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Critical Factors Affecting the Meaningful Assessment of Student Learning Outcomes:
A Delphi Study of the Opinions of Community College Personnel
CHAPTER ONE: PURPOSE AND SIGNIFICANCE

In 1993 in an open letter to the American public titled An American Imperative: Higher
Expectations for Higher Education, the Wingspread Group on Higher Education stated that a
“dangerous mismatch exists between what American society needs of higher education and what
it is receiving. Nowhere is the mismatch more dangerous than in the quality of undergraduate
preparation” (Wingspread Group on Higher Education, 1993, p. 1). This report recommended
that institutions place learning at the forefront, and to accomplish this will require an overhaul of
the “architecture of postsecondary education” (p. 14). According to O’Banion (1996b; 1997a;
1999a; 1999b), this report triggered a reform movement in higher education known as the
learning revolution. Others (Barr & Tagg, 1995; Boggs, 1999) have referred to this as the
paradigm shift from instruction to learning.

The Wingspread Group report and others that followed “captured the attention of
legislators, national higher education organizations, and a growing number of faculty and
administrators” (O'Banion, 19973, p. 7). In response to public concern and in an effort to address
the diverse learning needs of students, regional accrediting bodies have incorporated “student
learning outcomes into accreditation evaluation processes” (Beno, 2004, p. 65). Student learning
outcomes were defined as “knowledge, skills, and abilities that a student has attained at the end
(or as a result) of his or her engagement in a particular set of higher education experiences”
(Council for Higher Education Accreditation, 2003, p. 5). Increasingly, governors and state
legislators have demanded accountability by requiring colleges to report on various performance
measures (Alfred, Ewell, Hudgins, & McClenney, 1999; Burke & Minassians, 2004). For at least
the past 15 years, community colleges across the nation have been implementing student
learning outcomes but have stalled at the assessment phase. Miles and Wilson (2004, p. 98)
reported that community colleges “universally identified assessment as the most difficult aspect”

of implementing student learning outcomes.



As community colleges throughout the country respond to accreditation requirements
that they establish and assess student learning outcomes, it can be informative for all colleges to
know what factors promote or thwart the effective assessment of these outcomes. With this
knowledge, colleges could determine the factors they possess that affect the assessment
process and could address potential barriers before implementing an assessment plan.

Research Purpose and Questions

The research topic for this dissertation is concerned with student learning outcomes at
the community college level. A research problem associated with this topic is that community
colleges seem to have stalled at the assessment phase, which prompts the question: Why?
More specifically, it leads to the purpose of this study, which is to identify factors that influence
community colleges’ capacity to assess student learning outcomes effectively. With this purpose
in mind, the study will address the following two research questions:

¢ What are the critical factors affecting the meaningful assessment of student learning

outcomes in the community college setting?

o Why are these factors critical to the meaningful assessment of student learning

outcomes in the community college setting?

The answer to the first question will identify the factors or implementation strategies that
are essential to an effective assessment process. The factors may include facilitating and
thwarting conditions. They may be process stoppers or core elements or strategies that impact
other factors or processes. This important knowledge will inform community college leaders
about which factors or strategies will have the greatest impact.

The answer to the second question provides information about the connection among
factors and serve as a foundation for building a theoretical model. It could give clues about what
factors are more or less critical, which factors depend on other factors, and thus inform leaders

of assessment on which factors should be addressed first and which ones later in the process



Research Significance

The case for significance of studying influential factors associated with effective
assessment of learning outcomes is based on six points. First, establishing student learning
outcomes and effectively assessing them have implications for the quality of education. Second,
many community colleges are implementing student learning outcomes; however, it appears that
few of them are successfully assessing these outcomes (Friedlander & Serban, 2004; Wilson,
Miles, Baker, & Schoenberger, 2000). Third, knowing the influential factors, colleges will be
better able to evaluate and improve their capacity to assess outcomes. Fourth, the results will
inform professional practice and improve the capacity of leaders of the student learning
outcomes movement. Fifth, answers to my research questions will enhance my expertise as a
leader of the student learning outcomes movement. Finally, this investigation will contribute to
the scholarship of assessment.

