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reface

In 1998 Gale Erlandson, higher education editor at Jossey-Bass Publishers,
asked if I would be interested in editing a newsletter on assessment. At
that time Tennessee, Virginia, New Jersey and Colorado had attracted
the attention of many other states with their assessment initiatives aimed
at public colleges and universities and the Southern Association of Colleges
and Schools was blazing a path for other regional accrediting associa-
tions in its implementation of an institutional effectiveness criterion. A
couple of New Directions issues on assessment were fairly flying off the
shelves at Jossey-Bass, so Gale Erlandson had surveyed the marketplace
and decided that this fast-developing new field needed a newsletter.

The idea of assembling a staff to produce a periodical that would appear
several times a year was daunting. But I received strong support for this
effort from the administration at the University of Tennessee, and the
same was true when I moved in 1992 to Indiana University-Purdue
University Indianapolis. So in January 1989 the first issue of Assessment
Update was published, and we have never missed a Jossey-Bass deadline.
We would not have been able to establish, and then sustain, the quality
of Assessment Update over the first decade of its history without the con-
tributions of columns by a committed group of experienced professionals
in the field of assessment. When first approached, Peter Ewell, Peter Gray,
and Gary Pike, and later Jeff Seybert, generously agreed to contribute
regular columns. A few of the early issues would have had to go to press
with empty pages had we not had the columns to add! Over the years

“readers have learned to turn regularly to Peter Ewell’s From the States for
the latest developments in assessment in the states and at the national
level, to Peter Gray’s Campus Profiles for institutional case studies, to
Gary Pike’s Assessment Measures for helpful information about instru-
ments and methods, and to Jeff Seybert’s Community College Strategies
for developments in the two-year sector.
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Marcia Mentkowski, Pat Hutchings, Tom Angelo, John Harris, and Kay
McClenney have made their own generous contributions to Assessment
Update over the years. As they have met with the columnists in annual
meetings of the Editorial Board, I have often heard one of them make this
kind of remark, “Even though it is a newsletter, the columns and articles
in Assessment Update contain information that does not go out of date.
You really ought to put together some collections of related materials over
time.” When Assessment Update was eight, conversation in the board
meeting provided the impetus for producing a volume containing all the
columns, including the Editor’s Notes. In the ninth year my colleagues and
I at [IUPUI simply copied the columns, added introductions written by the
columnists, bound the volume, and offered 25 copies for sale
at the 1997 Assessment Conference in Indianapolis. All the copies were
purchased within 20 minutes!

The success of our trial balloon encouraged us to find a publisher for
a collection of the columns from a full decade of Assessment Update
issues. Peter Ewell said NCHEMS would be interested. Gale Erlandson
expedited the permission-granting process at Jossey-Bass and Clara
Roberts at NCHEMS stepped forward to assume responsibility for what
turned out to be a fairly arduous process of producing the collection in its
present form.

To Peter, Gary, Peter, and Jeff, thank you for your friendship and your
unfailing support during Assessment Update’s first decade—and beyond.
To Gale and Clara, thank you for helping us realize our ambition to make
this volume available to our colleagues around the world who are engaged
in their own work of improving teaching, learning, and campus services
through assessment. My fellow columnists and I are grateful for this oppor-
tunity to reflect on developments in assessment over the past decade and
sincerely hope that our readers will find helpful this history of the devel-
opment of the field and related issues at the classroom, departmental,
campus, state, regional, national, and international levels.

Trudy W. Banta
Indianapolis
April 1999
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TRUDY W. BANTA

Reﬂect1ons on Ten Years as
Editor of Assessment Update

The first issue of Assessment Update was published in January 1989. For
two years Assessment Update was a quarterly, but by mid-1990 the number
of manuscripts had increased sufficiently to warrant more frequent publica-
tion and readers let us know that they would like to see more issues. In
1991 Assessment Update began to appear six times a year.

hat I
have learned in the
course of preparing

To the 56 issues published thus far I have contributed 45 columns entitled ' this retrospective is
Editor’s Notes. While I have often looked back at individual columns to see both &r atifying and
what [ had written previously about a topic | wanted to consider again, not sobering.

until now have I re-read all the columns and contemplated them as a body
of work. What I have learned in the course of preparing this retrospectwe
is both gratifying and sobering.

In most of my columns [ have referred in some way to the content of the

articles and columns contributed to the issue by others. It is gratifying to

see that the articles written by assessment coordinators and other faculty

have become more interesting and sophisticated over time as more faculty

have come to view writing about their experiences in assessment as legiti-

mate scholarship in their own disciplines. What is sobering is how little my ;

own range of topics and views of how assessment should be implemented : !
have changed over the last decade.

As the individual with the responsibility for coordinating campus-wide

- assessment initiatives at first one, then a second, research-oriented univer-
sity, most of my career has been based on finding ways to encourage faculty
to become engaged in outcomes assessment and to improve their assessment
methods continuously. Not surprisingly, then, it turns out that 30 percent
of the columns | have written have addressed how difficult it is to get faculty
to take on outcomes assessment and how to engage them, and 50 percent
of my columns have focused on details surrounding one or more assessment
methods. While I can see some progression in the development of assessment
methods over the decade, the discouragement sets in when I see how little

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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ASSESSMENT UPDATE: THE FIRST TEN YEARS

M

l v 1 ost faculty,

especially those in
the nation's largest
institutions, are just
starting to hear the
roar of the first waves
of assessment hitting
the shore.

difference ten years has made in terms of convincing faculty that outcomes
assessment holds promise for making them more effective in everything
they do.

In my first column, which appeared in January 1989, I wrote, “Most faculty,
especially those in the nation’s largest institutions, are just starting to hear
the roar of the first waves of assessment hitting the shore.” I used the sea
metaphor because by 1989 I had already been leading a campus-wide
assessment program at the University of Tennessee for a decade and thus
had posed the question in my editorial, “Has the assessment wave crested?”
While a lot of water has hit the shore in the decade since I wrote that first
column, my observations about the state of affairs are the same today as
they were then: most faculty may have heard the roar by now, but they are
NOT ENGAGED in assessment, and thus the assessment wave cannot have
crested-at least not in the way those of us associated with the production of
Assessment Update might have hoped. Assessment cannot have reached its
full potential as an accepted avenue toward improvement for all faculty
when in 1998 assessment committee members at the largest research uni-
versities are assuring each other that outcomes assessment is “new” (most
likely because THEY just discovered it!) and new presidents are “launching
an assessment initiative” on campuses where standard-setting assessment
programs flourished a decade ago but subsequently withered and faded
away. Outcomes assessment apparently goes against the grain of those in
the academy so profoundly that only extraordinary leadership can sustain it.

Having vented my frustration at our slow progress in convincing faculty of
the value of assessment, I should complete this introduction by saying that
the 20 percent of my columns not focused directly on faculty involvement
or descriptions of assessment methods have dealt with state-level, national,
and international issues in outcomes assessment. In four columns I have
described aspects of Tennessee’s performance funding program, which first
brought me into outcomes assessment in 1979. Five columns contain obser-
vations about National goal 6.5, which states that by the year 2000 “the
proportion of college graduates who demonstrate an advanced ability to
think critically, communicate effectively, and solve problems” will increase
substantially. And since I began to co-sponsor an international conference
on assessment the same year we inaugurated Assessment Update, eight
columns have addressed international developments in the arena of
assessing quality in higher education.

I have just noted the presence of five major themes in the series of Editor’s
Notes columns published in the first ten volumes of Assessment Update.
These themes are used as section headings for the collection of columns
that follows. Since many columns treat multiple topics, the numbers of
selections in each section may not match the numbers cited above. Each
section begins with a brief overview that attempts to place the contents

in some perspective.
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Section 1.
Encouraging Faculty
Involvement in Assessment

In the first selection (1:1) the growing pressures—regional, national, and
international-—to engage in outcomes assessment are cited as evidence that
a national publication like Assessment Update is needed. The point is made,
nevertheless, that most faculty are just beginning to become aware of the
crescendo of calls for higher education to demonstrate its accountability
through assessment of student learning and other outcomes society values.

By 1992 (4:4) I had observed that faculty at research universities were
among the last to take assessment seriously because their colleagues value
research so highly that few feel they can spend precious time on improving
their teaching through assessment. In 1993 (5:1) I argued that, “At its best,
assessment can even help faculty do what they value in better ways and thus
maximize their accomplishments.” I noted that “the single most important
outcome of faculty involvement in assessment may be the extent to which
the goals and objectives for curricula and courses have been reconceptual-
ized” as a result of collective engagement in the assessment process.

But by 1996 (8:5) I was back to square one explaining again why faculty
involvement in assessment is so hard to achieve. And in 1997 (9:5) I felt
compelled to address in detail one of the most troublesome assertions by
reluctant academics; i.e., that agreeing with colleagues on a set of learning
outcomes that should be taught in one or more courses may limit an indi-
vidual teacher’s academic freedom. 1 concede that this conclusion can emerge
from a strict construction of the AAUP “Statement on Academic Freedom and
Tenure.” Nevertheless, | point out the advantages of teamwork and agreement
upon some definitions of the common good for a group of colleagues.

For years those of us who care about assessment have been seeking ways
to link it with one or more bodies of ongoing research in order to enhance
its viability and credibility and to sustain its development. Thanks to a
wonderful article by Peter Ewell that appeared in the December 1997
AAHE Bulletin, 1 was able to describe in 1998 (10:2) some of the areas
of inquiry in which this linkage is beginning to occur.

TRUDY W.

BANTA
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On the Crest of the Wave

Response to the idea of publishing a newsletter on assessment in higher
education has been immediate, strong, and positive. Jossey-Bass sent out
a questionnaire designed to test the waters for a newsletter. Within a few
weeks, over a third of the questionnaires came back, all supporting the
concept, with most containing content suggestions and offers to contribute
information.

We hope you will follow through with those offers. Since we don’t have
reporters strategically stationed around the globe, we will depend on our
readers to send us the news. Articles of any length (up to 3,000 words) will
be welcome. Send us announcements of meetings to come, reviews of meet-
ings just held, word of collaborative efforts, insights about how assessment
works (or doesn’t work), stories about innovative assessment activities, and
any other relevant information.

Gale Erlandson, higher education editor at Jossey-Bass Publishers, asked if I
would serve as editor for a newsletter on assessment. It would be an entirely
new venture for Jossey-Bass—its first newsletter—as well as for me, but
both Gale and I felt this type of publication was exactly right for keeping up
with a burgeoning and rapidly changing field. Always supportive administra-
tors at UTK promised assistance. Longtime friends Peter Ewell, Pat Hutchings,
Gary Pike, Marcia Mentkowski, and John Harris pledged their support.
And more recent acquaintances Peter Gray and Larry Braskamp offered
specific, immediate help. How could anyone say no in light of such enthu-
siasm? | promise that with your help and that of our consulting editors,

we will try to report on the most promising practices and the most timely
issues in assessment. :

Having Peter Ewell as author of the lead article is a special treat. Since we
met in 1982, Peter and I have been sharing our perceptions about assessment
wherever we meet—in airports, at receptions, in deans’ offices, speeding to
the next appointment in a rented car. In 1986 we began to ask each other,
“Has the assessment wave crested?” Each succeeding year we have admitted,

TRUDY W. BANTA
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with some incredulity, that interest has continued to grow. Peter’s theme
“about halfway” expresses well the feeling many of us have about our
position in the history of assessment in higher education.

Most faculty, especially those in the nation’s largest institutions, are just
starting to hear the roar of the first waves of assessment hitting the shore.
Two-thirds of the states and all six regional accrediting agencies have
taken some action to stimulate institutional interest in the assessment
of outcomes. On July 1, 1988, the Federal Register published the final
regulations for the Secretary of Education’s “Procedures and Criteria
for Recognition of Accrediting Agencies.” The regulations include a
section called “Focus on Educational Effectiveness,” which specifies that
each accrediting agency must determine whether or not an institution or
program (1) maintains clearly specified educational objectives consistent
with its mission; (2) documents the educational achievements of its
students “in verifiable and consistent ways,” such as evaluation of senior
theses, standardized test results, and employer evaluations; (3) publicizes
for the benefit of prospective students its educational objectives and the
results of its assessment procedures; and (4) systematically applies the
information obtained through assessment “to foster enhanced student
achievement.”

The pervasive nature of the state mandates and accreditation criteria, as
well as the genuine desire to promote student development, brought faculty
all over the country together for state and regional meetings during the fall
of 1988. At the annual meetings of the American Evaluation Association
and the American Educational Research Association, sessions on assessment
in higher education were added to the agendas; this indicates that assess-
ment practitioners are building bridges to the research communities with
which this fledgling field must be linked.

Interest in assessment is growing internationally. In 1986 UTK and Northeast
Missouri State University were invited to make presentations in Paris at a
meeting of the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development.
Faculty at Alverno College have made several presentations in England and
Europe. In 1987 the first Sino-American Symposium on Program Evalua-
tion in Higher Education was held at Peking University. In June, 1989, a
second team of American assessment specialists traveled to Beijing for five
days of presentations and dialogue with faculty from thirty or more Chinese
universities. On July 24-27, 1989, UTK cosponsored an international con-
ference on assessment held at Cambridge University. Conferees considered
the feasibility of international collaboration on matters related to assessment.

We hope to keep you apprised of future developments in assessment through
feature articles, short perspectives pieces, news items, a resource column, a
calendar of coming events, and continuing features on state initiatives, cam-
pus programs, and assessment instruments. This launch issue was assembled
several months prior to publication; however, more short pieces and more
news are planned for future issues. If you have additional suggestions for
the presentation of content, please send them to us.

10
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Can Assessment Help
Research Universities?

A colleague in assessment in another state maintains that it was dissatis-
faction with the undergraduate experience at research universities that
originally provoked legislators in some states to require all public colleges
and universities to gather evidence of student outcomes. He says, “Law-
makers are tired of hearing complaints from constituents about huge classes,
incomprehensible international teaching assistants, and lack of attention
from faculty that their children encounter on the state’s flagship campus.”

If my colleague is correct in saying that research universities were the first
target of the state assessment mandates, it is ironic that, collectively, they
have become the last institutions to provide meaningful responses. Usually
in the forefront of scholarship and research activities, few Carnegie [ uni-
versities have become noted for their faculty contributions to the literature
on outcomes assessment.

Jeff Seybert, whose inaugural column.on community college assessment is
timely, welcome, and much appreciated, argues that two-year institutions
have diverse missions; yet, it is hard to imagine more diversity than exists
on a land-grant campus of 40,000 students that includes a medical school,
a dairying program famous for its ice cream production, a business school
that trains corporate managers, and a speech and hearing center that serves
hearing-impaired clients throughout the region. Corralling the faculty in
such a place to focus on any single issue is nearly impossible. The faculty
tend to view state mandates as something administrators are paid to handle,
and no one is seriously concerned that State U might lose its institutional
accreditation if it fails to address the regional association’s assessment cri-
teria. In addition research-oriented faculty are the least likely to be rewarded
for conscientiously evaluating and improving their teaching and the most
skeptical about the technical adequacies of the measurement instruments
currently used in assessment. Considering these realities, you begin to have
some sense of the difficulty of mounting a campus-wide, comprehensive
outcomes assessment program on a research-dominated campus.

11
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Assessment Update
July-August 1992
Volume 4, Number 4

But there are some important signals of a change in this state of affairs. In.
the last two years, faculty at institutions like Pennsylvania State, Michigan
State, and the University of California, Berkeley, have completed studies
indicating a need for major reforms of undergraduate education, and some

. see assessment as contributing to that effort. Teams of faculty from these and

other research-oriented campuses are showing up at regional and national
assessment conferences. Some have written grants with an assessment focus
for funding from the Fund for the Improvement of Postsecondary Education
and other granting agencies.

How can assessment help the faculty at research universities arrest the
swing of the pendulum toward research and bring it back toward teaching
and scholarship related to pedagogy?

Pat Hutchings, in her article in this issue, suggests that outcomes assessment
activities can assist faculty in setting goals and creating curricular coherence.
It is difficult to imagine how one might go about improving something
without being able to state in writing what that something is. Yet most
undergraduate programs of general education and the majors at research
universities take place in the absence of faculty-developed statements of
what students should know and be able to do when they complete a course
of study. Many research faculty say there is no need to write anything down
because “everyone knows” what should be taught. Supposedly, students will
be properly prepared if they simply take a sampling of the courses offered
by the strong faculty in the program (that is, the productive scholars). As
faculty at the University of Connecticut and at Colorado State University
have found, however, involvement in the hard work of developing a com-
prehensive outcomes assessment instrument often sensitizes academics to

.the need for structured goals for student learning.

_ Similarly, faculty who develop assessment measures and use them to collect

data soon begin to ask questions about curricular coherence. Several
departments at the University of Tennessee, Knoxville, have been motivated
by assessment findings to increase both the breadth and depth of the required
curriculum in the major. At Western Michigan University, the assessment
findings that too many students were failing courses for which they were not
adequately prepared led to the decision to scrutinize students’ prerequisite
experiences much more carefully.

Student-faculty interaction is known to promote student persistence and
growth during college. At a research university, student-faculty collaboration
on research projects would seem to be a particularly appropriate mode of
interaction. One of the most salient features of the Harvard Assessment
Seminars has been the involvement of students in the design and conduct
of data-gathering activities that have grown out of seminar discussions. At
Indiana University, Bloomington, students have taken part in an assessment
of how undergraduates study. At the University of Virginia, a longitudinal
study designed to assess the effectiveness of general education has brought
a sample of undergraduates into contact w1th a group of faculty for a series
of well structured interviews.
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The Cross-Angelo classroom research techniques have been embraced by
some research university faculty who are interested in formative evaluation
of their own teaching. In large sections where few can ask questions of the
lecturer, the one-minute paper can be of special value in identifying points
that students need to have clarified.

Assessment can give faculty at research universities the data they need

to direct faculty development resources, as well as institutional recogni-
tion and reward structures, toward the improvement of teaching and learning.
Although these “new students” of assessment are late to class, the intellec-
tual and creative contributions they bring to the discussion will be most
welcome.
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Involving Faculty |
in Assessment

In 1992 | was privileged to take part in two unique assessment conferences.
The first, held in Seattlein early October, was sponsored by the National
Center on Postsecondary Teaching, Learning, and Assessment (NCTLA) at
the Pennsylvania State University. The second, the Assessment Workshops
at Indianapolis, took place in early November on the Indiana University-
Purdue University campus. The NCTLA Assessment Institute emphasized
attendance by institutional teams and offered an intensive three-day program
with several two-hour blocks for teams to engage in their own assessment
planning, with assistance, if needed, from an experienced consultant. In
Indianapolis, the emphasis was on interaction among participants in a series
of workshops conducted by faculty from a variety of institutions.

During both conferences, I could not help thinkirig how much the audiences
for assessment meetings have changed over the half-dozen years since the
first one was held. Early participants were academic vice presidents and deans
who were interested in learning how they could provide leadership for cam-
pus assessment programs. Now the meetings are dominated by faculty who
are carrying out the campus assessment initiatives.

Although the nature of the audiences has changed, the fundamental
questions raised about assessment have not. They are simply being asked
with more intensity by the people who are most directly involved in imple-
menting assessment. '

One of the most critical questions has always been, “How do you motivate
faculty to become involved in assessment?” In responding to this query in
Seattle, I suggested that we look first at what faculty value. While the list
of intrinsic and extrinsic faculty motivators is relatively short, the priorities
among these factors vary considerably from campus to campus. I believe,
however, that a common concern underlying all the factors is this: faculty
value their time and want to use it in ways that maximize their accomplish-
ments. Thus, in motivating faculty to take part in assessment, we must not
present assessment as a new, independent activity but rather as one that is
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linked with work in which they are already engaged. At its best, assessment
can even help faculty do what they value in better ways and thus maximize
their accomplishments.

At an early stage of their involvement, faculty can be encouraged to spend
on assessment the time they might ordinarily spend on service to the institu-
tion, that is, in working on departmental or institutional committees. If an
unusual amount of time is required for an individual to provide leadership
for a program or for the design of a data-gathering activity, release time
or extra-service pay might be offered; at a research university, a graduate
student might be assigned to assist the faculty member who is assuming
this level of responsibility. For extraordinary leadership, every effort should
be made to provide special recognition, perhaps in the form of an award,
perhaps through additional compensation.

In Seattle, I worked with a team from a technical institute where partici-
pation in professional development experiences is the only avenue to
differential increases in compensation. We talked about treating assessment,
with its emphasis on new ways of collaborating to improve curriculum and
instruction and its workshops on objective writing and test construction, as
faculty development. As we were having that conversation in Seattle, a
campus-wide faculty meeting on assessment was underway at the technical
institute. Warming to the idea of assessment as professional development,
the team members decided to telephone their dean for instructions and
to ask him to announce that participation in assessment work groups
scheduled for the afternoon at the institute would carry with it professional
development credit. The dean liked the idea and agreed to make the
announcement. Seldom have | seen a new idea implemented so quickly!

On research-oriented campuses, involvement in assessment can be-construed
as time spent improving one’s teaching and can even become the subject of
original scholarship and research. Participation in the Harvard Assessment
Seminars has led a number of faculty, working with undergraduate and
graduate students, to design a series of studies to provide answers to ques-
tions about teaching and learning. Across the country, faculty in a broad
array of fields have begun to publish articles about assessment activities
in journals in their own disciplines.

As more and more faculty become engaged in systematic efforts to improve
processes in higher education, | believe that they will come to regard assess-
ment as an indispensable resource for those activities. At the Indianapolis

conference, we speculated that the single most important outcome of faculty’

involvement in assessment may be the extent to which the goals and objec-
tives for curricula and courses have been reconceptualized. Instead of the
content that faculty will put before students, objectives increasingly empha-
size what students will be able to do with that content. Greater clarity about
what we want to accomplish is a first step in process improvement. Equally
important is collaboration with colleagues in studying the details of the
process, another sine qua non of assessment. Finally, the assessment
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measures that we develop are essential tools in the monitoring phase of
a continuous improvement initiative.

Although there is no single or simple answer to the question of how to get
faculty involved in assessment, since the response varies from campus to
campus depending on the basis for faculty recognition and rewards, we still
can and must make assessment an integral part of the activities that faculty
value. Then they can make their time go farther by doing two (or more)
things at once: assessment and committee service, professional develop-
ment, disciplinary scholarship and research, and continuous improvement
of teaching and learning.
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Faculty Involvement

in Assessment:
Why Is It So Hard to Achieve?

Faculty involvement in assessment is the theme of this issue of Assessment
Update. Virtually every article touches on one or more aspects of the
questions I raise in this column. '

John A. Muffo devotes a whole section of his “Lessons Learned from a
Decade of Assessment” to faculty concerns. Charles F. Harrington and
Robert L. Reid begin their article with the assertion that “one of the more
pressing issues facing the assessment movement in higher education is that
of engaging the faculty.” And in one of the Memos, Sheila Bassoppo-Moyo
observes that faculty at her institution are not likely to get involved in
assessment without some external impetus.

In a previous issue of Assessment Update (Vol. 8, No. 3), Peter Ewell reported
on a recent survey of state higher education executive officers in the 50
states. His respondents identified resistance to assessment among faculty
and administrators as the most important obstacle to its progress.

In the March-April 1996 issue of Assessment Update (Vol. 8, No. 2), Joe
Steele summarized the findings of research conducted with a national sample
of college and university representatives. According to Steele, “Results for
the majority of assessment programs have been disappointing” (p. 2) and
“the lack of faculty involvement in assessment activities” is one of the “two
most critical outcomes issues specifically mentioned by more than half of
the responding colleges” (p. 12).

Why Do Faculty Resist Assessment?
We can all identify reasons for faculty resistance to assessment. When first
presented with the possibility of developing an approach to the assessment
of student outcomes, most faculty respond, “We assess all the time. We

use course and cumulative grade point averages to tell us how students
are doing. What’s wrong with that?” We might respond, “Yes, you do a
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lot of assessment of individual student achievement, and that is the most
immediate way to help students. But with our new emphasis on outcomes
assessment, we need to look carefully at the achievement of groups of
students to see what that may tell us about how to enrich our teaching,
enable students to learn more, and improve the curriculum.” The faculty
response is often, “Why would we want to change the curriculum?
Things are working well now.”

Most faculty eventually admit, even though it may be grudgingly, that nothing
is so perfect that it cannot be improved at least a little. So they ask the next
question, “Where will we find the time to take on this new approach to
assessment? And where will our departments get the money it will take to
do this new work?” Faculty also express concern that collective agreement
with colleagues on objectives for a curriculum will have at least two negative
consequences: (1) students then will be led to certain conclusions rather
than forced to put their coursework together mentally and make sense of it
on their own, and (2) each individual faculty member’s academic freedom
will be abridged by having to devote some of his or her teaching efforts
toward promoting students’ learning of the common curriculum objectives.

