b. Professional development 

i. Program portfolio that demonstrates on-going professional development 
ii. Goal setting 

iii. Attendance of professional development sessions/workshops related to 
core content of class 

iv. 10% of assignments for every class should go towards the portfolio 
v. 25% of comprehensive exams should be the portfolio presentation 

vi. Framework for the portfolio should be informed by NAEYC guidelines 
vii. Presentation and attendance to conferences 

viii. TaskStream has portfolio and website options for creating a portfolio 
c. 
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B. Benchmark – waiting on confirmation of means and frequencies 
 

V Course related concerns 

 A. We discuss this above 

VI Student enrollment, retention issues 

A. We accept everyone. As a result, we have a mix of strong and weak candidates, in writing 
and analytical processing. 

B. We have strong candidates who are successful. We have weak candidates that have great 
potential, and are successful. We have weak candidates that do not grow into successful 
candidates.  

 

 

 

 