Improving the Quality of Education

Student learning outcomes is a significant issue, and the colleges’ response to it has
implications in the much broader arena of improving the quality of education. A former Associate
Director of the Commission on Institutions of Higher Education of the North Central Association
of Colleges and Schools expressed the opinion that, if member institutions are to be successful
in serving learners of the 21* Century, they have to become student-centered learning
organizations committed to continuous improvement, and that “assessing student achievement
is a critical component in evaluating overall institutional effectiveness” (Lopez, 1999, p. 4). Copa
and Ammentorp (1998) make the point that student learning outcomes need to be consistently
incorporated into the operation of the institution.

Learning outcomes must be integrated into the fabric of the institution. All

dimensions of the institution must make contributions and add value in striving

for the learning outcomes, otherwise the outcomes will be merely rhetorical and

have little real meaning or impact .... [Two-year institutions of higher education]

must strive for what it means to provide the highest quality learning

experiences.... Everyone is advanced when educational institutions increase the

competence of learners to the highest level possible. This means reaching for
educational standards that may not yet be easily or clearly measured, yet



represent hopes and aspirations that may later become commonplace. (pp. 69-
70)

Failing to Assess Student Learning Outcomes Effectively

The American Association of Community Colleges (2002) reported that as of October
2002 there were 1,171 public, private, and tribal community colleges in the United States. The
vast majority of these institutions were accredited by one of six regional accrediting bodies (The
University of Texas at Austin, 2005), and now all of these accrediting bodies require institutions
to establish systematic and ongoing processes for identifying and assessing student learning
outcomes. However, few, if any, community colleges have effectively assessed these outcomes
(Friedlander & Serban, 2004; Wilson, Miles, Baker, & Schoenberger, 2000).

Measuring Up 2004 (2004) is the third in a series of biennial, state-by-state report cards
from the National Center for Public Policy and Higher Education on the effectiveness of higher
education in the United States. In the first two reports (Measuring up 2000, 2000; Measuring up
2002, 2002) on the subject of assessing student learning, all states were given incomplete
grades. Not until the 2004 report (Measuring up 2004, 2004) did five states (lllinois, Kentucky,
Nevada, Oklahoma, and South Carolina) receive plus grades for their progress. All other states
continued to receive incompletes grades. “If we cannot document expanded or improved
learning...we cannot say with any assurance that learning has occurred” (O'Banion, 1999c, p. 3).
Without meaningful assessment, community colleges do not have credible evidence on which to
evaluate their effectiveness and thus make improvements.

Improving the Capacity of Colleges to Assess Outcomes

According to Beno (2004), two challenges facing community colleges are to establish
sound methods of assessing student learning and to develop the capacity to discuss the
meaning of assessment results. However, there is a lack of knowledge among faculty about
assessment and an absence of models for developing and sustaining assessment efforts
(Friedlander & Serban, 2004; Serban, 2004). Knowing the factors related to effective

assessment, community colleges would be better able to evaluate and improve their capacity to



assess learning outcomes, document student learning, and meet the challenges established by
accreditation standards. Without this knowledge, community colleges may continue to be
ineffective in assessing student learning outcomes.

Improving the Capacity of Leaders

Serban (2004) stated that there was a lack of expertise on community college campuses
to guide institutions in their assessment efforts. The results of my study will inform professional
practice and improve the capacity of leaders to guide community colleges in establishing
effective methods of assessment. The results of the proposed research will inform the practice of
those who are responsible for leading or guiding a community college in the implementation of
student learning outcomes. This might be administrators, campus research officers, faculty
leaders, or consultants. It might also appeal to anyone who is evaluating colleges’ efforts to
implement student learning outcomes, such as directors of accreditation bodies and
accreditation site-visit team members. It provides a perspective for understanding and
appreciating the difficulties community colleges face in making institutional changes to assess
student learning. Further, it is informative for writers, researchers, and policymakers who are
concerned with the assessment of student learning.