The request to take time to learn new methods designed to improve pedagogy
is often resented. Most faculty are not trained as teachers and many believe
that good teachers are born not made. Thus teaching is considered a private
matter that is not often discussed extensively with colleagues. Faculty tend
to shun teacher training and feel there is no need for them to engage in it.

Finally, many faculty, especially those at research universities, consider their
scholarship—the creation of new knowledge—to be more important and
more interesting than classroom teaching. Thus time spent on improving
teaching is perceived as detrimental to the pursuit of the more important
disciplinary scholarship.

Can Faculty Continue to Ignore Assessment?

Some of our colleagues are saying, “The older generation of faculty is simply
going to have to leave in order for us to make progress in turning attention
toward student learning and the improvement of teaching.” | don’t agree with
this because 1 know too many 50- and 60-year-olds who are enthusiastic
proponents of assessment. And yet, even if those who make this prediction
are right, in some places the older generation is leaving faster than any of
us would have thought possible five years ago. In Canada and in Australia,
just to name two countries with which | have had very recent experience,
government cuts in funds to support higher education are so substantial
that many faculty aged 55 and older are being offered attractive severance
packages, which most feel compelled to accept. These actions, based on
economic factors, are wiping out a whole generation of scholars in one
fell swoop.
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The times are changing—more rapidly than ever before. If there ever was a
time when faculty could legitimately say, “We can ignore assessment; it will
go away,” that time has certainly passed by now. If one has any doubt that
entities such as higher education institutions, which exist to provide services
to others, can escape the obligation to demonstrate their accountability, one
has only to look at the enormous changes in health care that are occurring
at lightning speed and at the outcomes-based agenda of every publicly sup-
ported social services agency.

There are some who say that competition will shortly be responsible for the
most dramatic change in higher education. Certainly, if student numbers
fall, so eventually must the number of faculty. And the nu‘mber of sources
from which potential students may choose their method of obtaining post-

‘secondary education is increasing rapidly.

The program of the Eighteenth Annual Forum of the European Association
for Institutional Research (1996), held in Budapest in August, included a
session on “Alternatives to Universities.” The developments considered in
the session were “related to the growing market orientation of higher edu-
cation systems in many parts of the world.”

In business and industry employers want their employees to develop particu-
lar skills and understandings. Rather than deal with colleges and universities
whose broader-based courses may or may not deliver the level of specific
skills desired, employers are establishing their own courses or contracting
with private firms to develop the skills in question. Even public schools that
used to look to colleges and universities for in-service training for teachers

" and supervisors are now likely to ask their own expert practitioners or to
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contract with a training firm to develop the needed skills.

Taxpayers and their representatives are looking for ways to educate the
populace at the lowest possible cost. The governors of eleven Western
states are discussing the establishment of a virtual university that would
award credit by assessing students’ abilities to demonstrate competence in
college subjects. Coupled with interactive tele-learning that can make one
well constructed course available to students anywhere in the world, the
virtual university concept has the potential to change fundamentally the
way students experience postsecondary education.

All of these developments taken together suggest that faculty must become
more intentional about what they will teach and what students will learn.
There must be explicit, agreed-on objectives for curricula and for the
courses that comprise them. Above all, there must be assessment of
student competence—evidence that students are mastering the course
and curriculum objectives. Given the ferocious competition developing
among learning organizations worldwide, these are simply necessary, but
not sufficient, steps that faculty must take to preserve their own jobs and
perhaps even the very existence of their institutions.
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What Can We Do?

Do those of us who are concerned about assessment simply wait until these
outside pressures force faculty to become involved? That doesn’t seem
prudent. We must take advantage of opportunities to make assessment a
part of what faculty value: disciplinary accreditation, evaluation of peda-
gogical and curriculum innovations, improvement of teaching, faculty
development, program review, continuous quality improvement, and
evaluation of technology in instruction. Not every one of these connec-
tions will have importance for every faculty member, but perhaps one will
capture the attention of each.

We should encourage participation in faculty development such as trips to
conferences, on-campus visits by experts, and homegrown seminars. We
should offer small grants for innovative work and give faculty abundant
opportunities to learn from one another. As Ann Ferren (1993) observed
about faculty development, “To make assessment real for faculty, they
have to experience it, not just read about it or hear about it. Campus-based
training for assessment can extend faculty understanding and commitment
and eliminate fears about what will happen to assessment data” (p. 7).

We can involve students in assessment. They will ask the hard questions
that show faculty why they must undertake assessment, especially at an
urban campus or a community college. We can encourage faculty to work
in the community, where they will hear from employers, public school people,
parents, taxpayers, and social service agencies that we must provide credible
evidence of what our students are learning.

Many of the suggestions just made about involving faculty are richly illustrated
in the contributions to this issue. Some offer additional ideas. Muffo offers
specific strategies for overcoming faculty resistance to assessment based on
his decade of work in this field. Harrington and Reid as well as Donald H.
Bennion and Stewart D. Work provide details of the process of establishing
faculty committees and involving faculty in the selection and design of assess-
ment instruments. Elizabeth Domholdt describes an innovative approach to
faculty development: inviting individual faculty to develop posters about their
work in assessment for presentation at the annual Faculty/Staff Institute at
the University of Indianapolis. In Barbara S. Fuhrmann’s Campus Strategies,
she lists among the success factors strong administrative support in the form
of release time for assessment activities. And, finally, Daniel . Bernstein’s
FIPSE project holds promise for drawing faculty attention to assessment
by incorporating in peer review of teaching a focus on student learning
and faculty feedback to students about their performance.

Faculty response to the calls for assessment is just one of many ways in
which the mismatch between what society is beginning to expect and what
higher education is actually delivering is becoming manifest. It is simply
one illustration of how faculty attitudes must change in order to ensure the
survival of higher education as the enterprise we know and value. For those
interested in a broader look at these issues, [ strongly recommend Making
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a Place for the New American Scholar by Eugene Rice (1996), director of
the AAHE Forum on Faculty Roles and Rewards. In addition to calling for
important changes in the graduate training we provide for prospective
faculty. Rice offers a series of suggestions for “rethinking faculty careers.”
These include creating a departmental culture in which (1) collaboration

is valued, assessed, and rewarded, and where faculty can easily cross disci-
plinary lines to collaborate with colleagues in other fields; (2) excellence

in teaching, instructional scholarship, and public service are as valued and
rewarded as research is today and faculty have the opportunity to concen-
trate on each of these areas at different points in their careers; and (3) faculty
have opportunities to spend extended periods of time learning from prac-
tice in settings outside the academy-—making professional contributions of
a different kind—then moving back their academic appointments. Rice also
suggests that tenure be considered local, tied to institutional mission. Thus,
if assessment of student outcomes and institutional effectiveness are valued
sufficiently to be incorporated in an institution’s mission, its tenure-track
faculty will have a powerful incentive indeed for becoming involved in
assessment!
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Teamwork Does Not Abridge
Academic Freedom

Teamwork may be the most profoundly influential word of the past two
decades. Giving everyone who has responsibility for getting a job done the
opportunity to say how that job can be accomplished most effectively has
led to flatter organizations and more effective outcomes throughout the
economy.

Teamwork in the fullest sense of the word has brought the American auto-
motive industry back to a position of international leadership and enabled
scientists and engineers to launch a spectacular geology expedition on Mars.
Doctors, nurses, and other health care professionals approach surgery in
well coordinated teams. And attorneys work in teams to gather evidence
and plan arguments in complex cases.

All around us we see proof that even the brightest idea that springs from
the fertile mind of a creative individual can be brought to fruition most
effectively with the help of other good minds thinking through the how-to-
get-it-done steps. But despite this compelling evidence, true teamwork in
the academy is not well developed.

We understand the reasons for this. Most of the senior faculty and adminis-
trative leaders have worked in isolation for most of their careers—spending
many hours studying alone to make good grades as undergraduates, then
working on individualized programs and research projects in graduate
school, often in a highly competitive environment that discouraged
collaboration. Now promotion and tenure committees cast bright smiles

on pure disciplinary scholarship but discount multidisciplinary activities
and, in some fields, co-authored publications. Even authentic teaming

to teach within a given discipline is a rarity.

This tendency to function as individual, independent scholars works against
the acceptance of outcomes assessment in higher education. The essential

first step in planning assessment in the major or in general education is
for groups of faculty (dare we say “teams?”) to get together and agree
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on learning outcomes that students who complete a program should achieve.
Many of our colleagues resist this first step. A common argument, often
stated passionately, is that having someone, even one’s own colleagues,

- tell an instructor what a student should learn in his or her classes is an
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abridgment of academic freedom.

Having confronted this argument in settings across the country, 1 decided to
consult the American Association of University Professors (AAUP) “Statement
on Academic Freedom and Tenure” (see <http://www.igc.apc.org/aaup/
1940stat.htm>). Now that | have read this simple statement—*“Teachers are
entitled to freedom in the classroom in discussing their subjects”—I under-
stand that one can interpret it as placing no restrictions on what is taught
beyond “controversial matter which has no relation to [the] subject” (the
only qualifying phrase in the AAUP statement). This means that we as
faculty must discuss and decide if there is some common good that we
wish to advance in terms of student learning. And if there is, can we agree
that we can rely on one another to help students develop certain skills and
knowledge in each of our classes? Only if we can reach agreement on these
issues can we hope to establish the foundation for outcomes assessment.

Fortunately, for those of us with a firm commitment to assessment, the AAUP
statement contains other, helpful language, including “institutions of higher
education are conducted for the common good and not to further the interest
of either the individual teacher or the institution as a whole. The common
good depends upon the free search for truth and its free exposition.” More-
over, “Academic freedom . . . carries with it duties correlative with rights.”

As we attempt to persuade new colleagues in assessment to work in teams
to develop agreement about what students need to know and be able to do
when they complete a program of study, we are also fortunate to be able to
point to the benefits of such teamwork at other institutions. Articles in this
issue of Assessment Update provide examples.

At Pepperdine University, faculty from the humanities, sciences, and social
sciences are collaborating to assess student achievement of the Pepperdine
mission component stating that “all graduates will have the ability to think
clearly, logically, independently, and critically.” As Don Thompson and
Cynthia Cornell Novak report, the faculty ask students to submit portfolios
containing course syllabi, tests, papers, projects, and videotaped speeches.
Portfolio materials are digitized and recorded on CD-ROM disks that
students can use in job searches. The portfolios are also available on Web .
pages that faculty can study in their own offices. Pepperdine faculty have
agreed to have colleagues judge their own syllabi and grading practices in
terms of the extent to which their course content and instructional methods
promote student achievement of clear, logical, independent, critical thinking.
For these faculty, collaboration in identifying common expectations for
student learning and in assessing outcomes does not abridge academic
freedom.
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At the University of Scranton, Thomas P. Hogan and Anne Marie Stamford
report that department chairs are asked not only “What are you trying to
accomplish with your students?” but also the assessment question “Is there
evidence you're being successful?” Underlying these questions is the clear
assumption that faculty in the disciplines have collectively identified common
learning outcomes for their majors.

Lynne M. Woehrle reports that “team building through regular team
meetings” of sociology faculty at Syracuse University has led to adoption
of a core set of readings and many of the same assignments in sessions
of introductory courses taught by different faculty. Team members even
visit one another’s classrooms. While Woehrle acknowledges that there
are “tensions between the pure academic freedom model, wherein each
instructor defines course content, and the team model, wherein goals are
shared,” collaboration in assessment has “proved crucial in maintaining
the internal financial support of the administration” for the course renova-
tion project in sociology.

Finally, in his Campus Profiles column, Peter J. Gray tells the story of
assessment’s influence at Northeast Missouri State University—now
Truman State University. Through three decades, assessment has been at
the center of that institution’s mission and campus culture. The president
and other top administrators have communicated the importance of
assessment in “personal, one-on-one conversations with faculty members
about specific students and their success at the university.” In turn, faculty
understand and appreciate—and communicate to students—that assessment
is an important element of the common good, the culture that is shared by
faculty, staff, and students. At Truman State, the “free search for truth and
its free exposition” are not hindered but in fact are strengthened by team-
work based on shared purpose and the free exchange of information about
progress that is derived from a conscientiously implemented assessment
process.
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Making a Silk Purse

When you read in this issue’s lead article the responses to the survey that
Andreea Serban and her colleagues at the Rockefeller Institute have conducted,
you will find some familiar themes. Compared with state and university poli-
cymakers, “deans and chairs of faculty senates are the least familiar with
performance funding practices both within their own state and in other
states.” “State policymakers tend to forecast a favorable future for perform-
ance funding, whereas campus representatives think its future is uncertain.”
All campus groups “consider external accountability to be currently the
main purpose of performance funding . . . [but] wish to see institutional
improvement become the primary purpose.” And “state policymakers . . .
are stronger believers in the potential of performance funding to achieve

its goals than are campus representatives.”

Most faculty don’t take the time to become familiar with the details of
externally imposed accountability measures like performance funding
because they rather resent them and believe they will eventually go away.
Whereas state officials generally hope and believe that performance funding
will improve higher education in the long run, faculty and administrators
see such measures as intrusive and prefer to rely on their own internal
methods for assuring quality.

Serban’s article brings back memories of University of Tennessee, Knoxville
chancellor Jack Reese’s discomfiture with performance funding as concep-
tualized by the Tennessee Higher Education Commission (THEC) in 1979.
He said, “How can we convince faculty that all the tests and statewide
surveys the THEC is proposing are worthwhile?” As Reese’s administrative
intern I was delighted to find in my mail a few months later an opportunity
to apply for a grant “to increase the use of student outcome information”
offered by the Kellogg Foundation through the National Center for Higher
Education Management Systems (NCHEMS). We applied for and received
a grant, and over the next couple of years we were able to involve faculty
in pilot testing some of the state-specified exams and surveys. Thus we
gathered the student outcome information called for by the grant, but for our

TRUDY W. BANTA

Pv 1 ost faculty

don’t take the time
to become familiar
with the details of
externally imposed
accountability meas-
ures like performance
funding because they
rather resent them
and believe they will
eventually go away.

| Assessment Update
i March-April 1998
. Volume 10, Number 2

> BESTCOPY AVAILABLE

34



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ASSESSMENT UPDATE: THE FIRST TEN YEARS

any of us
have tried to find

means of encouraging -

faculty to assume
ownership of assess-
ment, because our
intuition told us it
was the right thing
to do. '

Assessment Update
March-April 1998
Volume 10, Number 2

own reasons (improvement of programs and services) and under the banner
of the “NCHEMS-Kellogg Project” rather than the “THEC’s Performance
Funding Initiative.” From a faculty perspective, we tried, as my grandmother
would say, to make a silk purse of a sow’s ear.

Today, nearly two decades later, Butler University in Indianapolis is using
a grant from the Lilly Endowment to create an opportunity for faculty to
approach assessment as a means of achieving their own purposes. The
Lilly-sponsored “Learning Initiative” at Butler is intended to “focus campus
dialogue toward carefully defining Butler learning goals and objectives,”
then to “design effective learning activities with students using the best
known educational practices” and “assist students in demonstrating their
learning relative to Butler’s learning goals” (quoted from The Learning
Initiative at Butler University project description). As I sat at a dinner table
at Butler recently between President Geoffrey Bannister and Dean of
Academic Affairs Gwen Fountain and listened to them enthusiastically
endorsing the goals of the Learning Initiative, I remembered the similarly
high hopes with which Chancellor Reese and I had launched the NCHEMS-
Kellogg Project. The next day as I met with small groups of Butler faculty
to discuss their departmental assessment plans, I was pleased to see how
well the project is succeeding in opening even some previously closed minds
to the possibilities of using assessment to help strengthen a true learning
environment at Butler.

Many of us have tried to find means of encouraging faculty to assume
ownership of assessment, because our intuition told us it was the right
thing to do. Now in a wonderful article in the December 1997 AAHE

Bulletin entitled “Organizing for Learning—a New Imperative,” Peter T.
Ewell cites findings from the literature on organizational change that give
us a foundation for our intuitive actions.

First, despite all the negative feelings that externally imposed measures like
performance funding arouse in faculty, the fact is that these measures do
stimulate institutional change that probably would not have occurred with-
out them. Ewell says that “change requires a visible triggering opportunity,”
and “part of the art of transformational leadership is to recognize and
capitalize on such opportunities when they arise” (p. 6).

Second, “change requires people to relearn their own roles.” According to
Ewell, faculty must be imbued “with a sense of collective accountability for
learning of the same character and depth as is currently accorded scholarly
research” (p. 6). Helping to create this sense of accountability was my most
important responsibility as a faculty development consultant at Butler.

Finally, studies tell us that “change requires conscious and consistent leader-
ship” (p. 6). Academic leaders must become “leading learners, . . . creating
new lines of lateral communication and alternative reward structures,” and
paying attention to people’s “feelings, perceptions, and symbols” (p. 6).
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The individuals who created the New England Educational Assessment
Network, described in‘the article in Assessment Update (Vol. 10, No. 2)
by Jean Woodbury, Bernard Gill, and Susanne Tracy, are applying the
principles Ewell cites as they assess their colleagues’ needs and provide
responsive developmental experiences.

To my surprise, the lessons about stimulating faculty involvement in assess-
ment were learned late at Ohio University. | first met Michael Williford (see
Peter J. Gray’s column in Assessment Update Vol. 10, No. 2) in the early
1980s when we both won NCHEMS-Kellogg grants. | admired very much
his survey program and other methods for gathering student information.
Therefore, after years of writing and speaking about Ohio University as an
exemplar of good practice in assessment, | was somewhat shocked to learn
that the North Central Association (NCA) visiting team expressed strong
concerns about that institution’s assessment efforts. The central administra-
tion had designed the plan, collected the data, and used the results, but the
visitors did not find faculty sufficiently engaged in the process. The NCA
directed Ohio University to refocus its assessment program on “depart-
ment-based assessment to improve teaching, learning, and student services.”

No one will be surprised to learn that Ohio University faculty expressed
“some resentment about developing an assessment plan for the NCA!” But
the process of providing faculty development and technical support that
Williford has initiated should eventually produce the sense of collective
accountability for student learning that will help to transform the proverbial
Sow’s ear. ’

Reference

Ewell, P. T. “Orgénizing for Learning—a New Imperative.” AAHE Bulletin,
1997, 58 (4), 3-6.
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Section 11.
The Growing Variety
of Assessment Methods

As | have traveled around the world I have noted that peer review is the
most universally respected method of program assessment. When valued
colleagues are brought in for a close inspection of an academic unit and
asked for judgments about current program quality and future directions,
it seems logical to present in a self-study for the visitors’ review information
about program resources, processes such as curricula and instructional
methods, and outcomes. | have presented the case for incorporating assess-
ment findings as a source of information in program review in several of
my columns, including 1:2, 3:3, and 3:4 in this section.

Throughout its quarter-century history, the Fund for the Improvement of
Postsecondary Education (FIPSE) has been an important and consistent
source of funding for assessment projects. 1 paid tribute to FIPSE in 3:1 as
we launched a continuing feature, With FIPSE Support, which summarized
FIPSE-supported assessment projects until space pressures brought on by
a new format forced us to discontinue the series in 1997,

In 3:1 1 also spoke for the first time about the logical and mutually beneficial
links that exist between outcomes assessment and total quality management
(TQM). In 1992 1 received FIPSE funding to translate the principles of
TQM from the language of business and industry into that of higher edu-
cation. That project is summarized in 4:5 and 5:2.

I have long been interested in finding out what works in assessment, and
was pleased to report in 5:1, p. 7 on the development of a document entitled
Principles of Good Practice for Assessing Student Learning. Setting objectives,
selecting or designing instruments, collecting data, disseminating results, and
following up to ensure that findings are used are some of the steps involved
in good assessment practice, and are covered in 6:5, 3:3, and 8:4. Note
particularly the stratagem of using a matrix to communicate, check, and
track assessment processes (8:4).
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By 1998 (10:4) I was ready to describe benchmarking as an assessment
tool. Some first-hand experience with the methodologies employed by the
American Productivity & Quality Center in Houston has shaped my concept
of benchmarking as a process of standard-setting-looking for exemplary
practice in a well defined area, investigating carefully the components of
such practice, dlstlllmg some generalizations, and trying to apply that
learning to improve one’s own practice.

As early as 1991 (3:4) | included in a column a generalization that sounds
as solid today as it did then: “. . . faculty at two- and four-year institutions
are using a wide variety of assessment techniques, ranging from commer-
cially available survey instruments to faculty-developed written assignments,
portfolios, and interviews . . . the variety of faculty initiatives is growing
faster than is the adoption of commercial methodologies.” The rich variety
of methods and resources described in my Editor’s Notes emanates primarily
from the work of contributors of feature articles and columns by others in
Assessment Update. A partial listing of methods and the columns in which
they may be found appears below:

Benchmarking 10:4 Projects (senior design) 9:3
Classroom assessment 5:3 Self assessment 3:4
Community college strategies 7:5 Surveys 3:4, 8:6, and 9:3
Focus groups 3:4 and 7:5 Syllabus analysis 8:6
Performance indicators 7:5 TQM/CQI 5:3, 7:3, and 7:5
Portfolios 3:4, 8:6, 9:2, and 9:3 Tracking 7:5

Primary Trait Analysis 9:3 and 10:5  Websites 9:2

Note particularly the column in issue 7:3. I am especially proud of the issue
by and about students and the many helpful ways they can be involved in
assessing outcomes.

1 am also proud of my long association with C. Robert Pace, venerable
developer of the College Student Experiences Questionnaire and the
Community College Student Experiences Questionnaire. See 8:1 for illus-
trations of the use of the CSEQ and the CCSEQ in campus assessment
programs.

Finally, my columns 5:5, 5:6, and 6:2 are based on my book Making a
Difference: Outcomes of a Decade of Assessment in Higher Education
(1993) San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. | drew upon experiences others had
contributed to that book to provide answers to three questions about the
impact of assessment over the decade of the 80s:

Are students learning more? (6:2)

Are faculty teaching more effectively? (5:6)
Are colleges and universities improved? (5:5)

38



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Weaving Assessment into
the Fabric of
Higher Education

With most people in higher education now aware of assessment, the move-
ment has entered an intensive implementation phase. Experimentation with a
variety of methods is taking place. A few institutions have moved with their
assessment efforts into the phase of the change process known as institution-
alization. Assessment leaders with programs at this stage of development are
arguing strongly that assessment should be incorporated into such established
institutional practices as planning, student development programming, and
comprehensive academic program review. )

Critics have expressed the hope that assessment will not command as much
attention in the future as it has in the past four years, because it has “over-
shadowed many of the other critical issues facing higher education.” [ believe
this view implies the failure to recognize the positive role that assessment
can play in helping to achieve these and other important goals, if it is firmly
woven into the institutional tapestry.

At pioneering institutions like Alverno College and Northeast Missouri State
University, early assessment initiatives created unique campus identities that
began to attract outstanding students and faculty. Since then, Alverno has
based an entire undergraduate curriculum on closely monitored development
of individual students, an approach that has brought opportunities for
external funding and for sharing methods with other institutions that hope
to duplicate Alverno’s successes (see Stone and Meyer, 1989, in Resources).
In its second decade of assessment, Northeast used a sophisticated knowl-
edge base, derived from assessment, to plan its transformation from one
of several regional universities into Missouri’s only liberal arts institution.

In 1983, on my own campus, assessment was made a component of a strong
nine-year-old program review process. Recently, one of the University of
Tennessee, Knoxville, humanities departments produced an exemplary self-
study, which made good use of data we provide from surveys of faculty,
undergraduates, and graduate students, information that our assessment
office provides. The self-study process fostered consensus among the faculty
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about program strengths and weaknesses and future directions for the
department. External reviewers were able to reach conclusions early in their
campus visit and then to concentrate on the details of making recommenda-
tions for departmental improvements that will be considered and acted on by
the faculty and by the departmental, college, and university administrators.

Colleges that engage in rational planning—specifying objectives for student
development; implementing curricula, methods of instruction, and campus
services to accomplish these ends with students; and using assessment
results to chart progress and make warranted improvements—can secure
the future of assessment, because it will be such an integral part of our day-
to-day activities. Moreover, assessment will not be viewed as a competing
demand for attention if it is considered a means to effect improvement in
every institutional process.

olleges that
engage in rational
planning . . . can
secure the future of
assessment.
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With FIPSE Support...

