Introduction

In community-engaged learning, there is a lack of comprehensive assessment
tools that assess all major areas. The Office for Community-Engaged Learning
has developed a set of sixteen civic learning and engagement outcomes (CLEOS)
to determine the guality of community-engaged learning efforts on campus. Each
outcome falls in the category of civic knowledge, skills, values, or action and
Includes 2 — 5 quantitative and 1 — 3 qualitative questions. Two CLEOs are
selected per service-learning course, and a pre-assessment and post-assessment
are sent to students in the course.

To test the validity of the survey guestions, cognitive interviewing was used for a
total of four outcomes and the process will continue until every outcome has been
tested.

Materials & Methods

After creating the assessments, cognitive interviewing was used to test a total of
four outcomes and will be used to test the remaining twelve outcomes. There are
two main methods of cognitive interviewing: think aloud and verbal probing. The
think aloud technique was used in combination with verbal probing for the CLEOSs.

To assess the outcomes, pre-assessments and post-assessments were

administered at the beginning and end of the semester. A paired t-test was then
used to analyze the data and decide if there was a true difference in the answers.

Results

Results for Cognitive Interviewing

CLEGs 2, 4, 8, and 12 were tested using cognitive interviewing

After three rounds of testing for CLEO 4 and CLEO 8, all questions except one
were understood by participants

After two rounds of testing for CLEO 2 and CLEO 12, all questions were
validated, and participants understood what was being asked

Students misunderstood words such as “marginalized” and “demographics”
The question in CLEO 4 that did not improve after changing the wording two
times has been tabled for consideration.

Wording for 15t Round
(06/29/2021) Notes

S1 —did not
understand
demographic
S2 — did not
understand
demographic

Type of
Question

Learning
Outcome

| am knowledgeable
about the demographic
composition of the
Slippery Rock
community outside of
the University campus.

Likert

Wording for 2"d Round
(06/30/2021)

| am knowledgeable about
the distribution of age,
gender, race, and other
demographic characteristics
of the Slippery Rock d not
community outside of the
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Results for Academic Service-Learning Courses

Pre- Post-
assessment assessment
Average Average

Difference

Outcome (post-pre) P-value
Civic Knowledge

Outcome 1**

Civic Knowledge
Outcome 2**

Civic Skills Outcome 1*

Civic Skills Outcome 4*

Discussion

Many issues were found in the wording of the four CLEOs that were tested
Cognitive interviewing must be done on survey questions to determine if
students understand what is being asked.

The CLEOs have been used for three courses in Fall 2021 and are being used
for four courses in Spring 2022.

The Bonner Leader Program will also be assessed using combinations of the
CLEOs for each year.

The courses in the fall semester implemented a total of four CLEOs, and each
class had statistically significant results for at least one CLEO each.

Overall, two CLEOs had p-values less than a=0.01. The other two CLEOs
were significant at a=0.05.

Cognitive testing occurred over Zoom; little is known about the effects of
video-based cognitive interviewing.

The RockServe platform currently does not have an automated way to assign
specific pre- and post-assessment questions to specific courses; all coding of
the pre- and post-questionnaires was completed course by course.
Qualitative questions are more difficult to assess and interpret and are not
Included In this poster.

Wording for 3" Round
Notes (07/02/2021) Notes

S3/S4 - did not | am knowledgeable about the 3™ round volunteers were still
think of percentage of people of confused as to what is means
Slippery Rock different ages, genders, by “Slippery Rock Community
community. Di races, ethnic origins, and outside of campus.” One
sexualities within the Slippery thought we meant the off-
Rock community outside of campus student housing.
the University campus. Tabled for consideration

understand
distribution

S1 —did not
understand
demographic
S2 — did not
understand
demographic

| know how to obtain
information about the
demographic, social,
cultural, life-style, and
religious composition of
a local community.

Likert

| know how to obtain
information about the age,
gender, race, and other
characteristics of a local
community.

| know how to obtain
information about the
percentage of people of
different ages, genders, races,
ethnic origins, and
sexualities within a
community.

S4 — did not
understand
“information”

No issues

* Future work will include testing of the remaining twelve CLEOs and
development of a rating scale for the gqualitative questions.
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