Enhancing my Expertise

This research expands my professional expertise in methods that | can employ in my
current responsibilities and in my future professional work. It improves my capacity to lead the
learning outcomes transformation at community colleges.

New accreditation standards (Accrediting Commission for Community and Junior
Colleges, 2002) of the Western Association of Schools and Colleges (WASC) regional
accrediting body, which incorporate student learning outcomes, became effective in the fall of
2004. Napa Valley College (NVC), the institution where | am currently employed, will be
evaluated with the new standards when it begins its self-study in 2008-09 and have a site visit in
2009-10. In its next accreditation cycle, NVC is expected to have established a systematic and

ongoing process by which “the institution identifies student learning outcomes for courses,



programs, certificates, and degrees; assesses student achievement of these outcomes; and
uses assessment results to make improvements” (Accrediting Commission for Community and
Junior Colleges, 2002, p. 5). My responsibility at NVC is to guide college personnel in the
development of this systematic and ongoing process. The answers | seek to my research
questions will inform my practice for my current professional duties at NVC and will increase my
capacity to assist other community colleges that are struggling with similar issues to those at
Napa Valley College.
Contributing to the Scholarship of Assessment

Banta and her associates (Banta, 2002b) acknowledge that the scholarship of
assessment in higher education is still relatively rare. In a more recent publication, Banta (2004)
lamented that she was “finding it harder to include a community college article in every issue of
[her periodical, Assessment Update] because the manuscript flow had dwindled” (p. 3). The
executive editor (Kinnick, 2005) of The Journal of Applied Research in the Community College
has also reported a drop off in the number of manuscripts submitted for review.

Mentkowski and Loacker (2002) defined the scholarship of assessment as a
“systematic inquiry on assessment as a member of a community of professionals” (p. 83). Banta
(2002b) concurred and added that the inquiry was designed to:

Deepen and extend the foundation of knowledge underlying assessment. It

involves basing studies on relevant theory and/or practice, gathering evidence,

developing a summary of findings, and sharing those findings with...
assessment scholars and practitioners. (p. x)

An intent of this study is to contribute scholarly research to the limited body of knowledge about
student learning outcomes assessment in community colleges.
Summary
In response to the public concern about the ability of higher education to meet the needs
of American society, regional accrediting bodies have established standards for developing and
assessing student learning outcomes. For at least the past 15 years, community colleges across

the United States have been developing student learning outcomes but have stalled at the



assessment phase. The purpose of this research is to identify the critical factors of a meaningful
assessment of student learning process, and to understand the reasons why these critical
factors are important. The case for significance of studying these influential factors is based on
six points. First, establishing student learning outcomes and effectively assessing them have
implications for the quality of education. Second, although many community colleges have
implemented student learning outcomes, few of them have effectively assessed these outcomes.
Third, knowing the influential factors, colleges are better able to evaluate and improve their
capacity to assess outcomes. Fourth, the results of my study inform professional practice and
improve the capacity of leaders of the student learning outcomes movement. Fifth, this research
improves my professional capacity to lead the learning outcomes transformation at community
colleges. Finally, this research contributes to the scholarship of assessment as it relates to

community colleges.



CHAPTER TWO: REVIEW OF LITERATURE

The intent of this chapter is to provide a context in which to understand the need for and
the design of the proposed research. The first section will be a limited review of forces that have
influenced the student learning outcomes movement. The second section will describe the
progress of community colleges in establishing student learning outcomes, their limited efforts to
assess outcomes, and their limited use of the assessment results. From these first two sections,
a perspective was gained on what the student learning outcomes movement is, why it started,
and what it hopes to accomplish. In addition, these two sections describe the progress
community colleges hsve made and the difficulties they are experiencing in creating and
assessing student learning outcomes. The final section presents the views of assessment
professionals about institutional capacity to assess learning outcomes.