The majestic Mayflower Hotel in Washington, D.C., was the site in October
1990 of the project directors’ meeting convened annually by the Fund for
the Improvement of Postsecondary Education (FIPSE). I became more
aware than ever this year that this hardy band of faculty and administrators
from institutions across the country truly represents “the best and brightest”
among those who are passionately concerned about improving the process
of teaching and learning in higher education. The usual quiet of the dark
wood-paneled corridors in the hotel’s meeting space was dispelled by the
clusters of academics excitedly discussing with project creators a brave new
approach to teaching introductory physics, a series of videotapes designed
to serve as a faculty- and staff-development tool in combating racism on
campus, and an interactive computerized test of reflective judgment.

These projects began, almost a year before they were funded, as carefully
honed five-page descriptions. They survived reviews, by multiple critics
within and outside FIPSE, that cut nearly 2,000 entries to about 200 that
were considered strong enough for fuller development in 20-page proposals.
In preparing the detailed proposals, the project creators had to convince
decisionmakers in their own settings to provide a large measure of the
resources that would be needed for implementation. Next, these projects
survived a second series of reviews that reduced their number to about 75.
Finally, they weathered the intense scrutiny of budget negotiators. Only the
most savvy and determined of academic entrepreneurs can be successful in
marshaling the campus and external support needed to win the award of
FIPSE funds.

As Connie Cook, former FIPSE program officer, pointed out in the Summer
1989 Assessment Update, the fund has been supporting projects on assess-
ment of student learning outcomes since its inception in 1972. In the 1970s,
the focus was on assessment of individuals, as exemplified in competency-
based testing projects. By 1986, the emphasis had shifted to the assessment
of programs, and FIPSE funded two centers of support for the development
of this direction: the Assessment Forum, which sponsors the largest annual
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national conference, and the Assessment Resource Center (now the Center
for Assessment Research and Development) at the University of Tennessee,
Knoxville.

Awed by the array of talent assembled by FIPSE at the Mayflower, I was
delighted that new program officer Sherrin Marshall convened an “assess-
ment cluster” on the first afternoon of the conference. Most of the 29
assessment projects in the current FIPSE inventory were represented.
What a wonderful opportunity to review the state of the art in our field!

I learned that the National Governor’s Association and the Education
Commission of the States received grants to provide technical assistance

to states, with the aim of blending politicians’ interest in accountability with
higher education’s interest in improvement. The Council on Postsecondary
Accreditation is attempting to explicate the role of outcomes assessment in
the accreditation process, while the Southern Association of Colleges and
Schools is developing a training program for individuals serving on accredi-
tation teams. The American Association of Community and Junior Colleges
is working on student-tracking systems as a source of data for assessing
institutional effectiveness. Three institutions—Benedict College, Rhode
Island College, and Indiana University/Purdue University at Indianapolis—
are attempting to improve measures of teaching effectiveness in order to
strengthen the emphasis placed on teaching in faculty-reward systems.
Winthrop College is modeling a statewide consortium approach to meeting
a legislative mandate for assessment.

Several institutions are experimenting with assessment in at least one
discipline. Brown University and the University of Maryland, Baltimore
County, are concentrating on foreign languages. The National Women’s
Studies Association has its own project. The University of Missouri School
of Law is evaluating the use of videotapes in law instruction. At Austin Peay
State University, a national cooperative test-development project is under-
way. Faculty at several institutions completed surveys identifying content
area emphases in psychology, social work, political science, and English
literature and then contributed multiple-choice items for item pools in each
content area. Items are drawn from these pools to make up comprehensive
disciplinary exams that can be administered at each of the participating
institutions.

At the Texas College of Osteopathic Medicine, expert systems are being
employed to assess and improve the problem-solving abilities of medical
students. FIPSE support has assisted the University of Tennessee, Knoxville,
to develop an employer survey and experiment with the strategic quality-
management concepts described in Daniel Seymour’s article on page one
of this issue. ’

FIPSE has funded no fewer than a dozen projects that focus on improving
assessment of general education (or liberal studies) outcomes. Portfolios,

freshman and senior essays, classroom research methods, a “general educa-
tion profile” for each student that can be used in advising, course-embedded
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assessment, faculty and student questionnaires, focus groups, and individual
interviews are some of the strategies under investigation. The institutions
involved are Alverno College, California State University, Lehman College,
the University of Connecticut, Cuesta Community College, George Mason
University, Miami University, Millsaps College, the College of William and
Mary, and the University of Wisconsin Medical School. I was so excited
about the work being done in this area that I came home and spent the
next two weeks writing a review article for an issue of the Journal of General
Education. The article devotes a mere half-dozen paragraphs to the use of
standardized tests and then goes on to describe the variety of locally devel-
oped approaches that faculty are beginning to use.

In the assessment cluster, we decided that Assessment Update should have

a column designed to facilitate dissemination of information about FIPSE
assessment projects. “With FIPSE Support . . .” is a fitting title, 1 think,
and it is also fitting that the initial appearance of this feature should coincide
with the inauguration of Assessment Update as a bimonthly publication. Our
thanks to Jossey-Bass Publishers for giving us this opportunity to become
more responsive to our readers’ needs for current information.
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TQM Without Assessment?
| How?

| Periodically, my interest in the content of a particular issue of Assessment

: ‘ Update causes me to postpone writing in this column about whatever topic

" ‘ is uppermost in my mind and devote the space instead to some observations
about what our contributors have to say. This time, however, | don’t have
to put off writing about the subject on my mind, because it is Total Quality
Management. The lead article, by Peter Ewell, is about that very issue.

t was apparent !
| that interest in TQM
Lin higher education
' was spreading like
twildfire.

, In 1988 John Harris, a member of the Assessment Update editorial board

x who is now at Samford University, convinced me that I should begin to

' study the work of Edwards Deming and others on the subject of improving
f quality. I became so interested that in 1989 Harris and I collaborated on

i a FIPSE proposal that would involve creating a consortium of institutions

: to study the feasibility of implementing quality improvement principles in

‘ higher education. In that proposal—which FIPSE funded for a three-year
period ending August 31, 1992—we pledged to provide a “translation” of
quality improvement principles from the language of business and industry
to that of higher education. Further, we said we would try to implement
some of these principles in several of the institutions within the consortium.
We have in fact made progress on both fronts.

! Using the language of the academy, Harris and David Sylwester, who

is head of the Department of Statistics in the College of Business at the
University of Tennessee, Knoxville (UTK), wrote a 24-page paper, “Quality
‘ Improvement in Higher Education: An Overview,” which provides a brief

| ! introduction to quality improvement principles—now more popularly called
| Total Quality Management (TQM)—for college and university faculty and

| administrators. (The paper is available at cost, $2.50, from Assessment
Services, University of Tennessee, 1819 Andy Holt Ave., Knoxville, TN
37996-4350.) Consortium representatives at Samford, UTK, and Austin
Peay State University have initiated pilot programs aimed at applying TQM."

Assessment Update i .
September-October 1992 Last winter, as I contemplated what a culminating conference for the FIPSE
Volume 4, Number 5 project should attempt to accomplish, it was apparent that interest in TQM
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in higher education was spreading like wildfire. Subsequently, TQM sessions
at the spring and summer higher education conferences drew standing-room-
only crowds. I feared that a widely advertised conference on the topic would
attract an enormous number of people, many of whom would be frustrated
because so few institutions have enough experience in implementing quality
improvement principles to provide concrete examples for others to study.

Consequently, we opted for a very small invitational conference designed to
(1) provide a critique of the Sylwester-Harris manuscript, (2) take stock of
where we are in implementing TQM in higher education, and (3) suggest
where a funding agency like FIPSE might focus its resources in order to
encourage the use of quality improvement principles in colleges and univer-
sities. We invited representatives of six research universities that are at least
two years into TQM programs to join representatives of four of our consor-
tium institutions for a meeting in Knoxville on May 22, 1992. Ewell’s article
summarizes the most important matters discussed at that conference.

From the time of my first encounter with the quality improvement literature,
1 have been convinced that on many campuses outcomes assessment would
attain its highest value when viewed as integral to the data-gathering strategies
that are so fundamental to TQM. I have long maintained that assessment
cannot endure on a campus as an activity conducted for its own purposes
alone but must be linked with ongoing practices such as institutional plan-
ning, curricular review, student development programming, and compre-
hensive peer review, which are considered vital to the life of the institution.
Now we may add TQM to this list of vital activities with which assessment
can and should be connected.

Interestingly, most of the research universities that have taken an early
lead in implementing TQM do not have strong student outcomes assess-
ment programs (see my column in the Vol. 4, No. 4 issue of Assessment
Update, p. 3). Perhaps this, along with the fact that by and large the
campus coordinators for our select set of TQM programs have back-
grounds in business-related disciplines, makes it less likely (as Ewell found
to be the case) that these TQM leaders will readily see ways to link assess-
ment and TQM and apply TQM in academic, as well as administrative,
campus functions. To their credit, they are eager to support TQM appli-
cations in curriculum development and instruction, but they do not see
ways to do that immediately.

[ would like to suggest that those of us who do know assessment and can
see how a systematic approach like TQM can be strengthened by the data-
gathering resources we already have in place, should begin to take an active
part in the discussions of TQM on our own campuses. The idea of the
campus itself as a learning system—a living, breathing example of the
rational approach to seeking truth, which is ostensibly the basis for work
in our disciplines—a powerful one. Some campus proponents of TQM
are finding that group discussions of The Fifth Discipline—The Art and
Practice of the Learning Organization, by Peter M. Senge of MIT
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(Doubleday, 1990), are helpful in understanding the implications of the
university as a learning system.

In making our voices heard in the TQM dialogue, we can also draw on
an increasing number of examples of applying quality improvement (and
assessment) principles in curriculum design and classroom instruction.

[ recently attended a national conference of statistics professors in which
examples from colleges of business at Minnesota, the Rochester Institute
of Technology, and the University of Chicago were discussed.

More and more often I hear colleagues in assessment express concern that
campus TQM initiatives are going to absorb funds that might have been
allocated to support assessment. My response is to ask, “But how can you
implement TQM without a strong assessment component?” I hope many
of you are asking the same question.

ow can
you implement TQM
without a strong assess-
ment component?

Assessment Update
September- October 1992
Volume 4, Number 5
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A Final Report to FIPSE
on Assessment and
Total Quality Management

Faculty and administrators considering outcomes assessment are concerned
about the quality of methods available for gathering evidence of student
learning and about the difficulty of using such evidence to improve the envi-
ronment for learning. Most look within their own institutions and the higher
education community in general for appropriate methods for collecting data
and utilizing information. At the University of Tennessee, Knoxville, we
decided in 1989 to seek FIPSE support to bring together the outcomes
assessment coordinators from seven diverse institutions for the purposes of
(1) improving their methods for gathering data from alumni and employers,
(2) increasing their use of assessment information in making institutional |
improvements, and (3) studying the implications of total quality management |
(TQM) concepts utilized in business and industry for further enhancing |
|
|

; ays must

?be found to link

L assessment with
,ongoing processes |
‘that are valued in
'the academy.

the quality and use of assessment information in a process of continuous
“improvement within postsecondary institutions. ,

|
Skepticism abounds among faculty concerning both the reason for doing i
outcomes assessment and its ultimate usefulness on campus. Ways must
be found to link assessment with ongoing processes that are valued in the
academy. The principal reason for undertaking the FIPSE project Applying
Deming’s Quality Improvement Strategies to Assessment in Higher
Education was to explore the possibility that outcomes assessment could
be accorded more status within the framework of institutional decision-
making if it were associated with TQM. '

i
i
)
i
]
i
I
i
1
]
]
]

While participating in the study of TQM, assessment coordinators at the ;
State Technical Institute at Memphis, Roane State Community College : |
(Harriman, Tennessee), Austin Peay State University (Clarksville, Tennessee), ‘
University of Tennessee, Martin, Memphis State University, University
of Tennessee, Knoxville (UTK), and Samford University (Birmingham,
Alabama) collaborated to improve the quality and relevance of an alumni

|
b

survey that all public Tennessee institutions were required to use for the | Assessment Update
state’s Performance Funding Program. These coordinators also developed | March-April 1993
an employer survey containing some of the same questions as those asked  Volume 5, Number 2
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of alumni and sent the new survey to employers of alumni who gave
permission for the employer contact as part of their response to the
alumni survey.

Background and Origins of the Project

Tennessee’s requirement that all institutions engage in prescribed out-
comes assessment activities and report results as part of the state funding
process provided a fertile context for this project. Moreover, the Center
for Assessment Research and Development at UTK was able to contribute
research expertise and outlets for dissemination of project findings.

John Harris, who moved just before the project began from a Tennessee
institution to Samford University, was encouraged by the president and
other leaders at Samford to launch a comprehensive TQM program on
that campus. The laboratory for experimentation thus created at Samford
provided a rich learning environment for the other institutional project
participants.

Project Description and Results

Over the three years of this FIPSE project, which ended in August 1992,
two alumni questionnaires, two questionnaires for employers, and three
methods of administering these linked surveys were tested. We found that
the most effective and efficient methodology involved using a mailed alumni
questionnaire accompanied by a form granting permission for employer
contact, followed by a mailed survey form for employers that contained

a forced-choice response format. On each field test, the mailed employer
survey elicited a response rate in excess of 80%.

John Harris and David Sylwester, head of the Department of Statistics at
UTK and TQM consultant to business and industry, jointly explored the
application of TQM within higher education and developed a document that
translates TQM concepts from the language of industry to that of academe.
All participating institutions initiated TQM projects of one kind or another
during the grant period.

Summary and Conclusion

Distances and politics in Tennessee had kept assessment coordinators from
coming together to pool ideas and strategies prior to the inception of this
project. By the time the project ended, relationships among the assessment
coordinators were so firmly established and the benefits of collaboration so
clearly demonstrated that at the last consortium meeting plans were made

to form a statewide organization to continue the FIPSE-initiated tradition.
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Whereas on some campuses across the country 1992 brought fears that
TQM would rob outcomes assessment of attention and resources, at the
seven institutions involved in this project assessment coordinators provided
leadership for both initiatives. Careful scholarly work on two data-gathering
strategies has enhariced the credibility of at least some of the assessment
methods being used by the participating institutions, and many more
programs designed to improve the learning environment for students on
these campuses are now based on assessment findings than was the case
when the project began. This study demonstrated that given the right
context, TQM can in fact increase the use of assessment findings in a

process of continuous improvement in colleges and universities.
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An Audience of Beginners
Needs Basics

The Assessment Update editorial board meets annually in conjunction
with the assessment conference sponsored by the American Association
for Higher Education (AAHE). During these meetings we often reflect
on the state of the field of assessment. When we convened in Washington
in mid-June for our 1994 meeting, we began this discussion with the
observation that each year at least one-half of the 1,200 to 1,500 partici-
pants in the AAHE conference are new to assessment. While the number
of individuals who might be considered assessment specialists continues

to grow slowly, actions of federal and state governments designed to focus
institutional attention on reporting and using outcomes data annually cause
increases in the number of colleges and universities and the number of
individual faculty considering a serious approach to assessment.

With the audience for assessment continually expanding, we must be sure
that our literature—especially Assessment Update—contains plenty of basic
information about assessment practice that will be helpful to the newest
members of the audience. | was pleased when I looked over the contents
of this issue and found much that addresses the needs of newcomers. That
is not to say, however, that this collection of articles is not of interest to our
readers who are experienced assessment practitioners. Seasoned assessors
simply read with a different perspective: we are seeking nuances in others’
experiences that can help us improve our own prattice.

Rosemary Aten’s article provides a useful description of the steps that might
be taken in launching a campus assessment program. A first step in any
assessment effort is to establish a purpose, and at Western lllinois University,
assessment was designed to improve student learning. Visits with department
chairs and faculty committees by the assessment coordinator ensured that
this purpose was communicated throughout the institution, and groups of
faculty and students were encouraged to collaborate in constructing assess-
ment strategies for individual departments. The process of involving as
many players as possible in planning and implementing assessment is vital,
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but since policy and management structures differ from campus to campus,
no single set of recommendations for proceeding will work in every setting.

Aten assembled a resource manual to provide clear direction for department
faculty who were writing their own assessment plans. Many institutions have
developed such suggestions for getting started and are quite willing to share
these with others who are beginning their work in assessment.

Setting educational goals with specific learning outcomes for each is a first
step in assessment at the department level. Then comes the crucial process

of selecting or developing appropriate assessment methods for each outcome. ,

Janet E. Boyle describes the portfolio, one of the most comprehensive and
increasingly popular methods for assessing student learning. Her article
contains the very important observation that assessment methods are most
effective where they are structured as an integral part of other vital ongoing
processes such as classroom instruction and testing.

Linda B. Rudolph, Daniel J. Poje and Janice Van Dyke offer advice on
selecting assessment methods. They also summarize advantages and
disadvantages of standardized versus locally developed measures. They
point out that the most useful assessment data are derived from multiple
measurement methods as opposed to a single technique.

Assessment data do not speak for themselves. The data must be analyzed,
interpreted, and reported. Rudolph, Poje, and Van Dyke also enumerate
some of the considerations that apply in deciding how to prepare and
disseminate assessment findings. These authors also characterize the diffi-
culties that may be encountered in encouraging faculty and administrators
to follow through and use the results of assessment to improve teaching
and learning and campus services. Their descriptions of the variety of uses
to which assessment data may be applied are particularly helpful. '

Alan N. Crist reminds us of the importance of focusing on educational
processes as well as outcomes. Outcomes data such as test scores do
not in and of themselves tell us much about what to do to improve student
achievment. We must also look at methods of instruction, student motiva-
tion, time spent studying the material, and other intervening processes in
order to obtain clues about what to try to fix when student achievement
disappoints us.

Finally, assessment programs should be evaluated continuously and improved
in accordance with suggestions provided by the resulting data. Tricia McClam
and Thomas L. Bell describe an assessment of peer review that revealed that
faculty consider the rewards for good teaching “grossly inadequate.” In
response, the campus chancellor established three new teaching awards
and a rank of teaching scholar to match the rank of research scholar that

is conferred annually on two extraordinarily gifted members of the faculty.

While framed in terms of the basics that newcomers to assessment need
to know as they inaugurate their own programs, the foregoing paragraphs
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actually summarize many of the principles of successful practice in higher
education assessment that we have derived from a decade of experience
in this new field. We even have our own “Principles of Good Practice for
Assessing Student Learning,” developed in 1992 by a dozen assessment
practitioners and scholars (see Assessment Update, 5(1), 7). But I sense
that we need a larger work that consolidates as much as possible of what
we know about effective assessment practice. 1 hope to develop such a
compendium, complete with an abundance of examples to illustrate each
principle that we can now enunciate.

I welcome readers’ assistance in assembling the examples for this volume,
which is tentatively titled Assessment Strategies That Work. 1f you have an
approach that has worked at your institution, please send me a brief descrip-
tion (one to five double-spaced pages) organized according to the following
outline: setting (description of your institution), purpose or purposes for
assessment, description of the method or strategy, and an indication of how
the assessment findings have been used. Contributions that arrive after the
book goes to press will be considered for publication in Assessment Update.
The new book and this periodical should help to ensure that our growing
audience of beginners has access to the basic tools needed to construct an
assessment program de novo.
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Revealing the Results
of Assessment

As campus assessment coordinator at the University of Tennessee, Knoxville
(UTK), I spent a great deal of my time communicating the results of assess-
ment to various campus audiences. 1 believe that this activity was among
the most important of my responsibilities because even the most significant
findings may go virtually unnoticed if no one points them out to those who
could use them.

We began each academic year by distributing to the academic affairs staff and
deans a volume we call the Detailed Summary of Instructional Evaluation
Data. It includes a one- or two-page synopsis of the findings of each of the
major data-gathering activities we conducted as part of the assessment pro-
gram during the previous year. The 1990 volume contained the results of
testing seniors in general education and in selected major fields, of reviewing
several master’s degree programs, and of surveying samples of freshmen,
enrolled undergraduates, undergraduate dropouts, seniors, and alumni.

In October 1990, we inaugurated an assessment column in the biweekly
newspaper distributed to all faculty and staff. This provided an opportunity
for broader distribution of some of the findings in the Detailed Summary.

Over the years, we tried to tailor the content of our data-collection strategies
to reflect many of the broad goals contained in college- and university-wide
planning documents. Annually, we developed a report for the deans and
the Planning Committee that provided evidence of progress in meeting
the relevant goals. For instance, as a research university, we worried so
much about students’ access to faculty that we made “to increase faculty-
student interaction” one of our institutional goals. As evidence of progress
in this direction, in 1983 a survey of undergraduates revealed that 49% knew
no faculty members well enough to ask for recommendations; by 1990, this
percentage had fallen to 27%.

Periodically, faculty and/or staff committees are appointed to study particular
issues, such as student retention, the experience of older students, women’s
concerns, or campus library resources. With our survey responses, we
recorded sufficient background information to be able to fashion special
reports for these groups. One finding was of particular interest to the
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library committee: as a result of the opening of a new facility in 1988,
students’ library use—occasional or frequent—rose, from 53% in 1983
to 90% by 1990. These special reports also proved helpful to departments,
colleges, and the university in providing concrete evidence for accrediting
agencies of effectiveness in meeting specified goals.

By far the most effective channel for communicating assessment results at
UTK was the comprehensive program-review process. Peer review is taken
very seriously at UTK. One year before a visit by peers, faculty in a depart-
ment begin to develop a self-study that outlines goals, curricula, and per-
ceived strengths and weaknesses. Two outside specialists in the discipline
are joined by three UTK reviewers outside the department for a visit of two
and a half days. The visit includes interviews with virtually everyone associ-
ated with the program, from the chancellor and his staff to faculty and
students and even heads of related departments. Reviewers provide written
recommendations, and departmental faculty consider these and develop a
written response that becomes the object of consideration at a follow-up
meeting, which involves the responsible dean and appropriate representa-
tives of the central administration. All concerned officials eventually sign an
agreement specifying how each one will help the department carry out the
actions necessary to address the recommendations considered most impor-
tant. In a recent, almost extraordinary, attempt to-ensure follow-up action,
UTK has instituted a midcycle review. Full-scale reviews take place every
eight years, but during the fourth year between these reviews, one of the
outside reviewers is brought back to conduct, along with the three UTK
reviewers, a visit of a day and a half, which once again brings the attention of
the chancellor and his staff, the dean, and the department to the business of
responding to the earlier recommendations for strengthening the department.

In 1983, we added to the guidelines for the departmental self-study the
section “Evidence of Program Effectiveness.” Prior to 1983, the guidelines
had asked the department to describe its resources and processes for
achieving goals, but not its goal-related outcomes.

Also in 1983, my office began to collect assessment evidence for each depart-
ment, evidence that could be included in its self-study—general education

- and.disciplinary testing results, with appropriate comparative data, and

targeted survey responses obtained from students, faculty, and alumni. We
provided detailed reports for perusal by departmental faculty as well as brief
summaries that can be included without modification, if desired, in the
self-study document. This information can enhance faculty’s and reviewers’
understanding of the extent to which the department is achieving its stated
goals.

Revealing the results of assessment to faculty at the time of program review
proved to be the mode of communication most likely to produce lasting
change at UTK. Departments gave increased attention to internships,
became more active in placing graduates, revamped introductory courses,
instituted departmental newsletters, and even changed curricula as assess-
ment data focused the attention of faculty and reviewers on areas in need
of improvement. This internal use of data in the formative evaluation of
academic units is perhaps the most significant contribution that assessment
has to make in higher education.
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The Power of a Matrix

Recent experiences at lowa State University and on my own campus have
convinced me to write about a tentative conclusion I reached about four
years ago. | have come to believe that a simple matrix can be a powerful
tool for helping faculty plan and organize an approach to assessment.
Even a concept as abstract and complex as assessment can be made more
concrete and comprehensible as relationships among its component parts
are depicted visually in a single graphic image.

A faculty committee with responsibility for assessment at lowa State used a
matrix to enable department faculty to conceptualize assessment of student
learning in the major. At Indiana University-Purdue University Indianapolis
(IUPUI), general education is the current focus of a series of matrices
developed to guide our work. Drawing on these experiences, I construct
examples here to illustrate how the use of matrices can assist in planning
for assessment with respect to both the major and general education.

The matrix is a versatile construction. It can be very simple or quite complex,
ranging from a single element tracked over two dimensions (a 1-by-2 matrix),
to two elements with two dimensions each (a 2-by-2 matrix), to many ele-
ments with many dimensions (X-by-Y matrix).

An excellent way to begin any faculty discussion of assessment is to ask
what students should know and be able to do when they complete a course
of study. Such a conversation might produce a list such as the following:
(1) write effectively, (2) speak persuasively, (3) manage time, (4) use a com-
puter to acquire new information in the discipline, and (5) demonstrate the
ability to apply theory in a practical context.

