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B.S.Ed. and Initial Certification in Middle Grades Education

1. Program Strengths:  Analysis of Praxis II results suggests that, overall, our 115 candidates did well in Language Arts (92% pass rate), Mathematics (90% pass rate), and Social studies (89% pass rate), and scored close to the national medians. The 23 examinees in Science posted a pass rate of 70%. If the 115 examinees included our Georgia Responds initial certification students, then all of these scores may be considered strong.  Typically, our GAR students have been out of college for several years and, in search of provisional certification, are likely to attempt the Praxis II before completing the content courses required by the program. TEFEE (field experience evaluation) data suggest that our students perform well in field experience and internship on all measures.

For all three charts provided (CF, NCATE, and TEFEE categories), the means for all items in all categories exceed 3.5 on a scale of 1-4. It should be noted, however, that the total N is 11 for each chart, not a very large sample from which to generalize. The 
Undergraduate Program Evaluation results data is 100% across the board for an N of 2.

It is evident that these two students felt that they had completed an excellent program. 

The GTEP data (with an N of 4) is equally positive, with 100% of responses in the “Agree” or “Strongly Agree” categories. Attached student comments (4) are also complimentary.

2. Program Weaknesses:  Analysis of Praxis II results suggest that the poorest performances were in the area of “short essay” response for Language Arts, Science, and Social Studies, and in “Problem Solving” for Mathematics. These are skills that they typically might not learn in an Arts and Science course focused on strict learning of factual content. The participation of GAR students, whose testing practices we cannot control, may also play a part in these scores, since they outnumber those in our undergraduate degree program. Within particular content fields, there appear to be weaknesses related to the availability and types of content courses offered.  In Language Arts, for example, our “Language and Linguistics” average (54%) is nine points below the national, and eight below the state, average. There are, however, few courses offered through the English Department (Advanced Grammar, History of the English Language) that have this focus. Typically, they are offered during the day, making them accessible to our undergrad students, but not to our Georgia Responds (evening) students. It should also be noted that, in addition to Core courses that may focus in these areas, our undergrads come to us early enough to be guided through advisement into the necessary course (if they happen to be scheduled often enough, and at the times our students need).

This whole issue is complicated by our requirement that our undergrad students spend two days per week in field experiences, blocking out those days for content field classes.

We continue to work with the A&S departments to solve these problems, but such coordination is difficult when trying to mesh program needs.

3. Plans for Addressing Weaknesses: We will continue to collaborate to the best of our ability with our colleagues in Arts and Sciences to offer content courses in a timely and sufficiently frequent manner to meet the needs of our students. In addition, we will share this data with them immediately as part of this collaborative process.  In addition, in our methods courses, we plan to provide more practice in the areas of writing short essays and problem solving (mathematics), and will encourage our A&S colleagues to do likewise.

4. Changes Made Based on Previous Year’s plan: This is the first year that we have had the data analysis necessary to prepare a formal plan.

5. Overall Evaluation: Considering the variables beyond our control (GAR Praxis II testing, availability of content courses), we consider our program to be strong.

6. Recommendations: This data should be shared with our A&S colleagues at the college, as well as the department, level. A commitment must be made by both COE and A&S if any changes to improve content field preparation are to be successful.

M.Ed. and Ed.S. in Middle Grades Education

1. Program Strengths:  From the Mid-point and Completer, it appears that most graduate students are pleased with their programs. There seems more satisfaction with the Ed.S. program than with the M.Ed., based on responses that show several “Disagree” responses for the M.Ed., and none for the Ed.S. Once again, the sample N (18) was small, and included two add-on certification, 15 M.Ed., and only one Ed.S. student. Comments suggest that advisement was a strength at the Ed.S. level, and varied in quality a bit at the M.Ed. level.

2. Program Weaknesses: Several comments suggested that students would prefer more course variety in their Arts & Sciences options, more variety in format (face to face course, on-line, WebCT, other), more frequent offering of courses, and at more sites. The greatest weakness in the program, in the opinion of the Middle Grades faculty, was not noted in the instrument directly. Students who complete their M.Ed. in Math or Science concentrations (those covered by the HOPE grant) at West Georgia, often have difficulty finding enough content courses to take when they return for the Ed.S. program. Perhaps the lack of this mention in the student comments is a reflection of creative and proactive advisement. 

3. Plan for Addressing Weaknesses:  Decisions related to increased offerings from Arts & Sciences depend on those departments providing the courses. As numbers grow in the B.A. and B.S. programs, with funding a problem, there is little we can do but bring the problems to the attention of our A&S colleagues. In our own case, college and university policies impact the number of courses, frequency, and locations for offering. In the case

of our Strategies and Trends courses, which have been offered separately (Math, Language Arts, Science, Social Studies), low numbers have limited the offerings to once yearly or every two years.  During the present academic year, we have addressed this enrollment issue by offering the middle grades and secondary strategies courses together

as a single class.

4. Changes Made Based on Previous Year’s plan: This is the first year that we have had the data analysis necessary to prepare a formal plan.

5. Overall Evaluation:  We believe that our graduate programs are strong. Their flexibility in terms of content electives has enabled us to meet student needs, despite limited offerings in the content areas. Data collected here suggests that the great majority of the students responding felt positively about the programs.

6. Recommendations: For the future, we need larger samples of respondents in order to draw better conclusions. It appears that plans are already in place to address this issue in subsequent years.