A multifaceted approach was used for gathering information for this chapter. | first
searched several databases [Academic Search Premier, Encyclopedia of Education,
Dissertation Abstracts, Education Full Text, ERIC (FirstSearch), ERIC (EBSCOhost),
Professional Development Collection] using various combinations of the following key words:
outcomes, intended outcomes, student outcomes, learning outcomes, assessment,
performance, measures, and indicators. Of the references retrieved, | read the most recent
articles, books, and dissertations, and perused the references listed for each of these sources. |
noted and later retrieved resources associated with my topic. My research strategy also included
a search of recent authors associated with assessment in general and with the assessment of
student learning in particular. My initial search began with the authors Trudy Banta, Peter Ewell,
Peggy Maki, Marilee Bresciani, and Andreea Serban. Their publications led me to other authors,
such as Alexander Astin, Thomas Angelo, Patricia Cross, Jeffery Seybert, Catherine Palomba,
Edward Morante, James and Karen Nichols, Trudy Bers, Barbara Walvoord, and Linda Suskie. |
then culled my results for references related to community colleges. In the majority of cases, |
limited my search to publications from 1990 forward, and for the most part | have only included

articles published since the mid-1990s. A convenient starting place for my literature review,



particularly for the second section of this chapter, was the result of an exhaustive review of
literature on assessment in higher education. This review was the first phase of a multi-year
research project that began in 1996 and covered literature published between 1985 and 1996
(Peterson, Einarson, Augustine, & Vaughan, 1999). Before reviewing this important research
and the studies that followed, section one will describe the forces that have contributed to
making student learning outcomes assessment a responsibility of the nation’s community
colleges.
Forces Contributing to the Student Learning Outcomes Movement

This section will provide the reader with a description of the forces and events that
precipitated higher education’s focus on student learning outcomes. This will include subsections
on student learning outcomes as an outgrowth of the outcomes-based education paradigm, a
shift in higher education from a focus on instruction to a focus on learning, the public’s
dissatisfaction with higher education in meeting societal needs, the movement of governmental
bodies and regional accrediting agencies toward requiring performance measures and student
learning outcomes, and the emergence of assessment as a major function of higher education.

Origins of Student Learning Outcomes

The concept of student learning outcomes appears to have its roots in the Outcome
Based Education (OBE) movement, which began in the United States in the 1970s, picked up
momentum in the 1980s, and has continued into the 1990s and the new millennium. Its early
implementation was in K-12 education; however, one notable extant higher education example
of OBE is at Alverno College, a small, private, liberal arts, women'’s college in Wisconsin. During
the early 1970s, Alverno College began implementing what it termed Ability Based Curriculum
and as a part of this implementation began assessing learning outcomes (Alverno College,
2004).

According to Spady (2002), OBE was influenced by the works of John Carroll (1963) and
Benjamin Bloom (1968; 1956), and over the years has also been referred to as “Mastery

Learning, Outcome-Based Instruction or Outcomes-Driven Model” (Spady & Marshall, 1991, p.
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1). The concept of OBE is relatively straightforward: define what learners should be able to do
successfully at the conclusion of an educational experience, develop curriculum and instruction
based on what students are expected to learn, and assess what students were expected to
achieve (Spady, 2002). In this paradigm “education (the means) is based on the outcome (the
end), not the other way around” (p. 1829). Learners have several chances to demonstrate the
outcome and are deemed to be successful “when they can demonstrate the intended learning
outcomes” (p. 1829).

With OBE, successful learning or performance becomes the constant, and the time
required to gain the knowledge or skill is flexible. However, our current educational systems
have just the opposite configuration (O'Banion, 1997b; Spady, 2001, 2002). Education is
delivered in class hours, semester or quarter courses, and academic years (O'Banion, 1997b),
and the delivery of education must fit into these established constraints. Being time-bound is just
one aspect of the current architecture of education that is a barrier to OBE implementation.
Another is being curriculum-bound.