The next step might involve creating a 1-by-1 matrix for each of the five
skills in which the skill is broken into a set of subskills. Table 1 contains
an analysis of the time management skill as conceptualized by the faculty
of the Indiana University School of Nursing. Within the cells of this matrix,
the nursing faculty have indicated the courses or other experiences in which
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students will be expected to develop the subskills they have identified. A
variation on the skill-by-subskills matrix is the skill-by-courses matrix in

Table 2.
Table 1. Skill-by-Subskills Matrix
Skill Subskills
Manages own Manages one Manages care of
Time time patient’s care in several patients
Management specified time in specified time
Courses 101, 120 | Clinical experience | Hospital setting
Table 2. Skill-by-Courses Matrix
Skill Courses
Course 101 Course 201 Course 401
Time :
Management Manages own Manages one Manages care of

time

patient’s care in
specified time

several patients
in specified time

Either of the simple matrices just described could be made more compre-
hensive by adding dimensions. Continuing with the five-skills example, a
5-by-X matrix could be developed to illustrate the critical skills and subskills
all students are expected to develop by the time of graduation, along with the
courses and other experiences that are designed to help students learn these

skills.

Next comes the measurement question: What evidence do we need to
convince us that students have learned the skills and knowledge we deem
critical? Here a multidimensional subskills-by-measures matrix such as
Table 3 can be helpful.

Table 3. Subskills-by-Measure Matrix

Subskills

Measures

Manages own
time

Manages one
patient’s care

Student Self-

Faculty

Supervisor Written

Patient

Assessment Rating Scale Observation Exam Questionnaire

v

in specified time v

Manages care of
several patients

in specified time v

v
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The rows of Table 3 assure us that we have multiple measures of each

of the subskills; the credibility of our evidence is enhanced if it comes from
several sources. The columns of Table 3 indicate the specific kinds of infor-
mation each measure must contain if it is to fulfill its role in the assessment
plan. For instance, in a self-assessment instrument designed for student use,
we should include items that ask students if they feel confident that they
can manage their own time, care for a single patient, and care for several
patients effectively; then they might be asked if their program of study has
contributed much or little to their expressed levels of confidence.

Most faculty want to know how they will find the extra time they believe
will be needed to do the kind of comprehensive assessment of student
learning that external demands for accountability require. The use of
matrices can help faculty see that they are already collecting in their own
courses much of the evidence needed for credible, comprehensive assess-
ment. Moreover, the faculty development that occurs during conversations
about assessment prompted by matrix construction can lead to improve-
ments in course and curriculum structure and in pedagogy that make
faculty work not only more effectively but also more efficiently, thus saving
time in the long run. Combining the information in a skills-by-courses he use of
matrix with that in a subskills-by-measures matrix (see Tables 2 and 3) matrices can help
can show not only where skills are to be taught but also where they can be faculty see that they
assessed. Periodically, a faculty committee overseeing the comprehensive
assessment of students’ knowledge and skills can look at samples of student in their own courses
work that have already been evaluated for purposes of giving grades and much of the evidence
reassess these samples to derive a general sense of whether most students needed for credible,
are developing given skills at the level or levels that faculty find acceptable
for program graduates. (Incidentally, the interest in looking across students
and across courses to assess student development in a generic sense suggests
the need for yet another type of matrix: the skills-by-standards for judgment
matrix in which excellent, good, fair, and poor [for example] levels of
performance for each skill are carefully described.)

are already collecting

comprehensive
assessment.

The skills-by-process matrix developed by faculty at lowa State University
is a very effective tool for tracking progress in assessment at department
and campus levels. In column 1, a department lists its desired learning
outcomes for students; in column 2, the courses and other experiences
where the outcomes are taught are specified; column 3 contains the
measures associated with each outcome; column 4 contains a summary
of assessment findings; and, in column 5, faculty are asked what changes,
if any, they have undertaken in response to the findings.

Looking at the five-column matrix constructed by each of lowa State’s

departments, we can see many of the benefits that a conscientious approach

to outcomes assessment confers. Bringing faculty together for collective

consideration of desired student learning outcomes produces a better

understanding by faculty and students of the role each course can and

should play in overall student development. This understanding can create Assessment Update
better focus in teaching, more deliberate sequencing of concepts, and July-August 1996
thus improved learning. If students and graduates, employers, and other Volume 8, Number 4

49

ERIC | - 57



ASSESSMENT‘UPDATE: THE FIRST TEN YEARS

A heuse of a
matrix series can pro-
duce improvements in
current practice that
continue to benefit
students and faculty
in a continuous cycle
of improvements.

Assessment Update
July-August 1996
Volume 8, Number 4

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

community representatives are involved in the goal-setting process, the
experience can be even richer and the outcomes even more relevant,
current, and motivating for students.

Consideration of tools and methods for assessment of comprehensive
student outcomes can help faculty learn more about setting criteria for
judgment and developing more valid assessment methods for use in their
own courses. Once again, this activity can be enriched by the involvement
of students, graduates, employers, and others. Students can tell us how
questions should be worded to communicate the intended meaning. Those
outside the academy can suggest assessment activities and contexts and
even participate as assessors.

Finally, in addition to making constructive contributions to curriculum
development, course sequencing, pedagogy, and assessment, matrices can
help to improve student advising. The skill-by-subskill and skill-by-courses
matrices can be used in orientation and subsequent advising sessions to help
students visualize the curriculum and understand what they are expected to
know and be able to do as they progress. With the addition of the skills-by-
measures matrix, students learn when and how their achievement will be
assessed. Having these blueprints should help students develop a better
sense of purpose and thus become more highly motivated.

Iowa State’s five-dimensional matrix focuses attention on the long-range

and iterative nature of assessment: Measures yield findings that call for

responsive actions, which, in turn, suggest revisions in desired learning
outcomes. Thus, the use of a matrix series can produce improvements
in current practice that continue to benefit students and faculty in a
continuous cycle of improvements.
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Where Are We in Assessment?
This Issue Says It All

I think this is one of the best Assessment Update issues ever. As one who
filters everything through the lens of “How can I use this?,” I often worry
about whether a given issue contains sufficient information for practitioners
on specific assessment techniques and how they are working. This issue is
full of stories about campus experiences, and, together, they have much to
tell us about the current status of outcomes assessment in higher education.

First, we might generalize from the content of this issue that faculty at two-
and four-year institutions are using a wide variety of assessment techniques,
ranging from commercially available survey instruments to faculty-developed
written assignments, portfolios, and interviews. The ratio of faculty-developed
instruments to commercial instruments as subjects of Assessment Update
articles tells us something about the status of the field: the variety of faculty
initiatives is growing faster than is the adoption of commercial methodolo-
gies. One of this issue’s feature articles reminds us that assessment must be
closely linked to important ongoing institutional processes if it is to realize

its full potential in improving institutional effectiveness. Another article calls

- our attention to some of the continuing concerns of faculty about the ethical
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implications of our work in assessment. Both articles discuss topics upon
which all of us who are deeply involved in outcomes assessment reflect from
time to time.

I would like to say a little more about the features of this issue that stand
out in my mind after reviewing them. It is significant that Gary Pike’s column
on the ACT/Evaluation Survey Service is the only piece in the issue that
focuses upon a commercially available, standardized methodology. Many
institutions begin their assessment programs with a commercially developed
survey because it is readily available and can provide some useful data for
consideration while faculty are developing their own measures. The ACT
surveys are among the most popular instruments in this category. Another
very helpful series of related surveys is the Program Self-Assessment Survey
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program offered by the Educational Testing Service, which includes
instruments for students, faculty, and alumni and is designed to be used
in the self-study phase of program review.

The faculty at Fairleigh Dickinson University (see the Memo, “Literature
of Black Authors . . .”) have developed a very simple yet powerful approach
to assessment. It consists of asking students to identify three of the most
influential ideas they have encountered in their core curriculum experience
and to explain in a brief essay the intellectual significance of the idea and its
personal impact. Then the students must rate the extent of personal impact
on a five-point scale. What a rich set of data this approach can yield for
gauging the relative importance of students’ educational experiences!

At Emporia State University (see the Memo, “Portfolios Measures . . .”),
the faculty have adopted an experimental approach to the assessment of the
general education program that includes standardized tests, alumni surveys,
and locally developed exams. However, Lendley Black reports that portfolios
seem to be the method of choice in providing “a comprehensive view of
student learning over a period of time.”

At ]. Sargeant Reynolds Community College (see the Memo, “Focus
Groups . . .”), faculty use focus groups to collect data for assessing the
general education program. I am convinced that such conversations with
students are essential elements in deepening our understanding of the
results of assessing student outcomes, regardless of the techniques we use.

Two of the articles in this issue illustrate how students can become active
participants in assessment. At Indiana University-Bloomington (see the
Memo, “Faculty Conduct . . .”), undergraduates have been trained to
interview fellow students to determine how they allocate their time among
studies and other activities. Carl Waluconis describes a self-assessment
class at Seattle Central Community College in which students first take an
inventory that helps them become more aware of their own learning styles,
then analyze their learning experiences in all their classes, both orally and
in writing. This article is enriched by its use of students’ own written com-
ments in illustrating their development as self-assessors.

Robert J. Barak elaborates the important point that assessment can be made
more meaningful, useful, and important if it is incorporated in a compre-
hensive academic program review process. Linda Rudolph and Daniel J.
Poje call for increased attention to relating assessment methods to specific
purposes, studying the reliability and validity of assessment instruments,
protecting the privacy of students participating in assessment, and exer-
cising care in analyzing and interpreting assessment data. This message
from my fellow Tennesseans was particularly poignant as we engaged in
dialogue with our state coordinating board about the use of differences as
small as one-tenth of a point in test scores or alumni survey responses in
making performance funding decisions that determined the gain or loss of
thousands of dollars of state funding for each public institution in the state.
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In a follow-up to the 1990 ACE Campus Trends survey, ACE and Winthrop
College staff discovered that only 16% of campus assessment coordinators
have a degree in an assessment-related field, and 76% say they rely on
assessment workshops and seminars for their training. National assess-
ment leaders now believe that training is the field’s preeminent need.

53 b1

TRUDY W. BANTA

nly 16% of
campus assessment
coordinators have a

- degree in an assess-

ment-related field,
and 76% say they rely
on assessment work-
shops and seminars
for their training.

Assessment Update
July-August 1991
Volume 3, Number 4



., BESTCOPY AVAILABLE

ASSESSMENT UPDATE: THE FIRST TEN YEARS

| he power of

‘ accountability is a
tdriving force behind
“much of the activity
. in assessment.

i

%Assessment Update
, May-June 1993 1
| Volume 5, Number 3

]

Terenzini’s Purposes
Frame This Issue

At the Fourth International Conference on Assessing Quality in Higher
Education held in 1992 in Enschede, Netherlands, Jim Ratcliff and Pat
Terenzini, co-directors of the National Center on Teaching, Learning, and
Assessment at The Pennsylvania State University, were invited to present

. the U.S. perspectives on assessment. (Peter Ewell and Dennis Jones of

the National Center for Higher Education Management Systems had this
responsibility at the Fifth International Conference held in Bonn, Germany,
July 19-21, 1993.) In lieu of preparing a text in advance of the meeting,

I suggested that Pat develop for the closing session a summary based on
his observations during the conference. As the meeting got underway and

I began to appreciate the diversity of worldwide developments in assess-
ment that had occurred during the year since the Third Conference in
England, I wondered if 1 had proposed an impossible task for my friend
from Penn State. How could he draw together and make sense of so many
disparate approaches in the space of two days?

As is characteristic of all Pat Terenzini’s work, his summary was excellent.
And he delivered it with confidence, grace, and wit, without once chiding
the conference organizer from the United States for having spoiled
his enjoyment of an all-too-brief visit to the Netherlands with such a
demanding assignment. We published the full text of Pat’s remarks in the
conference Proceedings, and 1 am pleased to include an edited version as
the feature article of this issue of Assessment Update.

Terenzini’s paper provides an excellent context for the subsequent material
in this issue. He affirms the importance of philosophy and purpose for
assessment, characterizing accountability and improvement as the two
principal purposes. Sal Corrallo, in his article on the national assessment
of college student learning, reminds us again of the power of accountability
as a driving force behind much of the activity in assessment. Corrallo tells
us that the National Center on Education Statistics is continuing its efforts
to develop a working consensus regarding the workplace and citizenship
skills needed by today’s workers and citizens and that this is a preliminary
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activity in the development of a national assessment of the attainment of
these skills.

Peter Ewell’s “From the States” carries the accountability theme from the
national to the state level. He reports that recently “legislation by fax” has
produced similar bills in several states that compel institutions to begin
reporting data on performance indicators.

Assessment for the purpose of improving the educational experience for
college students is the focus of virtually every other article in this issue. In
their presentation of the Hampton model, Linda Petty, Eleanor Lynch; and
John Alewynse describe a course X objectives matrix model to connect insti-
tutional, departmental, and course objectives. In my own work with faculty
groups, I have found the matrix concept to be a very helpful learning device
as we explore ways to accomplish that all important step in assessment:
ensuring that the objectives faculty think are important are actually taught.

In “Facilitating Empowerment Through Student Guidance,” Nancy Gadbow
discusses the importance of self-directed learning and assessment. She
emphasizes the need for instructors to discover their own unique learning
styles and recognize their influence on teaching so that students’ learning
styles may be addressed more self-consciously in classroom instruction.

believe that the
real value of assess-
ment is coming to
be its power to focus
the attention of fac-
ulty on new ideas for
improving the experi-
ence they provide for
students.

Even the “Memos” and “Resources” sections of this issue include tips
on improving teaching and learning. Susie Jans-Thomas from Mt. Mary
College reports on a method for obtaining immediate feedback from
students on the effectiveness of classroom lectures and other instructional
strategies. Thomas Donlon reports on a student response program at
Thomas Edison College that provides an avenue for criticism of the
evaluation process at the time students encounter it.

Perhaps the best known work in higher education on the topic of using
assessment to improve teaching and learning in the individual classroom
has come from Tom Angelo and Pat Cross. As noted in “Resources,” we
are currently being treated to a second edition of the best-selling title by
these authors: Classroom Assessment Techniques: A Handbook for College
Teachers.

Finally, Kathy Baugher, formerly at Samford University and now at Belmont
University, has prepared an exciting new publication, LEARN. This manual
for students helps them develop teams that can provide valuable feedback
to their instructors concerning the effectiveness of the processes used to
promote learning in specific courses.

Over the last several months I have been most encouraged by the fact that

the articles being submitted to Assessment Update increasingly concern use

of the assessment process and results to improve teaching and learning. | _

believe that the real value of assessment is coming to be its power to focus Assessment Update
the attention of faculty not heretofore well acquainted with the literature on May-June 1993
effective pedagogy with new (for them) ideas for improving the experience Volume 5, Number 3
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they provide for students. While many faculty have had little training in the
principles of good teaching, assessment is helping them discover these prin-
ciples on their own—a powerful way to learn. When these self-discovered
principles are confirmed-in encounters with the work of higher education
scholars that occurs in faculty development workshops, at national confer-
ences, or in independent study of the literature, the learning becomes even
more profound and lasting. Thus, as many of us now know from our own
experience, engagement in assessment can be a very effective means of
promoting faculty development.
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This One’s for Students

With great pleasure we present an issue in which the spotlight is squarely
on students. Since our readers as well as our contributors are principally
college and university faculty and administrators, Assessment Update is
always filled with articles designed to help faculty understand and improve
assessment practice. In this regard, this issue is no exception; the articles
will enrich faculty perspectives. The difference is that instead of the usual
focus of faculty writing about and learning from the experience of faculty
colleagues, most of the articles herein describe ways in which faculty can
learn by tapping the experience of students.

Nearing the midpoint of our seventh year of editing Assessment Update,

I can look back and find only one previous issue in which the cover article
featured students as key players in assessment: Douglas Lee Hall of St.
Mary’s University in San Antonio gave us the wonderful story “Involving
Students as Active Participants in Assessment” (Assessment Update, 1993,
5 (5), 1-2, 6). As the new, overworked chair of computer sciences, Hall
gratefully accepted an offer of help from his college work-study student.
He asked her to assist him in thinking through the curriculum for a new
bachelor of science degree that the faculty intended to propose. This
experience was so positive that Hall asked his colleagues to nominate
representatives for a computer science advisory board, to be made up solely
of students. Using Association for Computing Machinery guidelines, the
students developed a proposal for the new undergraduate curriculum that
included rationales for all of the courses as well as for their sequencing.
The department’s faculty accepted the proposal with little change, and the
university’s academic council approved it with comments about “how well
the curriculum had been thought out, how rigorous it was, and how reflec-
tive it was of the purpose and mission of the university” (Hall, 1993, p. 1).

The majority of articles in this issue of Assessment Update attest the value
for faculty of involving students in assessment. The lead article is the first
in a series of four reports on the use of Total Quality Management (TQM),
or Continuous Quality Improvement (CQI), in higher education. Judy
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Griffith, John McLure, and Jann Weitzel take on one of the most vexing
challenges faculty—the large class—and show how they have used TQM
strategies to improve the student experience in a required teacher education
course at the University of Iowa. For instance, a color-coded seating chart
that includes some information about each student has helped make
learning more personal, discussions more interesting, and classroom
participation more universal. A simple knowledge checklist asks students
to rate on a three-point scale their knowledge of important concepts that
the course is designed to cover. The results enable the instructors to assign
meaningful readings and to skim over certain concepts in order to spend
more time on others. Assessment of written work with detailed marginal
comments helps students improve their grades on papers and midterm
exams if they are willing to revise their originals and resubmit them.

Speaking with the authority of a professor in the School of Business at the
University of Indianapolis, L. Leslie Gardner observes in the second article
that “efficiency is increased by eliminating the need for a separate time slot
for a classroom assessment activity by combining that activity with the
teaching of process improvement.” Students spend some of their class time
in groups of three or four, applying to the task of improving the class the
CAQlI techniques of brainstorming, prioritizing ideas, constructing Pareto
charts and fishbone diagrams, and conducting surveys. Students are graded
on completion of a prescribed sequence of CQI activities and on the practi-
cality of implementing the improvements they have suggested.

In team teaching a TQM course at Marietta College, Alice M. Warner and
David Cress tossed aside the syllabus, text, and traditional methods of
assessment and engaged in collaborative efforts with their students to design
the course and appropriate assessment techniques. Both instructors and
students developed portfolios that included individual and group learning
goals, papers reflecting on processes and progress, class improvement feed-
back sheets completed at the end of each class, and concrete evidence that
learning was taking place. An important aspect of the learning that occurred
was public sharing of the personal evaluations as they were added to the
portfolios. The instructors’ reflection papers were particularly important to
the students’ understanding of how relationships with peers can enhance
the learning of individuals.

The article by Paula M. Rooney and P. Gerard Shaw illustrates the
increasingly popular CQI practice of benchmarking. When registration
and the billing process topped the list of campus irritants in student surveys
conducted at Babson College in 1989 and again in 1993, the Babson student
affairs staff began looking for a college or university that had solved its
registration problems. When they could not find good models in higher
education, Babson staff turned to their food service provider, the Marriott
Corporation. They found that Marriott’s hotel affiliate had been working
for years to improve its registration process, and that Marriott could provide
benchmarks for Babson in this area. Using technology, Babson now handles
most of the registration process by mail and telephone, thus eliminating
waiting lines and “saving paper, time, and money.” Continuous assessment
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of student opinion will enable Babson to tell if the improvements are
satisfying its customers.

Joe V. Chandler and Bettie Horne report on the use of a particularly
comprehensive set of questions in exit interviews for students in the
Division of Physical Education and Exercise Studies at Lander University.
Not only do the interviews solicit opinions about campus programs and
services but they also ask about the strengths and weaknesses of the
university’s general education program and about the teaching effective-
ness of individual professors in the division. At the end of the interview,
the questioner—always someone from outside the division—rates the
student’s verbal communication skills. Students’ complaints about the
difficulty of scheduling certain courses convinced faculty to teach most
courses annually as opposed to every other year, two courses thought to
contain needless overlap were revised, and some negative evaluations shared
privately by the division chair with a single professor led that individual to
make changes in teaching methods.

Dennis E. Peacock gives us an early report on a campuswide student
advisory group at Northeast Missouri State University that helps “assess
assessment.” In its first year this body has worked to improve (1) the
design, content, and return rate of student surveys; (2) the interpretation
of survey findings and general education test scores; and (3) students’
motivation to do their best work on the general education exams.

In a relatively new field like outcomes assessment, it is important for faculty
to talk first among themselves about useful materials and techniques. The
majority of articles here argue strongly for involving students in the conver-
sation as soon as possible. Faculty know most about course content—what
students should learn—but students know most about how they learn. They
can tell us much about the teaching strategies that help them grasp the
important content most efficiently and effectively. We can improve our
practice by listening to them.

TRUDY W. BANTA

aculty know most
about course con-
tent—what students
should learn—but
students know most
about how they learn.

Assessment Update
May-June 1995
Volume 7, Number 3



ASSESSMENT UPDATE:

i l“vq ost com-

| munity colleges are

| very responsive to the
 educational needs of
their students and

i their communities.

Assessment Update
September-October 1995

H
|
{
i
] Volume 7, Number 5

]
|
L e e e e

BESTCOPY AVAILABLE

THE FIRST TEN YEARS

The Responsive
Community College

We hear much these days about higher education being out of touch with
its constituents, about faculty who care more about pursuing their own
narrow research specialties than about listening to the educational needs of
their students, employers, and society. While there may be some truth to
these comments about faculty on four-year campuses, there is little reason
for criticism of community college faculty in this regard. Most community
colleges are very responsive to the educational needs of their students and
their communities.

Kay M. McClenney, vice president of the Education Commission of the
States and one of the first Assessment Update editorial board members,
recently made this point in the on-line archive of On the Horizon.
“Workforce training, moving people from the welfare rolls to the tax rolls,
involving employers, responding quickly to community needs—are at the
top of political agendas. . . . Community colleges are well-equipped to
help in the solution to these problems.”

In the lead article for Assessment Update (Vol. 7, No. 5), Sara M. Morris
describes a multiphase assessment and follow-up process that helps Asheville-
Buncombe Technical Community College respond to the needs of employers
in its service area. Every five years, the college brings together for focus
group discussions the chief executive officers (CEOs) of the major indus-
tries in its community. These employers are asked to identify the knowledge
and skills needed by entry-level employees as well as major skill deficiencies
in the current work force that may suggest the need for retraining or contin-
uing education. The focus groups supplement information about placement
and satisfaction levels that the college gathers on a more frequent basis from
surveys of its graduates and their employers. The college also relies on an
advisory committee of practitioners for each curriculum area to suggest
equipment updates and curriculum modifications.

An elaborate follow-up process that begins as soon as the focus groups are
concluded invites further dialogue with the CEOs who participated. The
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activity culminates in a presentation of findings and recommendations for
all faculty, students, and staff by the focus group chairs. If a new training
program is suggested, the idea is tested with the faculty and the advisory
committee associated with the curriculum most likely to be affected. No
final decisions are made about adding a program until all focus group
participants, as well as eight or ten other influential employers in the field
being considered, have been interviewed and a comprehensive survey on
the proposal has been administered to 100% of the group of employers in
that sector of the local economy. It is difficult to suggest any improvements
that would make this community college’s process more responsive to the
needs of the employers in its community!

As [ worked with the manuscripts submitted by chapter authors for the
book Making A Difference: Outcomes of a Decade of Assessment in Higher
Education (Banta and Associates; Jossey-Bass, 1993), [ was most favorably
impressed by the responsiveness to assessment findings that were reported
by faculty and administrators associated with two-year institutions. In their
chapter on methods for demonstrating the effectiveness of community
colleges, R. Dan Walleri and Jeffrey A. Seybert described assessment
processes such as student tracking and program review that have provided
guidance for improvement actions on two-year campuses.

Lane Community College in Oregon serves a community in which layoffs
in timber, lumber, fishing, and agricultural industries have produced many
unemployed workers with limited educational backgrounds, deficient
academic skills, and low self-esteem. Lane’s student tracking system,
containing over 50 data elements from admissions, testing, and academic
records, has been used to identify students most at risk of dropping out.
Using the information that poor reading and writing skills and uncertainty
about selecting an academic major are powerful predictors of problems
at Lane, faculty and staff have developed new advising procedures with
intrusive counselor intervention if needed, and a college success course.
The course has been so successful that students who complete it are much
more likely to finish credit-bearing courses than those who do not.

Eastern Iowa Community College District conducts a systematic review
of each of its programs on a three-year cycle. In addition to a self-study
prepared by faculty, the program review incorporates constituent surveys
and a local labor market assessment. Thus, the health and viability of college
programs are evaluated continuously, recommendations for improvement
are derived, and informed decisions are made concerning the need to
strengthen or terminate programs. As a result of program reviews in the
Eastern lowa system, computer-aided design has been added to the drafting
program; the automotive technology program has been authorized to award
a certificate after one semester, a diploma at the end of a year, and an asso-
ciate’s degree upon completion of the two-year program; and customized
contract programs for local business and industry have been developed in
computerized numerical controls, statistical process control, and Total
Quality Management (TQM).
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And speaking of TQM, I must add that community colleges are prominent
among the leaders in higher education in establishing indicators of their
effectiveness, gathering benchmark data, and using findings to improve
the satisfaction of students and other community constituents. Two good
illustrations are in Assessment in Practice: Putting Principles to Work on
College Campuses (Banta, Lund, Black, and Oblander; Jossey-Bass, 1996).
First, Jo Ellen Cantrell of Spartanburg Technical College tells how 35
effectiveness indicators permit student development services staff to assess
program effectiveness, track progress, and make improvements. One of the
indicators is the number of errors made in student financial aid records as

a percentage of the files audited each term. Errors are classified by type and
frequency and relevant training is conducted to enable staff to improve their
work. An initial error rate of 19% was thus reduced to just over 5% in

a single year. Second, James L. Hudgins, Dorcas A. Kitchings, and Starnell
K. Williams describe improvement efforts at Midlands Technical College in
Columbia, South Carolina. Among six areas considered critical to Midlands’
success are post-education satisfaction and success of students as well as
economic development and community involvement. Employers’ evaluations
of the preparation of employees who attended Midlands constitute one of

'ommunity the sources of data used by faculty to determine and revise course content.
colleges are prominent Midlands administrators chart progress on 20 indicators and include some
among the leaders in of the findings in an impressive annual community report designed to
higher education in demonstrate the institution’s accountability to the public.
establishing indicators ) ) ) ) . .
of their effectiveness, Readers interested in more information on the responsive f:ommumty
gathering benchmark college‘may cc‘msglt Jeffrey A. Seybert’s column, Community College
data, and using find- Strategies, which is a regular feature of Assessment Update.

ings to improve the
satisfaction of students
and other community
constituents.

Assessment Update
September-October 1995
Volume 7, Number 5

ERIC 70

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



TRUDY W. BANTA

 The Rising Star
of Assessment Scholarship

Donald A. Schén, professor emeritus:of urban studies and planning at
Massachusetts Institute of Technology, argued in a recent issue of Change
for more acceptance in research universities of action research or reflection
on practice. According to Schén (1995, p. 30), “We need to observe our-
selves in the doing, reflect on what we observe, describe it, and reflect on
our description.” He believes that good practice itself can become the
foundation for generating new knowledge if it is conceptualized and written
about in a way that permits others to draw generalizations from it for their
own practice.

ssessmient is
certainly a form of
practice that should
be the subject of
action research.

Assessment is certainly a form of practice that should be the subject of action
research. But, until recently, few higher education assessment practitioners
have had the opportunity to reflect on their work and write about it in ways
that would permit generalizations to be derived. As recently as 1994, Marcia
Mentkowski and others were identifying reasons for the paucity of higher
education assessment research (see Assessment Update, Vol. 6, No. 1).
Now we have evidence to suggest that this situation is changing.

Each year I write to all of the individuals who made presentations at the
annual American Association for Higher Education assessment conference
and ask them to consider submitting articles to Assessment Update. 1 am
always gratified by the response we receive to this request, but this year

I am exceptionally pleased. The feature articles in Assessment Update
(Vol. 8, No. 6) illustrate the reason for my delight. All summarize the
results of carefully designed action research.

In the lead article, Trudy Bers, Diane Davis, and William Taylor describe -
a relatively new assessment method: syllabus analysis. In this area, as in

transcript analysis, some of the best pioneering work has been done at com- |
munity colleges, yet the method is applicable throughout higher education.

Assessment Update

Bers and her colleagues were prompted to conduct their study as a means November-December 1996
of finding out whether learning assignments were stimulating students to Volume 8, Number 6 ,
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engage in activities like writing, speaking, and thinking critically, activities
that faculty believe enhance student achievement in general education. The
investigators decided that syllabi would provide an opportunity to look at
what faculty are communicating to students about their expectations for
student learning, as well as their standards for achievement.

The Bers, Davis, and Taylor article also provides a good example of how
faculty and staff can collaborate to produce particularly strong work in
assessment. Bers is senior director of institutional research and thus is in

a position to design and carry out a study that includes appropriate checks
on instrument reliability and a replicable action research design. The study
findings have provided a stimulus for faculty development in designing and
writing class syllabi. A follow-up survey has been designed to help the
investigators learn more about what students value in syllabi. And the
syllabus analysis itself will be repeated in spring 1997.

The second article in the issue is the second contribution to Assessment
Update by Frank ]. Spicuzza, who heads the bachelor of science in social
work program at the University of Tennessee, Knoxville. In Spicuzza’s
(1990) first Assessment Update article, he described a new approach

to assessing student achievement in the social work major. The article
represents a logical step forward in that it involves an evaluation of the
performance in practice of one component of that new approach: the
student portfolio.

The social work faculty at Tennessee have taken portfolio assessment
seriously. They have developed the standards for preparing students to
create the portfolio and have communicated those early in the program.
Then they have standardized the criteria faculty use in grading the port-
folios. In the study reported here, two methods of evaluating portfolio
use were developed and applied.

The findings confirm some often-expressed benefits that faculty associate
with portfolio use. However, the student data also provide some interesting
contradictions. Most important from the reader’s perspective, this study gives
us new tools to help us reflect on our own practice in portfolio assessment.

In the third feature article, Elizabeth A. Jones, a research associate at the
Pennsylvania State University, summarizes research that she has conducted
for the National Center for Postsecondary Teaching, Learning, and Assess-
ment over the past four years. She poses the question, “Is there consensus
about college outcomes among faculty, employers, and policy-makers?”
By and large, the answer—derived through an iterative survey process—is
yes. But some of the areas of disagreement are noteworthy. For instance,
employers feel that it is important for students to learn to present informa-
tion visually—using tables and graphs—as well as in writing. Faculty, on
the other hand, express more interest in helping students learn the writing .
process—developing, drafting, and revising ideas. While faculty value the
skill of public speaking, employers see less need for public speaking than
for students to develop relationship skills, that is, the ability to work in teams
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and facilitate communication among members of a small group. Faculty
can be informed by such findings as they attach specific definitions and
criteria for student achievement to often vaguely defined generic skills

* such as communication and critical thinking.

If these three articles are any indication, we are now embarking on a second
decade of widespread experience in assessment that will see many more
experiments and documentation of their effects, and much more of the
reflective practice Schén describes, than ever before. Our field will be much
richer as this fundamental scholarship begins to mature.
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Engineering Criteria 2000:
Focus on Qutcomes

The Accreditation Board for Engineering and Technology (ABET) is
changing the standards it uses to accredit engineering education programs.
[ts Engineering Criteria 2000, adopted in November 1996, changed the
focus of engineering accreditation from ensuring that an institution is
providing acceptable educational programs and processes to ensuring
that the institution’s students are attaining specified learning outcomes.
Obviously, this changes everything.

All engineering programs must be ready to address the new Criteria 2000
by the turn of the century. Those programs preparing for accreditation visits
during 1998 and 1999 may elect to be reviewed under the current standards
or according to Engineering Criteria 2000 (R. C. Seagrave and M. Dayne
Aldridge, personal communication, Mar. 7, 1997). ABET officials suggest
that institutions assess their readiness to undergo accreditation under the

~ new standards by comparing their practices to a series of levels of develop-

ment. Institutions at the higher levels are encouraged to use the new criteria.
Leyel 5, the highest, includes the following institutional characteristics:
“Sound, systematic, highly integrated process and outcomes improvements
are being made, enabled by quantitative feedback and by piloting innovative
ideas and technologies. A constituency-centered approach is evident through-
out. Sustained, world-class outcomes are apparent in all major areas. Results
are clearly influenced by the approach.” (Seagrave and Aldrich, personal
communication, Mar. 7, 1997).

The Colorado School of Mines (CSM) is well on its way toward level 5.
Spurred by Colorado’s accountability legislation of the late 1980s, Olds and
Pavelich (1996) have written that CSM has “agreed on its overall educa-
tional goals and has articulated them in a Profile of the CSM Graduate;
these goals determine what materials are collected for the portfolios we
maintain and evaluate for selected students. The data compiled from annual
portfolio reviews help the faculty to identify strong and weak aspects of our
programs and address the latter in a continuous improvement loop.” In the
lead article of this issue (Vol. 9, No. 3) of Assessment Update, Barbara M.
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Olds and Ronald L. Miller describe a pilot test of an innovative approach to
teaching engineering students to apply the principles of total quality manage-
ment (TQM). Instead of adding a course on TQM, CSM faculty have
integrated TQM principles in a four-semester sequence of introductory
courses designed to promote communication skills, critical thinking abilities,
and teamwork. Exemplifying the spirit of continuous improvement, the
faculty have built into their work an evaluation component that assesses
performance and employs a questionnaire to measure students’ perceptions
and attitudes toward the worth of TQM principles and concepts in their
project work. In comparison with students in classes where TQM modules
were not used, those in the pilot sections produced superior project solutions
and project reports and exhibited more understanding of customer focus,

teamwork concepts, quality tools, and the use of data to effect improvements.

Nina W. Brown of Old Dominion University (ODU), in the second article,

 joins Joseph A. Shaeiwitz of West Virginia University (see Assessment Update

1996, Vol. 8, No. 4, pp. 4, 6) in advocating the use of student work on
senior design projects in outcomes assessment. Brown describes criterion 8,
“Outcomes Assessment Process,” of the Engineering Criteria 2000 and iden-
tifies the ten abilities that ABET calls the “attributes of an engineer” (Joint
Task Force on Engineering Education Assessment, 1996). Brown, who is
coordinator of assessment in the College of Engineering and Technology at
ODU, created a 5-point checklist based on the abilities described in the set
of attributes. That checklist is used by faculty in three engineering fields and
four technology fields to assess the content of student portfolios based on
their senior design projects. Qutcomes assessment in engineering and tech-
nology at ODU has helped faculty identify needs for curriculum revisions,

instructional improvement, and faculty development.
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With ABET’s new emphasis on the assessment of student learning outcomes,
it is no surprise that engineering and technology faculty are searching for
assessment methods to apply in their own settings. In the previous issue of
Assessment Update, we announced in the Calendar section an April 1997
engineering assessment conference at Rose-Hulman Institute of Technology
in Terre Haute, Indiana. The conference, “Best Assessment Processes

in Engineering Education,” was cosponsored by ABET and the National
Science Foundation (NSF) and featured some of the work of a consortium
of seven institutions, including Rose-Hulman, Texas A&M University,
Arizona State University, University of Alabama, Maricopa Community
College District, Texas Women’s University, and Texas A&M at Kingsville.
The consortium has received a NSF grant for $14 million over five years for

the purpose of helping engineering faculty develop approaches to assessment.

In the third article, Sam Cotton, a professor in the Department of Industry
and Technology at Ball State University, and his colleagues Reza T. Ahmadi
and Russell A. Esselborn, describe their assessment strategy to help faculty
select simulation games for use in instruction. For illustrative purposes, the

authors have applied their strategies to games that promote the competencies -

identified in the Secretary’s Commission on Achieving Necessary Skills 2000
work force goals.
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While not specifically stated in ABET’s ten “attributes of an engineer,” critical
thinking is a skill that underlies several of the attributes. Anne Hummer writes,
in the fourth article, about faculty-developed assessment of critical thinking.
Hummer provides a very helpful step-by-step explanation of the strategy—
from arriving at consensus on the meaning of critical thinking within a given
discipline to deciding how to assess specific critical thinking skills in a cap-
stone paper.

Gary Pike’s Assessment Measures column also addresses the need for appro-
priate measures of critical thinking. He recommends carefully developed
surveys for use by upper-division students in self-assessment of such skills
as defining and solving problems, thinking analytically and logically, and
seeing relationships among ideas. He also mentions the College Student
Experiences Questionnaire. (CSEQ) as a source of information about critical
thinking abilities. In this issue’s Memos column, George Kuh announces the
publication of revised CSEQ norms.

Finally, we are pleased to publish a second Assessment Update contribution
by Patricia D. Murphy, this time with colleague Jeffrey Gerst, on the subject
of assessing graduate student outcomes. In the first article on this topic,
Murphy (1994) merely whetted our appetite for more by providing the
briefest of overviews of her work. Now we are treated to a much more
extensive description of the use of primary trait analysis by faculty at North
Dakota State University in defining and assessing successful performance
in comprehensive exam responses, research proposals, oral seminar
presentations, theses, and oral defenses.

We hope that the assessment of graduate student outcomes, as well as the
approaches to measuring critical thinking, selecting simulation games, using
portfolios in senior design projects, and evaluating the introduction of TQM
modules in lower-division engineering courses, will prove helpful to our

colleagues in engineering and technology disciplines. We wish them well
in addressing the new Engineering Criteria 2000"
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- Of Websites ahd Portfolios

The theme of the 1996 Assessment Conference in Indianapolis was
“Technology: Best New Hope for Assessment?” Given the questions asked
by participants, we should have included in the conference materials a guide
to assessment information on the Internet. We had looked for such a refer-
ence but could not find a comprehensive one. Now Mark Connolly and Jane
Lambert have provided this important resource in our lead article.

Connolly and Lambert, doctoral students in higher education at Indiana
University, have special interests in assessment and consult the Internet reg-
ularly in connection both with their coursework and with their apprentice-
ships with faculty. Lambert has an assistantship in my office and serves as
an assistant editor of Assessment Update, while Connolly works with George
Kuh in Bloomington on the College Student Experiences Questionnaire, a
very helpful assessment resource that Gary Pike has described in Assessment
Measures (Assessment Update, 1990, Vol. 2, No. 1 on page 294).

As Connolly and Lambert point out, the exponential growth of information
on the World Wide Web renders any listing of Internet sources a little out
of date even as it goes to press. However, the authors have made their work
as enduring as possible by including a number of well-established reference
sites that will be kept current for the foreseeable future. These include the
sites maintained by the Educational Resources Information Center, the Fund
for the Improvement of Postsecondary Education, the National Center for
Higher Education Management Systems, the American Association for
Higher Education, and the American College Personnel Association.

The next three articles in this issue, those contributed by W. Tracy Dillon;

" Charles W. Spurr, Michael ]. Kiphart, and Betty Jo Miller; and Sue Ellen
- Shay, provide evidence of the substantial current interest in using portfo-

lios in higher education assessment. It has been three years since we men-
tioned portfolios in this column (Assessment Update, 1994, Vol. 6, No. 5,
pp. 3, 15). At that time, Janet E. Boyle (Assessment Update, 1994, Vol. 6,
No. 5, pp. 10-11) contributed an excellent primer on portfolios, suggesting

69 7.7

TRUDY W. BANTA

i echnology:
| Best New Hope for
| Assessment?

|
|

!

|
}
i
|
|
+
1
|
|
!
|
i
i

}
| i
! i
|
}

1
1
1
|
!
|

]
; Assessment Update i
! March-April 1997 |
! Volume 9, Number 2 i

BEST COPY AVAILABLE



ASSESSMENT UPDATE: THE FIRST TEN YEARS

D,

1 ortfolio use

requires effective
planning.

Assessment Update
March-April 1997
Volume 9, Number 2

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

purposes, definitions, and methodological considerations for those contem-
plating their portfolios. Boyle (1994, p. 10) summed up the rationale for the
burgeoning attention to portfolios as follows: “The portfolio, as an element
of authentic assessment, has captured the interest of many instructors who
want a more comprehensive way to assess their students’ knowledge and
skills, to have students actively participate in the evaluation process, and to
simultaneously develop students’ skills of reflective thinking. These latter
features make portfolios an attractive alternative to traditional summative
testing.”

As the articles in this issue suggest, many faculty have been persuaded to try

- portfolios, and their extensive experience has carried us far beyond the primer

stage. In fact, a rather stable set of generalizations about portfolios as higher
education assessment tools has emerged. Collectively, the three articles
included in Assessment Update, Vol. 9, No. 2 illustrate a number of these.

Good assessment of all kinds—and portfolios are no exception—begins
with the identification by faculty of goals for student learning in courses,
course sequences, and entire curricula. If such goals have not been made
explicit previously, a study of what portfolios have to offer can encourage
faculty to develop them. Since, as Shay points out, portfolios are most
useful in portraying student development over time, particularly from the
beginning of a course of study to the end, their use can be quite effective
in stimulating faculty to think collectively about comprehensive end-of-
program goals for student performance.

Portfolios have impressive face validity because they include tangible evidence
of student performance over time. They reveal how students respond to a
curriculum. And since students can select or create some of the contents of
a portfolio, this assessment medium provides an excellent lens for observing
individual differences in this regard. Portfolios not only stimulate faculty dia-
logue but also furnish a beginning point for faculty-student conversations.
Moreover, when students use portfolios to present their achievements to
potential employers, a third important kind of dialogue is initiated.

Portfolio use requires effective planning. The enterprise begins with goals
for student learning, then students must be given specifications for portfolio
content that will illustrate that the goals have been met. And faculty must
agree on standards for judging the quality of the artifacts that are included.
In Shay’s experience, the exercise of setting these standards and then estab-
lishing that all who review the work have a common understanding of how
to apply the standards (that is, achieving interrater agreement) can have the
ancillary benefit of improving faculty attention to day-to-day assessment of
student work in classes. Greater attention to the reliability of grading prac-
tices and to the need for giving students prompt feedback about their per-
formance has been noted following training in portfolio assessment.

Students must be carefully briefed about the purposes of their portfolios
and the materials they are expected to include. As Spurr, Kiphart, and
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Miller illustrate, effective portfolio evaluation depends on the presence
of comparable materials across a group of students whose work is being
evaluated.

Both Dillon and Spurr, Kiphart, and Miller speak to the several benefits

of involving community representatives in portfolio evaluation. As society
becomes more explicit in its expectations of higher education in terms of
work force development, involvement of employers and other community
representatives in setting standards for and then assessing student perform-
ance holds promise as a means of helping to meet these expectations. Those
of us in urban settings have special appreciation for these possibilities.

In closing, I thank the colleagues whose work is presented in this issue for
taking time to share their wisdom about portfolios with Assessment Update
readers.
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| Bob Pace Tells Us What
| . Students Do While in College

|

‘ ‘ ‘ 3 As I recall, I first met Bob Pace in 1983. A colleague and I had just com-
! pleted a presentation on our assessment program at the University of
Tennessee, Knoxville (UTK), for a group of educators at a conference in
Nashville. A gentleman of slight build, dressed in sport coat, pants, and
shoes in pale shades appropriate for a warmer climate, made his way from
the back row to speak to us. I will never forget his words, “Hi, I'm Bob
Pace. The work you are doing at Tennessee reminds me a lot of what I
was trying to do at Minnesota in the 1950s.”

! i, I'm
i Bob Pace. The work
you are doing at
Tennessee reminds
me a lot of what |
was trying to do at

Minnesota in the | Pace went on to explain that during the years when he was engaged in
1950s.” institutional research, based at the University of Minnesota and later at

; - Syracuse, that field was characterized by diversity and creativity. In studying
| the impact of college on student learning and development, Pace and his

' contemporaries in the 1930s, 1940s, and 1950s experimented with a wide
variety of instruments, including diaries, time logs, personal essays; measures
of interests, attitudes, and appreciation; alumni surveys; critical thinking and
performance assessments; and various rating scales, in addition to the more
traditional measures of general and special abilities and of generic and
specialized academic achievement. Following this period of innovation and
focus on student development, tests and measures became more standard-
ized and the time of institutional research personnel was usurped by admin-
istrators asking for ever-increasing amounts of data for decision making
and reports for state and federal agencies.

i Pace saw in our work at UTK the possibility of a return to the variety and

| creativity of institutional research and the focus on student and teacher that
had illuminated his career at Minnesota. I have such respect and admiration
for Bob Pace that the impact of his compliment is not even eclipsed in my
memory by the formal tribute accorded the assessment program at UTK

‘ the following year when it received the triennial award for outstanding use
Assessment Update of measurement technology from the National Council on Measurement in
January-February 1996 Education.
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I do not often discuss specific assessment instruments in this column;
Gary R. Pike is the expert in that arena. But since Pike’s Assessment
Measures column in this issue (page 296) features the Community College
Student Experiences Questionnaire (CCSEQ), one of the family of Pace

instruments developed during a remarkable career that spans seven decades,’

[ want to say a little more about the technical quality, value, and utility of
the CCSEQ and its companion for four-year institutions, the College
Student Experiences Questionnaire (CSEQ). i

Both the CCSEQ and the CSEQ are designed to assess the extent of
students’ involvement in desired learning activities in and outside the class-
room. They are based on the well-documented premise that students learn
more when they are actively engaged in their studies and in developmental
activities that occur on campus. Both instruments also contain self-report
measures of the progress students think they have made toward achieving
specified education outcomes as a result of their college experiences. Stu-
dent perceptions of various aspects of the college environment are probed
in a third component of the two questionnaires. ’

Since he published the first version of the CSEQ in 1979, Pace has worked
diligently to establish its reliability and validity (Pace, 1990). The same is
true with regard to the CCSEQ. In addition, Pace has been perhaps our
most influential scholar in providing evidence of the validity of student
self-reports. And even though he retired from the University of California
at Los Angeles, Pace is currently serving as institutional research adviser

at Humboldt State University in northern California and continuing his
research. In May 1995, he sent me a paper in which he argues convincingly
that the CSEQ has yet another use: assessing the extent to which colleges
encourage students to engage in contact with faculty, cooperation with
other students, and active learning—all proven principles of good practice
in promoting undergraduate achievement (Pace, 1995).

In gathering materials from well over 200 campuses for my own recent
books on assessment, 1 can say that no other questionnaires with national
norms have produced more positive change at those institutions than the
CSEQ and the CCSEQ. For instance, at the University of Wisconsin-River
Falls, where faculty allowed class time to be used by student affairs staff to
administer the CSEQ to a third of all students, CSEQ data on student use
of the library were used to support the case for a $7.1 million renovation of
the library (Ballou, Reavill, and Schultz, 1994). A residence hall planning
group used CSEQ findings to guide its work in refurbishing existing build-
ings and recommending new construction. A task force on the first-year
experience found differences in CSEQ scores between first-year students
who dropped out and those who persisted and thus was able to make ‘
responsive changes in programming.

At Santa Barbara City College, CCSEQ findings helped identify areas

in which involvement was strongly related to student success and areas

in which the institution needed to do more to encourage involvement
(Friedlander and MacDougall, 1994). In-service training and mini-grants
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were provided to encourage faculty and staff to increase student involve-
ment in classroom activities and participation in on-campus and community-
based extracurricular activities. Counseling services were redesigned to
nudge students into taking more responsibility for obtaining needed infor- .
mation. Faculty were urged to sponsor departmental clubs and out-of-class
activities, and additional space for such gatherings was established in the
Campus Center. A coffee house was created to increase student-student
and student-faculty interactions.

Santa Barbara City College faculty and staff have been rewarded for their
diligence in responding to CCSEQ findings: subsequent administrations

‘of the questionnaire have shown gains in involvement, satisfaction, and

progress toward desired college objectives.

The Tennessee Board of Regents sponsored a study in which the CCSEQ was

~ administered to 633 students—176 African American and 457 Caucasian—

enrolled in four west Tennessee community colleges to assess similarities
and differences in the academic and social integration of these two groups
of students (Friedlander, Murrell, and MacDougall, 1993). No noteworthy
differences were found between the groups in quality of effort, academic
engagement, or campus participation.

While Bob Pace continues his research on the instruments in California, the
major responsibilities for marketing, scoring, interpreting, and improving
the CSEQ and the CCSEQ have been transferred to academic centers in
Indiana and Tennessee, respectively. George Kuh and his colleagues in the
Center for Postsecondary Research and Planning at Indiana University now
have the rights to the CSEQ; and Patricia Murrell and colleagues in the
Center for the Study of Higher Education at the University of Mempbhis are

" in charge of the CCSEQ. Recently, a number of us convened to consider

refinements in the CSEQ that will address the needs of the adult and-com-

- muter student populations at four-year urban campuses.

" As Bob Pace (1995, p. 1) observed, “Good practices in undergraduate edu-

cation . . . are usually described by what faculty and administrators do, but
the existence of these good practices should also be evident in what students
do.” Pace’s lifetime of good work in giving students avenues for telling us
what they do while in college goes on-more solidly grounded now on cam-
puses across the country than ever before.
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 Are We Making a Difference?