Those attempting to implement OBE often create outcomes based on the existing
curriculum (Spady, 2001, 2002). OBE suggests just the reverse of this. The content of the
curriculum should be defined by what the learner is expected to be able to do at the end of the
learning experience. Spady and Marshall (1991) and Wiggins and McTighe (2001) described this
as designing curriculum backwards from the outcomes or the desired results. Similarly, Stiehl
and Lewchuk (2002) stated that curriculum design begins with “envisioning what students need
to be able to DO in the rest of life that [educators] are responsible for in the classroom” (p. 28).
Copa and Ammentrop (1997) took this concept of developing outcomes even further by stating:

The most sophisticated strategy for developing learning outcomes is ... one

[that] starts outside the educational institution by identifying and doing in-depth

analysis of the changing context of life in the future and the resulting problems

and opportunities likely to be faced in living and improving the state of affairs in

the workplace, family and community. Based on the analysis of problems and

opportunities, the focus shifts to the areas of competence that will be most
needed and effective. (p. 3)
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Implementation of OBE has followed three distinct paths: a) a disciplinary path with a
focus on mastery of specific skills, but with minimal change in curriculum structures, b) an
interdisciplinary path with an emphasis on higher order skills beyond learning content, such as
communication, critical thinking, planning, and problem solving, and c) the future focused path,
which emerged in the late 1980s and which makes a dramatic break with the time and
curriculum-bound structures of traditional educational practice (Spady, 2002).

This future focused path is the transformational concept of OBE, and those who
subscribe to this meaning have viewed with skepticism the attempts to implement outcomes into
existing time- and curriculum-bound systems. They often referred to these outcomes as “CBO”
rather than OBE. “Among other things, CBO stands for curriculum-based outcomes, calendar-
based organizations, content-bound objectives, convention-bound orientations, and
convenience-based operations” (Spady, 2002, p. 1928). The transformational concept of OBE
emphasizes the notion of competence beyond education to the career, family, and community
roles individuals assume. Proponents argued that “life, not school, is the real measure of an
education's significance and impact...and the design of outcomes and learning systems must
begin precisely there” (Spady, 2002, p. 1830).

Spady (2002) stated that, because of the inertia that surrounds our time- and curriculum-
bound educational structure and because of external bodies’ increased demands for educational
accountability, the widespread implementation of “authentic Outcome Based Education” (p.
1831) may not happen. It may only survive in small or alternative-type schools that can
“transcend the constraints and inflexibilities of our traditional education.... Because [education] is
under enormous pressure to show results, public systems will continue to advocate for outcomes
but almost inevitably in a CBO format” (p. 1831).

In summary, the emphasis on student learning outcomes in the United States can be
traced back to the OBE movement in the 1970s. OBE'’s focus is on learning: define what
learners are expected to learn, design curriculum and instruction based on what students are

expected to learn, and assess what students were expected to learn. Also inherent in the OBE
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concept is that students have several chances to demonstrate their learning and that the time to
achieve it will vary from student to student. OBE does not fit well with the current architecture of
education, in which a student is expected to learn specific subject content within a specified time
frame. One of the barriers to the student learning outcomes assessment movement might be the
inertia surrounding the current architecture of education, which may not permit the restructuring
of education around OBE concepts.

Movement from Instruction to Learning

From the 1980s through the present, a small group of individuals, often connected to
higher education organizations in the United States, led a movement to encourage colleges and
universities to take teaching and student learning more seriously. In the mid-1980s, Alexander
Astin (1991), the director of the Higher Education Research Institute at University of California,
Los Angeles, gained national prominence when he challenged the way higher education was
measuring quality, saying its methods were flawed and calling for a renewed emphasis on
learning. He argued that the quality of higher education should be measured by the value added
to the student’s learning. Learning had to be the focus of assessment (Lazerson, Wagener, &
Shumanis, 1999).

During the late 1970s and early 1980s, in response to public concern about higher
education in the United States, Derek Bok, president of Harvard University, chided higher
education institutions that they needed to be more attentive to the contribution, or lack of it, they
were making to their students’ knowledge. He made the point that colleges and universities must
take teaching and learning seriously. He recruited statistics professor Richard Light from Harvard
as head of a small group to investigate the learning environment of the university. The research
group expanded beyond Harvard to include over 100 individuals from several colleges and
universities. The purpose of the group’s research was to foster innovation in higher education
and to evaluate the effectiveness of these innovations. The published results of their research

became known as the Light Reports. These reports became very popular since they coincided
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with a time when the quality of higher education was being questioned by the public (Lazerson et
al., 1999).