Darrell Krueger, who is now president of Winona State University, was
once dean of instruction at Northeast Missouri State University. Charles
McClain, then president of Northeast, used to ask repeatedly, “Darrell,
are we making a difference?” In seeking the answer, Krueger and McClain
embarked on a comprehensive program of student outcomes assessment
that transformed Northeast. From a teacher’s college with projections of
declining enrollment, it became a thriving regional university. Ultimately it
was designated as Missouri’s liberal arts and science institution.

Last year | undertook a national study designed to respond to McClain’s
question for the field of assessment. We are well into our second decade
of outcomes assessment in higher education. Has all of our activity—from
state initiatives and accrediting requirements to assessment for improve-
ment on campuses—made a difference? Are students learning more? Are
faculty teaching more effectively? Are colleges and universities better? In
this column, I will provide some information related to this last question.
I'll address the others in future issues of Assessment Update.

1 have collected data from well over 100 campuses where outcomes assess-
ment has been underway for several years-long enough to make some dif-
ference. In looking at the examples of impact, it seems to me that they can
be grouped into at least three categories: institutions where assessment has
transformed the campus culture; campuswide assessment programs that
have resulted in significant, though less pervasive, improvements; and
assessment techniques that have produced positive changes in specific
areas. 1 will try to characterize the influence of assessment at some of the
“transformed” institutions in the paragraphs that follow.

More than twenty years ago, the faculty at Alverno College employed an
extensive program of assessment of their graduates to help reshape the
curriculum around eight basic abilities: communication, analysis, problem
solving, valuing in decisionmaking, interaction, global perspectives, effective
citizenship, and aesthetic responsiveness. Since then Alverno faculty have
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developed ways to assess successive levels of these abilities in coursework,
and their study of assessment has enabled them to improve course struc-
ture, teaching methods, and assessment techniques themselves. The quest
of Alverno faculty for continuous improvement of student learning has
enriched the understanding of faculty around the globe of such concepts as
assessment as learning, contextual validity, portfolio assessment, assessment
centers, and student self-assessment.

At Northeast Missouri, assessment was used initially to demonstrate that its
graduates were “nationally competitive” in their chosen fields and that their
experiences at Northeast had added value to their store of knowledge and
skills. The university gradually acquired a national reputation for academic
quality, which resulted in increases in both the number and the academic
potential of students applying for admission. All these changes produced in
the faculty at Northeast a sense of identity and pride in the institution that
further transformed the university’s culture.

Strong presidents—Sister Joel Read at Alverno and Charles McClain at
Northeast Missouri-—focused faculty attention on assessment at their insti-
tutions in the 1970s. In 1985, another president-——Nathan Weiss at Kean
College—Ilaunched his own crusade to stimulate faculty self-consciousness
about the quality of student learning using outcomes assessment. Kean
faculty developed their own definition of assessment and with it a sense of
power and responsibility for setting the direction for individual programs.
They worked with each other, with students, with alumni, and with
employers to define goals and objectives for their programs, to develop
assessment strategies, and to make appropriate improvements. Kean
College now has evidence that the student experience is richer and that
student satisfaction has increased.

Presidential leadership was also an essential factor in development of the
Institutional Impact Project at Ohio University in 1980. Testing, surveys,
and student tracking have helped direct numerous improvements in pro-
grams and services at that institution. Assessment evidence now shows
that students’ scores on national exams have increased, freshmen are more
involved in the campus experience, faculty and students interact more, sen-
iors are more satisfied, and freshman retention has improved.

At the University of Wisconsin, Superior, strong administrative and faculty
leadership and an assessment grant from the Fund for the Improvement of
Postsecondary Education transformed a troubled institution with danger-
ously low enrollment to today’s institution with rising enrollments and a
much improved public image in its region. An assessment program that

has helped to improve teaching, increase affective support for students, and
raise levels of expectation and performance for students has produced more
satisfied faculty, freshmen who report a more positive initial impression of
the university, and students who find their classes more challenging.

Leaders at these transformed institutions have kept assessment at the fore-
front of everyone’s thinking for years. Assessment has been accorded time to
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develop in an orderly way, with a clear purpose, with widespread participation
by all who should be concerned about the education of students: faculty,
students themselves, administrators, graduates, employers, and community
members. All five institutions have strong and effective assessment coordina-
tors, drawn most often from the faculty. Since these individuals had earned
the respect of their colleagues before they were given their assessment roles,
they have been able to steer the campus assessment strategies through the
sometimes treacherous shoals of faculty scrutiny and skepticism.

At these institutions, assessment findings are widely disseminated in a
trusting atmosphere; negative results are not used to punish students or
faculty. Assessment on these campuses is firmly anchored in established
procedures that faculty care about, such as institutional planning and
budgeting, curriculum development, faculty and staff development, and
faculty scholarship. This fact, coupled with careful, persistent follow-up,
has made assessment part of the fabric of these institutions and ensured
its lasting influence. '

The stories of assessment’s impact on the five institutions just identified,

as well as more than 100 others, have been collected in a book, Making a
Difference: Outcomes of a Decade of Assessment in Higher Education, pub-
lished by Jossey-Bass in October 1993. Because each chapter is written by
the individuals who shepherded the assessment process being described, the
volume has 45 coauthors. For the material I've just summarized, I’d like to
thank the following authors: Georgine Loacker and Marcia Mentkowski at
Alverno, Candace Young at Northeast Missouri, Michael Knight at Kean,
Michael Williford and Gary Moden at Ohio University, and Albert Katz at
University of Wisconsin, Superior.
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Does Assessment Help Faculty |
Teach More Effectively?

In my last column [ posed three questions about the impact of assessment
that 45 coauthors and 1 have attempted to answer in a new book, Making a
Difference: Outcomes of a Decade of Assessment in Higher Education (San
Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1993). Those questions include: Are students learning
more? Are faculty teaching more effectively? Are colleges and universities
better? 1 intend to address these questions in reverse order in a series of
three columns in Assessment Update. The question about colleges and uni- |
versities was the subject of the Editor’s Notes in the September-October pedagogy as they

1993 issue. Here, I provide evidence that faculty are teaching more effec- Lprepar ed {he‘ms'elves
tively. lin their disciplines.

ost faculty !
| teaching in college |
{ today did not receive |
| formal training in |

Most faculty teaching in college today did not receive formal training in
pedagogy as they prepared themselves in their disciplines. Thus, they have o
not studied theories of curriculum development, techniques for developing j
program goals and student learning objectives, strategies for helping students i
with a variety of learning styles get the most from a course, or methods for !
evaluating student learning. The apparent assumption underlying this state

of affairs is either that this knowledge is not essential because a good scholar
is, ipso facto, a good teacher or that teaching skills can simply be learned : ;
on the job. i i

|

Many conscientious faculty members who have observed that not all stu- : i
dents profit from a steady diet of lectures—the most traditional and easiest |
to deliver mode of classroom presentation—have sought help in expanding
and improving their repertoire of instructional techniques. But involvement
in assessment has sent many more scurrying for guidance than would other-
wise have done so. Moreover, they have approached professional develop-
ment activities with more purpose and motivation because the acts of plan-

_ ning assessment activities and later interpreting assessment results have so ‘
clearly demonstrated the need for acquiring specific knowledge and skills. | !

\Assessment Update '
For instance, faculty engaged in evaluating student portfolios at Miami November-December 1993.

University have come to see more clearly the interrelationships among TVolume 5, Number 6
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courses in a curriculum, that is, that students are not just taking individual

- courses but an integrated curriculum. At Montclair State University, stu-

dents’ scores on a locally developed major field test revealed unexpected
inconsistencies in the way in which faculty were teaching multiple sections
of the same course. Both these sets of experiences have led faculty to focus
attention on improving their skills in articulating curriculum goals and spe-
cific course objectives. '

Faculty at many colleges and universities have been motivated via assessment
to seek assistance in promoting student development of certain intellectual
skills. At the State University of New York, Fredonia, locally developed tests
of socioethical understanding produced results that led faculty to ask for
and receive workshops on teaching problem-solving skills, scientific methods,
and multicultural perspectives. Quantitative, humanities, and social science
teaching methods have been strengthened at Empire State College as a result
of faculty development stemming from the use of portfolios in student assess-

/ ment. Low scores on the Communicating scale of the ACT-COMP examina-

tion caused faculty at Austin Peay State University to seek one another’s
counsel concerning ways to improve students’ communication skills. A
similar finding at the State Technical Institute at Memphis prompted the
president to hire a specialist to assist all instructors in adding writing
assignments to their courses. Formation and development of peer study
groups has been the subject of professional development activity spurred
by assessment at the University of Phoenix.

Faculty who take assessment seriously almost always come to question their
proficiency in developing good measures of student learning in courses and
programs. Workshops aimed at helping faculty write better test items have
been conducted at many institutions, including Johnson County Community
College and the University of Tennessee, Knoxville. Colloquia on grading
have been held at the University of Phoenix in response to the finding that
the variance in course grades for adult students was excessively low, that is,
that faculty were not making the full range of distinctions among levels of
performance. Finally, the explosion of interest in using portfolios has created
the need on many campuses for faculty to come together to learn how to
score these collections of student work.

Because assessment has helped to increase faculty self-consciousness about
teaching and concern about student learning, the chapter authors in Making
a Difference have been able to provide a good deal of evidence that curriculum
integration and teaching effectiveness have improved. Following professional
development on the topic of liberal learning for adults, faculty at Empire
State College have revised curriculum guidelines in order to make the
meaning of general education clearer to students. A program evaluation
process in the Eastern lowa Community College District has resulted in
specific curriculum or course changes in all vocational-technical programs
to make the programs more responsive to identified needs of students and
employers. Perceived weaknesses in the psychology major at Winthrop
University identified in exit interviews with seniors have led faculty to add
to the curriculum (1) a cornerstone course to make program objectives and
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options clear to incoming majors and (2) a capstone course designed to
increase program integration.

Student tracking data at Seattle Central Community College revealed that
only about half of the students enrolled in intermediate algebra courses
achieved a grade of C or better. Subsequently, faculty revised this course
to focus on graphing functions using real-world examples as topics for
class discussion. The percentage of students receiving a C or better then
increased from 53% to 71%. Interviews with entering students at the
University of Virginia revealed such a high level of student dissatisfaction
with the amount of faculty-student contact that a program of seminars for
first- and second-year students taught by senior professors was undertaken.

The impact of assessment on student learning will be the subject of my
next column. But I want to end this note with a hint of what is to come:

at Miami University, faculty reading student portfolios have been able to
document improvements in the use of scientific methods and quantitative
reasoning following the increase in teaching emphasis that these skills have

received in the course of responding to assessment findings at-that institution.

I have just cited examples from thirteen institutions. A much fuller explana-
tion of the impact of assessment on these campuses is the subject of 7 of
the 24 chapters in Making a Difference. Knowing my colleagues as I do,

[ am certain that the 16 assessment coordinators who developed these 7
chapters will forgive me for not identifying them here; this recognition of
the good work being accomplished at their institutions will satisfy them.
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Are We Making a Difference
in Student Learning?

This is the third in a series of essays based on the content of the book
Making A Difference: Outcomes of a Decade of Assessment in Higher
Education (Banta and Associates, Jossey-Bass, 1993). In the September-
October issue of Assessment Update (Vol. 5, No. 5, p. 3), I promised three
articles, each addressing one of the following questions: as a result of a
decade of intensive activity in outcomes assessment, (1) are colleges and
universities better? (2) are faculty teaching more effectively? (3) are students
learning more? The response to the first question appeared in Vol. 5, No. 5,
and the second question was the subject of my column in Vol. 5, No. 6.

The short answer to the question about student learning is “probably so,”
but the quantity of concrete, objective evidence that assessment has improved
learning is minuscule. I believe there are good reasons for this. First, it takes
time to effect change in academic programs and methods of instruction and
then chart the impact of these changes on students’ knowledge and skills.
With the exception of the half-dozen or so institutions that undertook com-
prehensive assessment programs before 1983, most institutions engaged in
outcomes assessment have graduated no more than a class or two of stu-
dents who might be expected to demonstrate higher levels of learning as a
result of improvements made in response to assessment findings. Moreover,
carefully planned longitudinal studies are needed to produce convincing evi-
dence of change in students” knowledge and skills over time, and few insti-
tutions have invested the time and money necessary to conduct such studies.

Even where longitudinal studies have been undertaken, the inadequacies of
available measurement instruments and methods have rendered the findings
disappointing. For instance, at the University of Tennessee, Knoxville
(UTK), where we conducted comparative studies for five years using the
four best-known commercial tests of student achievement in basic knowl-
edge and skills, we found that not one of those tests measured more than
30% of the content our faculty associated with general education. In addi-
tion, study after study revealed major technical flaws in the assessment of. _
student score gain on these instruments (see Gary Pike’s column in
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Assessment Update, Vol. 6, No. 2). Whereas most faculty would really like
to observe actual behavior in order to assess performance, issues of relia-
bility and validity, as well as cost, plague performance assessment as well.

Having pointed out the significant problems associated with providing the
clear-cut quantitative data that would convince governors, legislators, trustees,
parents, and students that assessment has improved student achievement,

[ am pleased to be able to cite some examples from a growing body of evi-
dence that assessment is beginning to make a difference in student learning.

At institutions such as Alverno College, where faculty have agreed on a spe-
cific set of learning outcomes, each with its own progression of well-defined
levels of achievement, and have then developed a curriculum based on those
outcomes, improvements in student learning can be documented in each
course and at the end of an academic program. In addition to experiencing
faculty assessment of their development of eight abilities according to
explicit criteria, Alverno students also continuously improve their capacities
to assess their own performance. Alverno faculty analyzed the performance
of alumnae and community members in work, personal, and citizenship
roles as they defined their eight abilities and means of assessing them. A
continuing longitudinal study of alumnae both confirms the value of the
learning experience at Alverno and suggests directions for improvement

of curriculum, instruction, and methods of assessment.

At Northeast Missouri State University, turning student and faculty atten-
tion to the need to be “nationally competitive,” as measured by scores on
nationally standardized tests, initially had a dramatic impact. Scores on the
ACT-COMP exam increased, especially after a new math requirement was
instituted in response to faculty disappointment with student scores on the
quantitative portions of the test. Longitudinal studies also showed score
improvement over time on the COMP as well as on standardized tests in
various majors. Continued charting of student progress on the same tests
has proved problematic, however, because the nature of the tests and their
norming populations have changed over the years and because Northeast’s
success has attracted a brighter and brighter student body, whose perform-
ance on standardized tests is both qualitatively and quantitatively different
from that of Northeast’s student population in the 1970s.

Ohio University has reported steady increases in student scores on the ACT-
COMP exam since 1980. COMP scores of seniors in nursing at Austin Peay
State University increased after faculty modified their curriculum and advising
procedures to improve students’ experiences in communicating and valuing.

At the University of Wisconsin-Superior (UWS), seniors’ scores on the
Major Field Achievement Test in Psychology increased after faculty insti-
tuted more demanding course requirements in areas of relatively poor student
test performance. Dyersburg State Community College (DSCC) is one of
many institutions where specific pedagogical interventions have produced
improvements in the percentage of graduates passing the licensing exam

in nursing.
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Faculty at the State Technical Institute at Memphis (STIM) are among
those at a majority of institutions in believing that their students’ writing
skills need improvement. At STIM a writing specialist was hired to help all
instructors incorporate writing assignments in their classes and to ensure
that tutoring services in communication were available to all students.
Objective assessment of students’ lab reports and other writing assign-
ments indicates that these responses to assessment findings have produced
improvement in writing skills. Similar efforts to improve writing have had the
desired impact at Northeast Missouri, Kean College, UTK, and Winthrop
University. At Miami University, increased faculty emphasis on scientific
methods and quantitative reasoning has produced improvements in the
written work submitted in portfolios in these areas.

Concern about the high percentage of students failing algebra at Seattle
Central Community College led faculty to begin teaching graphing using
graphing calculators and to create student groups for the purpose of
studying equations. These changes in instructional practices apparently
have increased the percentage of students receiving a grade of C or higher
from 53% to 71%.

While we work to improve the technical quality of direct measures of student
achievement, faculty can point to a number of indirect indicators which at
least suggest that students are learning more where assessment is conscien-
tiously implemented. At Northeast Missouri, students are spending more
time studying and more time using library materials. Longitudinal research
at Ohio University indicates that students are spending more time with
faculty, both formally (as in advising) and informally (as in having dinner
together). Ohio graduates responding to a survey say that their college
experience has increased significantly their abilities to communicate orally
and in writing, evaluate and choose between alternative courses of action,
think analytically, and apply knowledge learned in their major. At UWS,
40% of students surveyed recently said that the university’s assessment
program had made their classes more challenging.

While persistence and graduation statistics do not in themselves indicate
enhanced levels of achievement, the very fact that a student stays in college
longer and takes more courses strongly suggests that he or she has learned
more. At Ohio University, freshman-to-sophomore retention increased from
67% to 85% between 1978 and 1990. DSCC pushed its fall-to-spring reten-
tion rate from 60% to 67% and increased by 60% between 1989 and 1992.

Finally, improvements in the placement of graduates that have occurred at
a number of institutions as a result of specific changes made in response

to assessment findings may be considered indicative of improved student
learning. At Ohio University more than 90% of the graduates are now
employed or in graduate school at the end of the year following their gradu-
ation. And at Northeast Missouri, the percentage of graduates going on to
graduate or professional education tripled between 1975 and 1990—from
10% to 30%.



Now We Are Ten

¢

Welcome to the tenth season of Assessment Update! In 1988 Gale
Erlandson, higher education editor at Jossey-Bass, asked if I would be
willing to edit that publisher’s first newsletter. With substantial support
from my colleagues at the University of Tennessee, Knoxville, I agreed to
take on the project. Nine years later, despite the pressure of meeting a
deadline every other month and coping with the necessity of reading each
article we publish at least four times, I continue to enjoy the responsibility!
It has been gratifying to watch the manuscripts increase in number and
diversity of content over the years. And since my move to Indiana in 1992,
[ have enjoyed the full support and competent assistance of colleagues at
Indiana University-Purdue University Indianapolis.

In preparing for our tenth year, we have worked with Jossey-Bass staff to
develop a new look for Assessment Update. We hope you will find it more
attractive and inviting to open and easier to read. (If you have comments—
pro or con—about the new format, please send them to me.) In addition,
we have recently added a Web Corner feature that will keep you abreast of
assessment developments that are as accessible as your computer screen.

Also in anticipation of our tenth anniversary, we have developed a collection
of all the columns contributed over the years by each of our four featured
columnists—Peter Ewell, Peter Gray, Gary Pike, and Jeff Seybert—plus

my own Editor’s Notes. A number of people have requested such a collection
over the years, and putting it together has given each of us an opportunity
to reflect on developments in assessment over the past decade. This informal
publication provides a history of the development of the field and related
issues at the classroom, departmental, campus, state, regional, national, and
international levels.

In this issue, Peter Ewell and Peter Gray provide their first columns for
Volume 10. Ewell describes some of the effects on higher education of the
deregulatory policy environment that developed in Washington following the
1994 congressional elections, then focuses on advances in student tracking
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that technology is making possible. Peter Gray’s Campus Profile is about
Ball State University in Muncie, Indiana. I have long admired the work of
Catherine Palomba, who coordinates Ball State’s assessment program. The
multiple-measures approach at Ball State incorporates a judicious combina-
tion of standardized and locally developed measures of student learning and
satisfaction.

As a student in one of my graduate seminars, Sheila Ewing wrote an exten-
sive review of the literature on performance assessment. She included so
many citations and organized them so effectively that I urged her to adapt
the paper for Assessment Update.

Peter Kugel presents a wonderfully straightforward and logical approach to
assessment that has, fortunately, been successful at several research univer-
sities—that is, identifying some questions of interest to a group of faculty,
gathering some data, and acting on the findings. Anne Hummer reports on
a faculty-developed instrument for assessing students’ perceptions of a fun-
damental attribute: their communication skills.

We hope to make the tenth volume of Assessment Update the best ever.
Please send your own suggestions for ensuring that we achieve our goal.
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Benchmarking in Assessment

Benchmarking. Now there’s a word that has come into its own in the 1990s!
As happens with any term that describes a popular concept, people have
offered many definitions. I think of benchmarking as a process of standard
setting—Ilooking for exemplary practice in a well-defined area, investigating
carefully the components of such practice, distilling some generalizations,
and trying to apply that learning to improve one’s own practice.

Until recently, we in higher education have done our own benchmarking
more or less informally. If our institution is a member of an organization
like the American Association of Universities or the Urban 13, we may work
with colleagues in those organizations to develop some common indicators
that help us judge our competence in attracting the best-prepared students
or retaining students of color—just two of hundreds of measures in which
we might be interested. To bring the study even closer to home, many of us
have selected ten or so institutions we consider peers and have begun to
exchange information with them about such matters as faculty salaries and
levels of student satisfaction with instruction and campus services. A few
disciplinary associations such as those in business and law have also served
as conduits for exchange of comparative data.

But sharing data is only one small step in the benchmarking process. It is
certainly an important step, because colleagues can’t share information for
long without beginning to ask each other exactly how data are gathered and
how statistics are defined. Such conversations usually produce efforts to
standardize data definitions and some of the processes that produce the
data. However, standardizing measures can take place at a distance from
the practices that produce the measures. Only recently have we begun to
get together to investigate carefully the components of good practice.

In 1996, Peter Ewell introduced me to the work of the American Productivity
& Quality Center (APQC), a nonprofit organization based in Houston.
Peter had been invited to serve as a subject matter consultant to APQC for
a study designed to identify and disseminate exemplary practice in measuring
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institutional performance outcomes. Ultimately my institution, Indiana
University-Purdue University Indianapolis, joined the consortium of institu-
tions engaged in that study. Because we subsequently were selected as one
of the “best practice institutions” for the in-depth investigation component
of benchmarking, I have had an opportunity to learn firsthand how APQC’s
benchmarking studies take place. Moreover, | have been asked to serve
informally as one of the subject matter consultants on APQC’s current
study on assessing learning outcomes.

In 1992, APQC and eighty-six of the country’s quality-oriented companies
designed the International Benchmarking Clearinghouse to help managers
find and adopt exemplary practices with the aim of improving their perform-
ance. Since 1993 this clearinghouse has conducted over thirty consortium
benchmarking studies. APQC’s subsidiary Institute for Education Best
Practices has thus far carried out benchmarking studies of institutional
budgeting, electronic student services, and faculty development, as well

as the two studies on measuring institutional performance outcomes and
assessing learning outcomes.

An APQC benchmarking study begins with the identification of an area for
study and one or more subject matter experts like Peter Ewell. Then APQC
staff, with assistance from the consultant(s), develop a list of potential spon-
sors for the study. Selected two- and four-year higher education institu-
tions, corporations, and health care or nonprofit agencies were contacted
about participation in the Assessing Learning Qutcomes project. More than
thirty colleges and universities, corporations, and federal agencies ultimately
paid a fee and signed on as sponsors.

Following a pre-planning phase, a kickoff meeting for representatives of
sponsoring organizations was held at APQC headquarters in Houston in
November 1997. At that meeting the sponsors refined the scope of the
benchmarking study, nominated potential “best practice partners,” created
criteria for screening these partners, and discussed potential questions for
a screening survey.

Following the November meeting, APQC staff, assisted by the content expert,
developed a screening survey draft that was subsequently sent to sponsors for
critique. They then sent a revised survey to potential best practice partners.

APQC staff compiled the survey data they received and mailed a summary
for each responding institution or organization to sponsors. In February
1998, a review meeting of sponsors took place in Houston. Through a series

~ of consensus-building techniques, the group identified six best practice part-

ners. The list included Ball State and Emporia State Universities, Sinclair
Community College, the University of Phoenix, Fidelity Investments, and
TVA University.

At the February meeting, sponsors also developed a draft of the questions
they would like to have answered during visits to the best practice partners.
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Throughout the spring, sponsors had the opportunity to take part in pre-
planned visits to the six sites of exemplary practice.

Subsequently, the APQC staff compiled summaries of the best practice
partners’ responses to the standard set of questions posed by the sponsors
during the site visits. In June both partners and sponsors attended a sharing
session in Houston. Each best practice partner made a brief presentation
and responded to additional questions from sponsors. The content specialist
and APQC staff identified key findings of the benchmarking study, including
innovative practices and critical success factors and enablers.

Following the June meeting, the next-~—most difficult—steps in the bench--

- marking process will be up to the representatives of the sponsoring organi-
zations. To capitalize on their investment, they must take the most appro-
priate parts of what they learned in Houston and from the site visits, adapt
these findings to their own settings, and implement the actions that are
designed to improve their own practice.

APQC’s approach to benchmarking is new, interesting, and potentially
of value to those of us who believe our processes in higher education
should be improved continuously. Readers of Assessment Update who
want to learn more about APQC and its studies may consult the Web
site <www.iebp.apqc.org> or contact APQC’s Marisa M. Brown at
(800) 776-9676 or <mbrown@apqc.org>.
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That Summer Reading List

1 am so glad that Barbara Walvoord and her colleagues chose Assessment
Update as the place to publish “Closing the Feedback Loop in Classroom-
Based Assessment.” They are leading us toward a very powerful response
to that all important question, How do we engage faculty in assessment?

In the article, Walvoord, Barbara Bardes, and Janice Denton describe how
faculty can agree on some broad learning outcomes, then collectively submit
the following for departmental and campus-wide discussion: (1) classroom
tests or assignments that show how they have examined students on those
outcomes, (2) detailed scoring rubrics in the form of Primary Trait Analyses
(see Assessment Update 7:6 and 9:3), (3) aggregated student scores using
the rubrics, and (4) a description of ways in which faculty will use assess-
ment findings derived from the rubrics to improve student learning of the
specified outcomes. Thus, in assessment faculty use tests and assignments
they have developed and rubrics that reflect their own criteria and standards.
Because they derive students’ grades from the assessment, both faculty and
students are motivated to take it seriously. And taking the final crucial step-
closing the feedback loop by looking at students’ performance in the aggre-
gate and determining where and what action may be needed to address lower
than hoped for scores-seems relatively easy and sensible.

In Effective Grading: A Tool for Learning and Assessment (Jossey-Bass,
1998), Walvoord and Virginia Johnson Anderson have given us additional
information about how to improve assessment in that most important of
all sites, the classroom, where improvement can have the most direct and
immediate impact. They suggest that once faculty identify what they most
want their students to know and do in a course, the next step should be to
look carefully at assignments and tests to see whether they both teach and
assess the knowledge and skills identified in the first step. Next, a course
outline can be constructed that puts the assignments and tests in a logical
sequence. Then the instructor can decide what needs to happen in each
class to prepare the students to gain the most from the assignments and
tests. Finally, the authors explain how Primary Trait Analysis can be used
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to give more precise meaning to the scoring of assignments and tests, and
ultimately to course grades.

Summer will be long gone by the time you read this. But describing
Walvoord’s exciting work reminds me of some other materials I have
come across during the summer that I hope you will come to value as
[ do.

Elizabeth Jones, who has left the National Center on Postsecondary Teaching,
Learning, and Assessment at Penn State and is now a faculty member in
educational policy and leadership at West Virginia University, has written

in these pages (Assessment Update 5:6, 8:6, and 9:6) about the studies on
skills identification that she has conducted during the past four years with
support from the U.S. Department of Education’s Office of Educational
Research and Improvement. As a first step toward assessing progress toward
the national goal that addresses college student learning, Jones worked with
broadly representative panels of college faculty, employers, and state and
national policymakers to identify and define the essential skills named in
National Goal 6, Objective 5: communicating, critical thinking, and prob-
lem solving. Faculty interested in assessing these skills in their classes and
curricula will find helpful the detailed descriptions of student outcomes con-
tained in a series of goals inventories that Jones has developed in writing,
critical reading, speech communication, critical thinking, and problem
solving. To learn more, contact Beth Jones at <ejones7@wvu.edu>.

An additional resource for classroom or disciplinary assessment is the work
on reflective thinking and problem solving being done by Cindy L. Lynch,
independent scholar, and colleagues at a variety of institutions (see, for
example, the “Campus Strategies” column by Phillip Wood and Cindy
Lynch in Assessment Update 10:2, pp. 14-15). Courses in which faculty are
assessing complex thinking and professional problem solving with Cindy’s
assistance include critical reading at California State Fullerton, electrical
engineering at the U.S. Air Force Academy, and accounting at the
University of Denver. For definitions of terms used in these assessments
(such as identifying, framing, resolving, and re-addressing), a detailed
evaluation rubric, and examples of exercises designed by faculty to teach
and assess problem solving, see A Developmental Guide to Assessing and
Optimizing Professional Problem Solving (Lynch, Wolcott, and Huber, 1998)
at Susan Colcott’s Website <http:/www.du.edu/~swolcott>. For additional
information, contact Cindy Lynch at <Leehaven@compuserve.com>.

Faculty interested in portfolio assessment will enjoy the brochure entitled
Your Porifolio: Liberal Arts and Sciences which was developed for students
by faculty at Truman State University. Under the subheading, “Why
Should I Maintain a Portfolio?” the student will find detailed comments
from recent graduates describing what the process of developing a port-
folio meant to them-both before and after graduation. Other subheadings
include “How Do I Start and Maintain a Portfolio?”, “How Can I Use the
Portfolio?”, and “How Might the University Use My Portfolio?” For more
on Truman’s portfolio assessment process, contact lan Lindevald or Shirley
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Morahan, codirectors of portfolio assessment, at <lindy@truman.edu> or
<smorahan@truman.edu>.

Steven ]. Osterlind is a careful, competent scholar at the University of
Missouri-Columbia who has devoted more than a decade to the develop-
ment of the College Basic Academic Subjects Examination (College BASE),
a criterion-referenced achievement test that assesses skills and competences
usually associated with the completion of general education coursework.
Now Steve has analyzed the sources of some 73,000 students at fifty-six
colleges and universities who took the College BASE between 1988 and
1995 and has written A National Review of Scholastic Achievement in
General Education (ASHE-ERIC Higher Education Report, Vol. 25, No. 8,
1997). Among Osterlind’s disturbing findings is the fact that 20 percent of
the very large number of students tested—most of whom had completed
their coursework in general education—proved to be poor readers or weak
writers, or both. Only 25 percent were able readers and just 3 percent were
skilled writers. Faculty, administrators, and policymakers seeking bench-
marks against which to assess generic skills and knowledge of college stu-
dents will find Osterlind’s report essential reading.

Finally, let me emphasize the importance of rereading, as I did this summer,
Peter Ewell’s article, “Organizing for Learning: A New Imperative” in the
December 1997 AAHE Bulletin. Ewell warns that change initiatives like
general education reform, outcomes assessment, service learning, and
technology-enhanced instruction undertaken piecemeal, in isolation from
one another and from the most valued processes for accomplishing change
within our institutions, will not enjoy long-term success. He summarizes
some essential lessons from the fields of cognitive science, educational psy-
chology and instructional design, and organizational change and suggests
how these research findings can be integrated into a systematic approach
to improving teaching and learning in the academy. Only by seeing our
enterprise as a system and by working on many fronts simultaneously can
we hope to have an impact on the dismal portrait of collegians’ achievement
that Osterlind has painted for us.
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Section III.
Assessment in Response to
External Pressures: Performance .
Funding in Tennessee

Having been drawn into outcomes assessment in 1979 as the University of
Tennessee, Knoxville (UTK) attempted to respond to the Tennessee Higher
Education Commission’s performance funding initiative, I could not resist
writing about this unique program in my column from time to time. My first
“description of the program appeared in 1990. As much as we chafed under
the requirements to use standardized instruments and be graded on the basis
of students’ responses, by that time I had witnessed sufficient new attention
to the learning environment for students on the part of faculty engaged in
assessment to be willing to argue that external pressures for accountability
COULD influence faculty in positive ways (see 2:1).

xternal pres-

- sures for accounta-

bility COULD influ- |
,ence faculty in

| positive ways. !

In 4:2 | presented the other face of performance funding: the negative influ-
ences associated with Tennessee’s use of estimated scores on standardized
tests to calculate—and reward—the value added by the college experience.

By 1994 [ was moved to write positively about performance funding again
(6:4). I like to think that the research we conducted at UTK from 1986
to 1992 had some impact on the improvement of the performance funding
guidelines promulgated at the state level in 1991. A study we conducted

in 1992-93 enabled us to write a thorough critique of the performance
funding criteria, and this study is summarized in 6:4.
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A Small Controversy

For a full year—through four issues—I have resisted the temptation to devote
the space for a lead article to a description of our work at the University of
Tennessee, Knoxville (UTK). Assessment Update is a national publication
and will not be used to promote any particular program, model, method,

or point of view at the expense of any other. Nevertheless, I am proud of
the accomplishments of my faculty and administrative colleagues at UTK,
and the opportunity to provide a counterpoint to Tom Jeavons’s thesis with
the UTK experience as an illustration, was simply irresistible.

No other state-level outcomes assessment initiative is as broadly prescrip-
tive as that developed by the Tennessee Higher Education Commission
(THEC). Publicly supported institutions are directed to seek accreditation
for every accreditable program (or show cause why this should not be
done); to test every senior in general education, using a specific standard-
ized exam; to test seniors periodically in every major, using specific stan-
dardized exams when these are available; to administer a specific alumni
survey biennially; and to use the results of these assessment activities in
taking corrective action designed to improve academic programs and student
services. Complex scoring criteria are applied in connection with each of the
activities, and an institution’s total score determines the proportion it receives
of a budget supplement equivalent to 5.45 percent of its state allocation for
instruction.

The stakes are high indeed for Tennessee institutions that are subject to the
THEC performance funding program. The financial incentive to conduct

outcomes assessment activities is so substantial that no institution can afford -

to ignore it, and none does.

If faculty in Tennessee, by adapting assessment methods to serve their own
purposes and by using findings to improve the learning environment for stu-
dents, can respond to an external mandate as intrusive as THEC’s perform-
ance funding, then it is possible for any faculty to do so. This is not to say
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that every faculty member will respond positively; many will not, but it is
difficult to name any issue on which all faculty agree.

1 do not believe an external mandate is the ideal stimulus for involvement
in assessment. Fortunate is the faculty that perceives a need and chooses
outcomes assessment as a means of addressing it. In the absence of this
happy circumstance, however, we can still derive benefit from the outside
pressures we face.

Thomas H. Jeavons’s Reply

Whatever controversy may exist between Trudy Banta and myself is cast
in shades of gray, not black and white. We both recognize that assessment
gains faculty support only when-it can be shaped by faculty members to
serve what they see as significant educational purposes. Trudy and [ differ
in our perceptions of the approaches likely to serve such purposes and in
our sense of the probability that these approaches will be adopted when
the agenda for assessment is initially established outside the academy.

It is not clear to me how so-called performance funding is implemented

in Tennessee. But in many states across the country, faculty members are
worried—uwith good reason—that the performance measures being sought
will be used by those outside academe to punish the programs that are
doing less well, not to provide extra resources to those who need them.
Moreover, when such measures fail to consider differences in the kinds of
students coming into particular programs or differences in the missions of
institutions, this sort of assessment for comparative purposes is truly invid-
ious. Where faculty members perceive a push to “quantify” performance
in a way that ignores variations in circumstances, no assessment program
is likely to win faculty members’ acceptance or engage their creativity and
become the kind of positive experience that Trudy describes at UTK.

Frankly, many assessment mandates do not appear to allow the kind of
flexibility and creativity that has occurred at UTK. | am impressed by

much of what Trudy describes at UTK, but 1 remain deeply skeptical about
the ability of standardized tests to assess the capacities that we hope a liberal
education will generate. The students participating in the New England eco-
nomics project in our study were the sort that do very well on the GRE (a
commonly cited endpoint assessment for undergraduates), but they did not
show the intellectual agility that faculty expected them to demonstrate near
the end of their education. These faculty members wanted to know whether
their students were attaining crucial abilities to integrate different kinds of
learning, think creatively, work collaboratively, and apply general competen-
cies to specific problems—the most significant fruits of a solid liberal educa-
tion. Such capacities will not be discerned by paper-and-pencil tests; they
will be discerned only by faculty engaged personally with their students in
situations where those capacities are put to work.

e .
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This leads to my last point: that locally designed, creative approaches to
assessment can at the same time yield useful information about students’
learning and lead students to new learning. Such approaches can generate
activities that will immediately enhance students’ education, rather than
simply evaluate it. And if we are concerned about making the best use of
scarce resources, these are the kinds of options we need most to be seeking.

We welcome your responses to our respective arguments.
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Some Unvarnished Truth

In 1984, in a volume he called The Self-Regarding Institution (published

by NCHEMS), Peter Ewell identified three examples of the self-regarding
genre: Alverno College, Northeast Missouri State University, and the
University of Tennessee, Knoxville. Despite the fact that faculty at Northeast
and UTK have developed most of the measures used in their comprehensive
approaches to assessment, both institutions have been perceived within the
assessment community as relying heavily on the results of standardized tests.
In the mid-1970s, Northeast faculty and administrators made decisions about
the kinds of evidence needed to answer President McClain’s question, “Are
we making a difference?” In the early 1980s, UTK faculty had to decide how
to respond to a directive from the Tennessee Higher Education Commission
that seniors be tested to qualify the institution for performance funding. At
the time, standardized exams seemed to both groups to provide an alterna-
tive worth exploring.

In Virginia, New Jersey, and most other states, the mandate to assess stu-
dent outcomes has been less prescriptive than in Tennessee. And as will be
clear to regular readers of Assessment Update, most faculties—almost 70%,
according to the 1991 ACE Campus Trends Survey-—have elected to develop
many of their own measurement instruments.

In the lead article for this issue, Darrell W. Krueger, formerly the chief archi-
tect of Northeast’s award-winning assessment program and now using a
different blueprint for assessment at Winona, gives us some good reasons
for the interest in local initiatives. Successful programs begin with goals and
specific objectives, are implemented with strategies tailored to achieving the
objectives, and are evaluated with measures closely connected to the imple-
menting processes. While standardized tests can focus faculty attention on
goals and may yield some of the evaluative information we seek, the diversity
in American higher education virtually ensures that no single standardized
instrument will match exactly the specific objectives of any given faculty-
designed program. Moreover, as Krueger points out, the test scores them-
selves do not even suggest what processes need to be improved to further
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the achievement of program goals. For Winona, the Wingspread Principles
are providing direction for process improvement, and TQM is keeping
everyone’s attention on the goal of using assessment results to effect con-
tinuous improvement.

Darrell Krueger’s article begins with his disillusionment with test scores as

‘bases for improvement initiatives at Northeast but ends with an exploration

of more hopeful alternatives. I hope this piece provides an antidote for the
somewhat acrimonious debate between Joe M. Steele of ACT and my own
UTK colleague, Gary R. Pike, which occupies much of the rest of this issue.

In 1982, when a UTK faculty committee recommended that we try the
ACT-COMP exam to assess student learning in general education, COMP
was the only standardized test available for this purpose. Our alternatives
were either to give the Graduate Record Exam or to readminister the ACT
Assessment EXAM given to entering students, both of which were designed
for very different purposes. Committee members were not persuaded that
the COMP provided a good match with faculty goals for general educa-
tion—essentially a set of distribution requirements—and they were very
skeptical about the ACT staff proposal to estimate freshman-to-senior gain
scores. The committee directed its campus assessment coordinator to do
three things that were not required by the state but were in keeping with
our responsibility as Tennessee’s research university: (1) test freshmen as
well as seniors, so that we could see for ourselves how ACT’s estimates
compared with our own reality, (2) conduct studies on the psychometric
properties of estimated and actual score gain, and (3) establish a program
for systematically comparing the COMP exam with other instruments that
might be developed in the future for assessing general education programs.

With the support of UTK administration, we began to carry out this set of
directives in 1983. We moved very carefully, cautiously, deliberately, sharing
our findings with ACT staff and asking for their reactions before we made
any public statements. As Gary Pike indicates, our first article on estimated
gain was not published until 1987; the first comparative studies appeared in
1989; and now we have a report on actual freshman-to-senior gains.

Some will fault me for devoting so much space to a technical matter that

is a bread-and-butter issue in only one state—Tennessee alone bases state
funds on estimated score gain. But the “value-added” issue is far from dead.
As Peter Ewell keeps telling us in his From the States column and elsewhere,
accountability as the raison d’etre of assessment is becoming stronger than
ever in today’s economic climate, and more legislators and public interest
groups are asking, “What are students learning in college?” For many, the
quickest, simplest answer is to be found in a gain score derived from a stan-
dardized test. '

Steele and Pike lay out the issues in the debate over score gain. We invite
you to join the discussion. Write to either of the authors, preferably both,
and/or to me. I would like to publish thoughtful commentary on the subject
in this space in the future.
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in Tennessee Comes of Age

Since its inception in 1979, performance funding in Tennessee has been
one of the most widely observed and discussed of all the state approaches
to improving institutional quality in higher education. (See Peter Ewell’s
column, “Performance Funding: New Variations on a Theme” in Assessment
Update Vol. 6, No. 4.) Over the fifteen years since the first financial incen-
tives for evidence of student learning were proposed by the Tennessee
Higher Education Commission (THEC), three-quarters of the other states
have issued calls for institutions to demonstrate their accountability for the
use of public funds; but no other state or agency has based its accountability
program on specific test scores and numerical satisfaction ratings to the
extent that THEC has done.

In 1994 Tennessee institutions are completing the second year of the state’s
third five-year plan for performance funding. This new iteration of THEC’s
policy—the fourth revision since the first guidelines were developed in
1979—includes a much more finely tuned, campus-responsive, and com-
prehensive set of criteria than the set that has guided the process previously.
While test scores and satisfaction ratings are still prominent criteria of
quality in the new guidelines, methods for determining the statistical signifi-
cance of differences between annual campus means and established norms
have now been developed and are being applied in determining institutional
scores. Moreover, substantial weight is now accorded peer judgment in

the form of program reviews for general education, unaccredited undergrad-
uate, and master’s-level programs. And, finally, institutions now may seek
part of their awards on the basis of meeting their own targets for increasing
the diversity of their student populations and for making progress toward
other mission-specific goals.

Are these new performance funding guidelines considered more effective

by faculty and administrators than those in effect during the 1980s? How is
each of the current funding criteria perceived on the campuses as a measure
of the quality of higher education? How effective are these externally imposed

.accountability measures in stimulating internal improvement initiatives?
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Three former Tennessee colleagues and 1 undertook a study designed to
provide answers to these questions. Linda Rudolph of Austin Peay State
University, Homer Fisher from the University of Tennessee, Janice Van
Dyke at the State Technical Institute in Memphis, and I developed a detailed
questionnaire asking for a critique of each of the standards and sent it to the
assessment coordinator at each of Tennessee’s 23 public colleges and univer-
sities. By virtue of diligent follow-up, we achieved a response rate of 100%.

We first asked the assessment coordinators to evaluate each of the ten
performance funding standards “as a measure of the quality of higher
education” by assigning a letter grade—A, B, C, D, or F—using the same
system they would apply in judging students’ work. Despite the fact that
more than one-half of the ten criteria have been used as measures of quality
in Tennessee for fifteen years, no standard was accorded an average grade
of A by these experienced assessors.

Five standards were given grades of B. The highest marks went to three
standards that involve peer review: peer review of unaccreditable under-
graduate programs, peer review of master’s-level programs, and accredita-
tion. (For two-year institutions, placement of graduates is substituted for
peer review of master’s degree programs.) A fourth standard, improvement
actions designed to utilize assessment results in improving programs and
services, also received a grade of B, as did student and alumni satisfaction
surveys. The five standards given C ratings included testing in major fields,
progress toward mission-specific goals, testing in general education, progress
in meeting retention and graduation goals, and progress on enrollment goals
for minorities and other special groups.

ur question-
* naire asked respon-
dents to think about
all of the standards
together and to rate
the potential of the
entire performance
funding program for
improving institu-

We also asked the assessment coordinators to respond to the question “Has . .
tional effectiveness.

this standard led to improvement in student learning on your campus?”
Here, accreditation of accreditable programs headed the list as a stimulus
for improvement: 85% of the respondents believed that this standard, which
has been in effect since 1979, has improved student learning on campus.

At least two-thirds of the survey respondents reported that master’s-level
reviews and placement of graduates, improvement actions, and surveys—
also performance funding standards with long histories—have actually
produced improvements in student learning. More than one-half of the
respondents were willing to say this about major field testing (55%) and
peer review of undergraduate programs (52%). The latter rating is all the
more noteworthy because it belongs to the only new (in 1992) standard
that made it into the top tier for improvement potential.

Underlying the last question on the survey is the one asked most often

around the globe with regard to assessment: Can assessment undertaken

to meet accountability demands produce internal improvement on cam-

puses? Our questionnaire asked respondents to think about all of the stan-

dards together and to rate the potential of the entire performance funding : Assessment Update
program for improving institutional effectiveness. The overall rating given July-August 1994
by the assessment coordinators was C+. Volume 6, Number 4
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Collectively, Tennessee’s assessment coordinators have more years of
experience than any other group of academics in the world in implementing
campus assessment initiatives in response to externally imposed mandates.
They and their faculty colleagues were consulted extensively during the
nearly two-year process used by the THEC staff to revise the standards

for the third five-year plan. Why, one might ask, does there seem to be so
little enthusiasm for performance funding in Tennessee after fifteen years

of state and campus involvement in trying to get it right?

We are drawn back to something leaders in our field have been saying for
years: assessment simply goes against the grain for academics. First, we
are not sure that we can or should specify what students ought to learn as
a result of their college experiences. In fact, we know that the most valu-
able thing they will learn is to make their own meaning of their experience.
Second, we are not satisfied with the measures of student learning that are
available to us; we recognize that their reliability and validity are far from
perfect. We resent the time that must be spent on assessment; it takes time
away from teaching and talking informally outside class with students, activi-
ties that we know have a positive effect on student learning. Moreover, our
involvement in assessment is not sufficiently recognized or rewarded when
promotion and tenure decisions are made.

As Thomas Angelo says in the lead article of Assessment Update (Vol. 6,
No. 4), “If assessment is ever to improve substantively the quality of student
learning . . . both faculty and students must become actively, continuously,
and personally involved.” In Tennessee, as in every other state, too few
faculty and students have become personally involved in assessment, even
when large sums of money are based on it.

My coinvestigators from Tennessee believe that the overall grade of C for
the performance funding standards is overly harsh. They point out that
our study took place in the second year of a five-year program—too early
to judge the ultimate impact of the addition of three new standards that
only reward institutions for progress on long-term goals. They say that the
written comments about the effectiveness of the individual standards reveal
more positive attitudes than the assigned letter grades convey.

On the positive side, we can certainly say that after fifteen years of experi-
ence with assessment for accountability purposes in Tennessee, a majority
of the academics who have observed performance funding activities most
closely are willing to conclude that the accountability measures of peer
review and surveys for constituent groups such as students, alumni, and
employers, as well as a planned program of improvement actions based
on assessment findings, are assessment methods that also improve student
learning on campus. Moreover, the view from the campuses is that the act
of giving institutions the opportunity to receive additional state funds for
setting their own goals and methods of monitoring in areas that are of
interest to the state, such as increasing the minority enrollment and reten-
tion and graduation rates, also holds promise for serving the twin purposes
of accountability and improvement.

102

109



TRUDY W. BANTA

~ Section IV.
Some National
Assessment Issues

In 1989 I wrote in 1:3 that Peter Ewell had said at the Fourth National
Conference on Assessment in Higher Education, “Assessment is not a pro-
fession, nor should it become one.” I added, “Thus there are no experts,
just people sharing ideas and learning from one another.” I went on to say
that “Assessment practitioners can expect to find guidance in the literature
of educational measurement, program evaluation, policy analysis, institu-
tional research, strategic planning, organizational development, research
utilization, and organizational change, to name some of the most obvious
areas.”

here is an
encouraging increase |
in action research, or
reflection on practice,
among assessment
practitioners in a E

variety of disciplines. -

In the next issue (1:4) Marcia Mentkowski joined me as a co-author
of Editor’s Notes. The column was entitled “Collaborating in Setting
Directions for Assessment Research” and ended with a challenge to
“interested researchers:” “We stand ready and willing to identify issues
and problems gleaned from our experience. Data are available for study.
Most important, we are eager to review your findings and use them to
build more effective assessment strategies.”

One of my greatest frustrations is that ten years later there still are very few
experts and virtually no “interested researchers” in any of the fields in my -
long list from 1989 who have analyzed our data and helped to ground our
experience in theory that would lead to hypothesis-testing. Thus the assess-
ment community remains largely a community of “just people sharing ideas
and learning from one another.” As I said in the column entitled “The Rising
Star of Assessment Scholarship” (8:6, which is included in the Methods
section of this review) there is an encouraging increase in action research,
or reflection on practice, among assessment practitioners in a variety of
disciplines. But assessment is far from the point of being strengthened by a
discernible connection with, for example, theories of change, organizational S
development, or research utilization. Fortunately, this may be just on the
verge of changing. In 1998, in issue 10:2, which appears in this volume in
the section I've headed “Encouraging Faculty Involvement . . .” [ summa-
rize some of the points in a December 1997 AAHE Bulletin article by Peter
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t was clear that
the states were not
willing to carry the
measurement baton
any farther down the
road.