K. Patricia Cross, an initial member of Light's assessment group at Harvard and later a
Gardner professor of Higher Education at University of California, Berkeley, established
prominence for her work on community colleges, adult education, and life-long learning. She
contributed two arguments to the learning reform movement. First, she discovered there was a
disconnect between the research on learning and the teaching practices in the classroom of
community colleges. She observed that the researchers were having minimal impact on
classroom teaching practices because they were talking at—rather than with—faculty and failing
to consider teacher experiences at the classroom level. Second, she concluded that assessment
of student learning and feedback to students about the results of that assessment could be used
to improve both teaching and learning. Cross consolidated her views on assessment and
research in two books. The first in 1993 with Thomas Angelo is Classroom Assessment
Techniques: A Handbook for College Teachers, and the second in 1996 with Mimmi Steadman
is Introduction to Classroom Research (Lazerson et al., 1999).

In an article titled “The Learning Decade,” William Flynn (2003), in a community college
publication, described the 1990s as a time the focus on learning (as opposed to instruction)
emerged and began to gain momentum. He reiterated Cross’s concern about the disconnect
between learning research and classroom practice:

Despite the significant body of literature on the value of collaborative or self-

paced learning environments, the learning—community movement, and

assessment as a pedagogical tool, we had done little to infuse these

approaches into our curriculum except on the fringe. We all agree that students

presented us with multiple learning styles, that critical thinking should be

incorporated into every course. Yet, there was little concrete evidence that we

implemented our beliefs or that we practiced what we preached. (p. 2)

According to O’Banion (1998b), a fundamental shift in thinking about education,
especially in community colleges, began to emerge in the early 1990s. It began “initially as a

reaction to the failure of educational reform in the 1980s and... [was] fueled by rapidly advancing

technology and shrinking financial support of education” (p. 1). O’Banion believed that to place
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“learning first requires a major shift in mission,” (p. 1) and an overhaul of the current architecture
of education. O’Banion has been a guiding force in the learning-centered community college
movement and has promoted this concept through his extensive writings (O'Banion, 1996a,
1996b, 1997a, 1997¢, 1998a, 1998b, 1999a, 1999b, 1999¢; O'Banion & Milliron, 1998), his
leadership with the League for Innovation in the Community College, and his instrumental work
in the recent creation of a learning-centered Ph.D. program for community college leaders at
Walden University (O'Banion & Kaplan, 2003). Others have also contributed to this learning-
center concept in the community colleges (Barr & Tagg, 1995; Boggs, 1995, 1999; McClenney,
1998, 20044a, 2004b).

One of the most prominent publications to emerge was the 1995 article “From teaching
to learning: A new paradigm for undergraduate education” (Barr & Tagg, 1995). In it, Barr and
Tagg described the principal elements of the paradigm shift from instruction to learning. Colleges
and students are co-producers of learning, and colleges must share the responsibility for the
“degree to which students learn” (Barr & Tagg, 1995, p. 2). The focus for colleges becomes
creating “an environment conducive to learning” (p. 4) and necessarily incorporates the
assessment of learning outcomes. Learning becomes acquiring the “skills and knowledge that
will help students achieve their goal in work and life” (p. 2).

In 2000, The League for Innovation for the Community College (21st century learning
project, 2002) selected twelve community colleges to participate in a three-year learning college
project based on the work of O’Banion. The colleges in this project were to work on developing
organizational cultures in which all aspects of the college support learning as the fundamental
priority and which include methods for determining institutional effectiveness through the
collection of meaningful data (Wilson, 2002). It was anticipated that the results of this project
would then serve as a “basis for model programs and best practices” (21st century learning
project, 2002, p. 1).