Ewell that suggest how assessment can and should be linked with ongoing
research on metacognitive development, educational psychology, instruc-
tional design, continuous improvement, and organizational development.

Columns 2:3 and 3:5 describe my experience as a member of the Special
Study Panel on Education Indicators that was appointed in 1989 by the
Secretary of Education to advise the National Center on Education
Statistics (NCES) on the development of an appropriate set of indicators
for assessing the health of the education system in the U.S. The Study
Panel released its report, Education Counts, in September 1991 (3:5).

In 3:6 I described the research program of the National Center on Post-
secondary Teaching, Learning, and Assessment, which was established at
Penn State-in 1990.

In 1992 I began to write about my experiences with the NCES initiative to
further National Goal 5.5 (later 6.5) related to assessing college students’
abilities to think critically, communicate effectively, and solve problems (4:1).
I prepared one of 15 papers that initiated the discussion about whether and
how this assessment should take place. In 1993 I reported on another phase
of this debate (5:4) and in 1994 | outlined the proposal of Dennis Jones
and Peter Ewell to substitute, for the time being, indirect indicators of good
practice for the direct measures of college student learning that seemed to
most of us to be too costly and difficult to develop and administer (6:1).
Finally, in 8:2 I reported on the last NCES-supported conference on this
National Goal. By the time of the conference in December 1995 hopes of
NCES staff for funding the development of a national assessment of college
student learning had evaporated with the withdrawal of Congressional sup-
port. The purpose of the December meeting was to see if NCES might help
states identify ways to measure the identified abilities. By the end of the con-
ference it was clear that the states were not willing to carry the measurement
baton any farther down the road. I advanced a modest proposal for encour-
aging regional accreditors to develop indicators for judging the effectiveness
of colleges and universities in promoting student learning, then incorporating
annual reporting on these indicators as a component of the widely respected
process of peer review.
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A Community of Learners

Ted Marchese’s “Adding It Up” session at the conclusion of the fourth j
National Conference on Assessment in Higher Education (Atlanta, June i
1989) provided the opportunity to reflect on the conference. Some of my

own impressions may mirror those of others in the audience. e wondered

if anyone would |

Peter Ewell mused, “It pleases me that this conference is a community show up for our o
of amateurs. Assessment is not a profession, nor should it become one.” open forum, “Moti-
Thus there are no experts, just people sharing ideas and learning from vating Students for
one another. Assessment,” at _;
8:30 am. ... What |
And how eager we were to learn from one another! Pat Hutchings and began as a crowd of
I wondered if anyone would show up for our open forum, “Motivating well over 100 at
Students for Assessment,” at 8:30 a.m. on Saturday, the fourth day of the 8:30 quickly grew to
conference. What began as a crowd of well over 100 at 8:30 quickly grew standing room only. |

to standing room only, and seldom had we seen such lively table-talk fol-
lowing our structuring of the discussion. Interesting ideas emerged,
including the following:

Communicate 'expectations about assessment to parents as well as students,
especially for freshmen. '

Ask students how assessment activities can benefit them personally, and
then use what they say in publicity designed to inform other students.

In addition to telling individuals about their performance, give the student K
newspaper and radio station periodic reports on selected campus-wide
assessment results.

More faculty than ever before attended this fourth national conference. The
first conference, in 1985, attracted many chief academic officers, deans, and
representatives of accrediting associations. The sessions focused primarily

. T e ' Assessment Update
on responses to the question “Why should institutions undertake assess- Fall 1989
ment?” Now that almost 70% of the nation’s colleges and universities have Volume 1. Number 3
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some assessment activity underway (see Memos for more from the American
Council on Education’s Campus Trends, 1989, survey), far more faculty are
involved, and the predominant question in Atlanta was “How can we do
assessment effectively?”

About a dozen of us who have been close to campus assessment programs
for most of this decade had some opportunities in Atlanta for conversation
about the future of assessment. With assistance from the Fund for the
Improvement of Postsecondary Education (FIPSE), some of us have gath-
ered on several previous occasions for extended consideration of selected
issues. The lead article, by Stephen B. Dunbar, on the implications of K-12

‘competency testing for assessment in higher education, is an outgrowth of

one such session.

In Atlanta we talked about the need for developing theory to guide our
work and for drawing on established lines of inquiry for this purpose.
Assessment practitioners can expect to find guidance in the literature of
educational measurement, program evaluation, policy analysis, institutional
research, strategic planning, organizational development, research utiliza-
tion, and organizational change, to name some of the most obvious areas.

While some hope to blaze new trails in assessment, we must never forget

the needs of beginners in our field. One of the conferees took the audience
microphone during the closing session to say, “I've been here for four days,
and I still don’t know exactly how to get started on my own campus.” A
panelist replied, “Find some other faculty members who share your interest
in improving instruction, and begin by asking yourselves, ‘What do we want
students to learn, and how will we know if they’ve learned it?” The rest will
follow.”
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Collaborating
in Setting Directions
for Assessment Research

As assessment gains momentum, a growing number of practitioners is
working together to influence the direction of the enterprise. Consortia,
conferences, computer networks, and this newsletter—all are aimed at
providing collaborative leadership, direction, and dialogue.

Currently, assessment strategies are improved on the basis of day-to-day
feedback of assessment information to individual students, departments,

or institutions. Practitioners are gradually stepping back from immediate
involvement to consider questions that may improve practice even more,

if pursued in more depth and over a longer term. Forming these questions
collaboratively as an assessment community is an important step toward
attracting the interest of colleagues from the research community in making
an investment in assessment and beginning a dialogue about what to study.

An ongoing activity that demonstrates such collaboration and leadership is
the American Association for Higher Education (AAHE) Research Forum.
Organized in 1985 as a way for educators to identify research questions in
higher education, the Research Forum is a regular feature of each AAHE
annual meeting. Conference presenters and participants engage in a spe-
cially designed group process over two days, to generate a set of questions
that represent new issues emerging over the past year’s work. Educators
intend these questions to serve as a starting point for research aimed at
improving practice. (For details of the process, see M. Mentkowski and

A. Chickering’s article in the Winter 1987 issue of The Review of Higher

‘Education, “Linking Educators and Researchers in Setting a Research

Agenda for Higher Education.”)

From the start, session leaders Arthur Chickering (George Mason
University), K. Patricia Cross (University of California, Berkeley),
Catherine Marienau (DePaul University), and Marcia Mentkowski
(Alverno College) have recognized the need to devote Research Forum
topic areas to assessment. This year, interest in assessment commanded
two of the Forum’s six discussion topics: “Assessment of Student Learning”
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e are eager
to review your find-
ings and use them to
build more effective

assessment strategies.
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and “Assessment of Institutional Effectiveness.” Guided by group leaders
Jean McGregor (Evergreen State College), Trudy Banta (University of
Tennessee, Knoxville), and Donald Lumsden and Henry Ross (Kean
College of New Jersey), 13 conference presenters generated an initial
set of questions. Then 37 participants at a second session added their
critiques and observations, to shape a final research agenda on assess-
ment. As part of a continuing annual tradition, this agenda was then
disseminated to members of the American Educational Research
Association.

More than 50 research questions were developed. Examples related to
assessment of student learning include the following: how does each of

the successful assessment models promote student development? How can
assessment activities of faculty, student development personnel, and others
be linked effectively? What kinds of performance feedback to individual stu-
dents stimulate them to improve? Does this differ for the beginning student
and the advanced student? In what ways can students build the capacity for
self-assessment throughout their lives? How can we communicate the com-
plexities and limitations of assessment to audiences outside the academy?

Questions concerning assessment of institutional effectiveness include the
following: What will be the impact of assessment on student diversity?
What will be the impact of standardized tests on minorities? What kind

of assessment program is viable for transfer students? What discipline-
specific assessment strategies can help us determine the impact of teaching
on learning? How can the effectiveness of menu-style general education
programs be assessed, given the variability of students’ course selections?
How can we track the effects of diverse courses on writing, speaking,

and critical thinking across the curriculum? What constitutes institutional
readiness for developing a successful assessment program? How can varied
modes of reporting be integrated to communicate assessment results to dif-
ferent constituencies?

The full set of questions from the 1989 AAHE research agenda, “Improving
the Odds for Student Achievement: A Research Agenda,” as well as prior
agendas and reprints, are available from Alverno College’s Office of Research
and Evaluation, 3401 S. 39th St., Milwaukee, WI 63215.

The collaborative efforts of this widely representative body of assessinent
practitioners send this message to interested researchers: we stand ready

and willing to identify issues and problems gleaned from our experience.

Data are available for study. Most important, we are eager to review your
findings and use them to build more effective assessment strategies.
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Our Readers Speak
(We Wish You’d Write!)

We were pleased that Jossey-Bass included an evaluation form with the third
issue of Assessment Update (AU). Responses were received from only 10%
of our subscribers, but those who did complete the form provided a wealth
of good suggestions.

Eighty-three percent of these readers said Assessment Update meets their
professional needs “moderately” or “very well,” 16% responded “occasion-
ally,” and 1% said “not at all.” Ninety-two percent find the overall appear-
ance of the newsletter attractive, 78% said the layout makes it easy for them
to find the information they need, 71% believe Assessment Update provides
the latest information in the field, 67% find the feature articles substantive
and important, 62% consider Assessment Update practical and useful, and
58% agree that the newsletter’s coverage “adequately reflects the scope and
diversity of assessment efforts around the country.”

The feature articles garnered the most positive response: 90% of the
respondents rated them good (45%) or excellent (45%). The regularly
appearing signed columns contributed by Peter Ewell, Peter Gray, Gary
Pike, and Trudy Banta received a response of good or excellent from 86%
to 89% of the respondents. No section of the newsletter had more than
14% of the responses in the fair-to-poor category.

The quarterly publication of Assessment Update is acceptable to 68% of
the respondents; 31% would like to receive the newsletter every other
month, and 1% would prefer it twice annually. Almost 60% think the field
is ready to support a full-length journal. Unfortunately, 54% said that few
of their colleagues in the field know about Assessment Update; 38% said
some know, and only 8% believe that most of their colleagues know about
the newsletter. A promotional mailing from Jossey-Bass was the chief
source of initial information about the publication.

When asked what they liked most about Assessment Update, readers identified
the newsletter format and the fact that it is timely, brief, and easy to read and
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comprehend. They commended the breadth and variety of coverage and
appreciate having information about assessment on campuses all over the
country included in a single publication.

However, the brevity that is considered a virtue by some is a frustration for
others. The chief complaint about Assessment Update is that it is too brief
and that the articles are superficial in their coverage. (Nevertheless, respon-
dents applauding brevity outnumber its detractors by three to one.)

Survey respondents offered many helpful suggestions. The most frequent
request was for more information about assessment at community colleges.
We have added Kay McClenney, who is a popular consultant in the two-
year sector, as a consulting editor. She contributed a feature article for our
fourth issue. She will help to keep us abreast of events, issues, and innova-
tions in community college assessment.

The biggest single need of readers seems to be for practical, “how-to-do-it”
information about assessment strategies—how to select or design instru-
ments, how to solicit faculty support and motivate students to participate,
how to ensure the use of results. We hope that we are addressing that need
in all sections of the newsletter. We pledge to be mindful of the plea “Don’t
forget those involved in assessment by appointment rather than by training
or experience; help educate us to make good administrative decisions
regarding assessment.”

This initial response from our readers reinforces our belief that faculty
and administrators in higher education are ready to read and write about
assessment. We are glad to find so many readers in the field, but frankly,
we wish more of you were accepting the responsibility of becoming writers
for Assessment Update. At the moment, we publish almost 90% of the
material we receive, and we invite most of the authors of the articles we
return to submit the same material in a much abbreviated form. We are
pleased with the quality and usefulness of the articles you are sending, but
Margery Bensey and I would feel more secure if we were not operating so
close to the margin.

A majority of the articles sent to Assessment Update comes from just five
states: Virginia, Missouri, Tennessee, New York, and New Jersey. As more
states acquire track records in assessment, we hope to hear from campuses
in many other states. :

A personal letter may be the easiest way for you to communicate. Please take
the time to write me a brief letter about a meeting you’ve attended, a helpful
resource you’ve read, or an assessment problem you’ve solved. You may well
find that information shared with colleagues in a forthcoming issue of
Assessment Update.
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Education Indicators

In September, 1989, Secretary of Education Lauro Cavazos fulfilled a-
provision of the Hawkins-Stafford Elementary and Secondary School
Improvement Amendments of 1988 by appointing the 19-member Special
Study Panel on Education Indicators. The amendments direct the National
Center for Education Statistics (NCES) “to issue regular public reports to
the President and Congress on dropout and retention rates, results of edu-
cation, supply and demand of teachers and school personnel, libraries, -
financial aid and on other education indicators.” The Special Study Panel
is to make recommendations concerning the kinds of education indicators : » ;
that NCES should collect and report. o : |

confess that I
;,regarded my appoint-
| ment to the panel
with decidedly mixed
feelings.

Secretary Cavazos has construed the legislative mandate very broadly and i
directed the Special Study Panel to consider the need for preschool and i
postsecondary indicators, as well as those associated with elementary and 1
secondary education. The panel includes economists and business leaders, !
teachers and professors, educational consultants, and state as well as local
school administrators.

On June 28, 1990, in Washington, D.C., the panel, under the leadership of
its chair, Alan Morgan, chief state school officer of New Mexico, began its
third two-day meeting. [ would like to take this opportunity to inform the
higher education assessment community of the progress of the panel’s work:

[ confess that I regarded my appointment to the panel with decidedly mixed
feelings. I was honored to be invited to join a federal advisory committee, |
especially one that might produce a report with the impact of Involvement
in Learning or A Nation at Risk. Nevertheless, the topic was “indicators,”
a dry statistical term and one that I hoped would not become associated
with a vast new set of reporting requirements for higher education. I took
my oath as a panel member, vowing privately to hold the line against such
a development. : Assessment Update
Fall 1990

Volume 2, Number 3
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In six days of meetings with the entire panel in Washington, and in two
days with special interest groups in Chicago, some of my initial fears were
dispelled. I have developed enormous respect for my fellow panelists; each
is a true expert in his or her own field. Most also share my concern that
resources spent on data collection may not produce educational improve-
ments.

The panel has adopted a very broad view of its task. Members have recog-
nized the legitimate fear that a singular focus on assessing outcomes may
cause us to ignore the processes that produce -them, and may obscure clues
to solving the problems that assessment suggests.

Panelists have agreed on six areas in which indicators may be classified.
Three are related to the context of education, and two describe what goes
on in schools themselves; only one is exclusively outcomes-oriented.

The context areas include society’s support for schools and learning (busi-
ness and community support and learning opportunities), readiness for
school (children’s health and access to preschool), and educational equity
for students at risk for educational and social failure (access, by race and
gender, to educational opportunities).

The school-related areas concern (1) the quality of schools and educational
experiences (administrators’ leadership and instructors’ preparation) and
(2) appreciation of, engagement in, and acquisition of subject matter,
advanced academic and thinking skills, and competence for citizenship.

The outcomes-oriented area deals with educational contributions to economic
productivity (quality of the workforce and international competitiveness).

In meetings that will take place over the coming year, the Special Study
Panel will identify, for each of the six areas, indicators that NCES can use
to guide its data collection activities. The indicators must be significant,
enduring, and easily interpretable.
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Education Counts

My column in the Fall 1990 issue of Assessment Update was entitled
“Education Indicators.” My purpose then was to provide an interim report
on the work of the Special Study Panel on Education Indicators appointed
in 1989 by the Secretary of Education. I'd like to summarize some of the
highlights of the panel’s final report, Education Counts: An Indicator System
to Monitor the Nation’s Educational Health, released in 1991. '

election of }
national indicators {
can define the ;
 national agenda for

. i

The panel was charged with the task of examining models of educational ! edugation. What we
systems, criteria for selecting educational indicators, and related data needs decide to measure \
and collection efforts, then recommending for the National Center for will dictqte what we !
Education Statistics (NCES) an indicator development plan and new- work to improve. \
|

|

research and data collection activities. Panel members represented business
leaders, teachers, principals, parents, chief state school officers, school
superintendents, and academics from an array of disciplines.

Within the past year (1991), several developments have served to heighten
the importance of the panel’s work. Former President Bush and the nation’s ‘
governors agreed on six goals for education and began to talk about means |
of assessing progress, and the President and then Education Secretary 1
Lamar Alexander announced a national education strategy, “AMERICA
2000,” for moving the country toward those goals. A national consensus has [
developed about the need to improve schools and colleges and to raise the { : ‘
achievement levels of graduates. The report, Education Counts, suggests !
how the Federal government can establish the means for assessing progress i
toward the current set of national goals. Moreover, it recommends that the 1
United States develop a comprehensive indicator information system that is |
sufficient to enable us to monitor the health of the education enterprise well |
into the next century. ;
|
|
|

Members of the indicators panel recognize that the selection of national

indicators can define the national agenda for education. What we decide to Assessment Update
measure will dictate what we work to improve. Thus the panel rejected the September-October 1991
notion of developing a small number of key education indicators. Instead, Volume 3, Number 5
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we defined six major issue areas that we considered significant and of
enduring educational importance.

The panel considered and rejected the input-process-output and general
goals-specific objectives-measurement models of indicator development

in favor of the broader issues approach. Members hope that this system
will incorporate enough fundamental ideas, priorities, and concepts to
encourage the public to see the interconnectedness of the education enter-
prise. By encompassing both schools and colleges in its recommendations,
the panel underscores the importance of the connections among all sectors
of education.

While the panel believes that a comprehensive indicator system should
include measures of student learning, its report asserts that a system built
solely on achievement testing is insufficient and will mislead the American
public. An indicator system must go beyond assessments of student per-
formance to include descriptions of the educational environment—teacher
quality, curriculum, school organization, community support, and equity. ’
If students are not learning, we need to know why, and test scores alone
will not give us the answers. :

The panel has established three criteria for a comprehensive indicator
system, each of which is addressed by two of the six issue areas identified.
The issue areas are consistent with the goals identified by the President and
the governors in 1990, but they go well beyond those goals to broaden the
vision of what the public should be concerned about as it seeks to improve
its schools and colleges.

The first criterion is that indicator information must focus on what matters
most about learning and about schools and colleges. The two issue areas
that help to fulfill this criterion are learner outcomes; acquisition of knowl-
edge, skills, and dispositions; and quality of educational institutions.

The second criterion is that indicator information must assess trends

that bear on education and learning, today and in the future. Readiness
for school and societal support for learning are the issue areas most closely
related to this standard.

Finally, indicator information must reflect the nation’s values and collective
aspirations for education. The relevant issue areas here are education and
economic productivity and equity: resources, demographics, and students
at risk.

Education Counts contains suggestions for clusters of indicators that might
be developed in each of the six issue areas. For example, the area quality of
educational institutions subsumes four primary concepts: learning opportu-
nities, teachers and teaching, schools as places of purpose and character,
and school resources. Within the learning opportunities category, indicators
could be designed to describe exposure to subject matter, nature of learning
opportunities, assignment of teachers and students, and curricular integration.

€
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The panel envisions an “information pyramid” for each issue area in which
composite or key indicators are composed of clusters of indicators that are,
in turn, composed of selected statistics drawn from research findings and
profiles gathered through data collection. Its report provides specific guid-
ance only at the composite and cluster levels. The panel recommends that
NCES be restructured to provide periodic reports on progress in each of
the six issue areas as well as interpretive reports that integrate information
across-issue areas on selected topics of pressing importance, such as
national economic competitiveness. The panel also recommends that NCES
strengthen its system of advisory groups, using representatives of schools
and colleges, the business community, and the public to assist in identifying
statistics and indicators, directing data collection efforts, and developing
interpretive reports. ' :

Assessment Update
September-October 1991
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The National Center on
Postsecondary Teaching,
Learning, and Assessment

No field can long endure in the absence of a sound basis in fundamental
research. Outcomes assessment in higher education was launched in the
1980s largely as an applied field. The external pressure to produce infor-
mation for accountability purposes did not permit institutions the time to
engage in serious reflection, much less the kind of experimentation that
could give assessment programs a solid grounding in established lines of
inquiry. While the new field has found sufficient support to grow and even
flourish at some institutions, it cannot be sustained without a carefully con-
structed basic and applied research program.

In 1990, the National Center on Postsecondary Teaching, Learning, and
Assessment was established to provide leadership in developing the research
base for our field. The center, based at Pennsylvania State University, is
supported by a five-year grant from the U.S. Department of Education’s
Office of Educational Research and Improvement. Its work is planned and
carried out by faculty and administrators at six institutions, including the
University of Illinois at Chicago, Syracuse University, Northwestern
University, Arizona State University, and the University of Tennessee.

The center is co-directed by James L. Ratcliff and Patrick T. Terenzini.

The principal purpose of the national center is to discover what facilitates
student learning. It also plans to conduct studies designed to improve the
educational effectiveness of institutional, state, and federal policies and
practices. These inquiries will be conducted through a longitudinal panel
study and four research programs. The panel study and research programs
are described here, with particular emphasis on their relationship to the
field of outcomes assessment.

A sample of approximately 5,000 undergraduates from more than 20
colleges and universities will be followed for three years, beginning with
the freshman year. The purposes of this panel study are (1) to estimate
how academic and nonacademic experiences influence student learning,
attitudes toward learning, cognitive development, and persistence in
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college and (2) to determine the extent to which these experiences differ
among the various kinds of students who attend the variety of colleges and
universities in this country. The academic experiences to be studied include
the quality of teaching and classroom instruction, the level of student
involvement in academic work, and the pattern of coursework taken.
Nonacademic experiences include relationships with faculty and peers,
extracurricular activities, and work and family responsibilities.

Research Program on the Curriculum. Using current knowledge about
goals, purposes, and standards of the undergraduate curriculum, several
studies have been designed (1) to explore the content and cognitive abilities
and the values and norms needed by students to achieve these goals, and
(2) to increase understanding of how teachers can transform that knowl-
edge base into effective curricula. Two programs in this area, “Indicators
of Learning Within the Major” and “Effective Patterns of Coursework in
General Learning,” examine the basic and critical thinking skills required
in the undergraduate curriculum. A third study, “Effect of Coursework on
Student Learning,” considers how the common curricular experience of
students affects their learning and development.

Research Program on Faculty and Instruction. Three research projects

in this program have direct connections with our work in outcomes assess-
ment. The “Enhancing Teaching” project includes several studies on the
gathering and use of information by faculty to assess and improve instruc-
tion. The “Instructional Methods and Minority Students” project is using
research on learning and teaching styles to identify instructional methods
compatible with the ways minority students learn in community colleges.
The “Collaborative Learning” project examines the effects of collaborative
learning techniques on teaching and students.

Research Program on Qut-of-Class Experiences. Component projects in
this area focus on how students become active and involved participants in
an academic community and how their out-of-class experiences, particularly
their on- and off-campus interpersonal interactions, reinforce or weaken
curricular and classroom learning and achievement of broader general edu-
cation goals.

Research Program on Organizational Structures and Policies. This
research program is designed to identify administrative approaches to
improving undergraduate teaching, learning, and assessment. Areas of
inquiry include (1) organizational characteristics that advance or hinder
innovation in teaching and learning, (2) information and data essential to
effective decisionmaking about teaching and learning, and (3) leadership
activities necessary to create a climate for change.

For information, contact Maryellen Weimer, Associate Director, 403 South
Allen St., Suite 104, University Park, PA 16801-5202. Tel: (814) 865-5917;

fax: (814) 865-3638. Assessment Update
' November-December 1991
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Take Part in the
N ational Goals Debate

Former President Bush, Secretary of Education Lamar Alexander, and the
nation’s governors agreed on six national goals for education that provide
the basis for the America 2000 program of educational improvement. While
this program is aimed principally at the K-12 sector, the involvement of
higher education is essential in preparing teachers, upgrading workforce
skills, and shedding light on the best methods of promoting and assessing
student development. In addition, National Goal 5, Objective 5, touches
directly the interests of those of us concerned about assessment in higher
education. That objective is stated, “[By the year 2000] the proportion of
college graduates who demonstrate an advanced ability to think critically,
communicate effectively, and solve problems will increase substantially.”

The first annual progress report on the achievement of the national goals,
which was issued on September 30, 1991, did not include any information
on achievement of Objective 5.5. However, its section “Indicators for
Future Reports” contained an expression of hope that indicators could be
developed for the abilities of college students to think critically, communi-
cate effectively, and solve problems.

Members of the National Education Goals Panel and others involved in
guiding implementation of America 2000 strategies are advocating the
use of multiple measures in any national assessment system that may be
developed; that is, multiple-choice tests would be supplemented with per-
formance-based or portfolio assessments. But the American Psych