In O’Banion’s (1997a; 1999b) opinion, if community colleges wish to build a learning-

centered perspective into their culture, they must constantly ask themselves two basic questions.
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“1) Does this action improve and expand learning? and 2) How do we know this action improves
and expands learning?” (1997a, p. 9; 1999b, p. 2). And according to McClenney (2004a),
community colleges that subscribe to the “learning-college” concept exhibit six fundamental
characteristics:

1. The institution has clearly defined outcomes for student learning.

2. The institution systematically assesses and documents student learning.

3. Students participate in a diverse array of engaging learning experiences
aligned with required outcomes and designed in accord with good
educational practice.

4. Data about student learning typically prompt reflection, decisions, and
action.

5. The institution emphasizes student learning in its process for
recruitment, hiring, orienting, deploying, evaluating, and developing
personnel.

6. Key institutional documents and policies, collegial efforts, and
leadership behavior consistently reflect a focus on learning. (p. 14)

These characteristics suggest that community colleges subscribe to the concept of
building a culture of evidence. However “for a long time, a lot of community college people have
lived reasonably comfortably in a culture of anecdote.... By in large they are stories about the
best student experiences rather than the typical student experiences” (McClenney, 2004a, p.
14). Apparently “community college leaders... agree that colleges must be more data-driven”
(Bailey & Mariana, 2005, p. 26); however, in practice, assessment is limited and the results are
not often used (Bailey & Mariana, 2005; Peterson, Augustine, Einarson, & Vaughan, 1999a;
Peterson, Einarson et al., 1999). Schuyler (1997) questioned whether a system-wide paradigm
shift is even possible because “traditional administrative and instructional structures are
steadfastly and deeply entrenched” (p. 3). This belief echoed Spady’s (2002) thoughts that the
widespread implementation of “authentic Outcome Based Education” (p. 1831) may not happen.

In summary, the movement from instruction to learning, over the past 25 years, was
sparked by several prominent university and community college leaders. These leaders were
saying that colleges and universities must take teaching and learning seriously; the methods

used to judge educational quality were flawed because they were not assessing learning; there

was a disconnect between research on learning and the teaching practices in the classroom;
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and college and universities must create environments that facilitate learning—, in other words,
become learning-centered institutions. If learning is a mission of higher education, then
assessment of learning is integral to evaluating institutional effectiveness. The liertature
suggests that assessment of learning at community colleges is limited and where assessment is
conducted, the results are not often used.

This section offers insights regarding institutional capacity and motivation to implement
meaningful student learning outcomes and assessment processes. Prominent individuals have
established a need for universities and colleges to become more learning centered and more
effective in assessing learning. However, how do community colleges make that change? Do
college personnel need to learn about developing environments that facilitate learning, being a
learning-centered college, being data driven, implementing effective assessment practices, and
using data to make changes? Are leaders needed who comprehend and value the need to
become learning centered, understand how people learn, and know of effective assessment
practices?

Dissatisfaction with Higher Education

O’Banion (1996b; 1997a; 1999a; 1999b) identified the 1993 report An American
Imperative: Higher Expectations for Higher Education (Wingspread Group on Higher Education,
1993) as the trigger event that began a reform movement in higher education; however, there
were several events preceding this report that brought the learning revolution and the idea of
student learning outcomes to the forefront in higher education. There was a convergence of
economic, political, and educational events that began in the early 1980s and continued into the
1990s (Erlich, 2005; National Governors' Association, 1986; Nettles & Cole, 2001), which
provided an environment for this report to trigger reform.

“In 1984, K. Patricia Cross noted that in the last few years over 30 national reports of
education reform had been issued along with over 300 task reports on reform from the 50 states”
(cited in O'Banion, 1997a, p. 2). “By all accounts [1983 was] the year that America’s frustration

with schools really took concrete form” (Spady, 2001, p. 2). The most prominent report that year
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was A Nation at Risk (National Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983). The purpose of
the report was to “generate reform of our educational system in fundamental ways and to renew
the nation's commitment to schools and colleges of high quality throughout the length and
breadth of our land” (p. 1). This report, referring to schools and colleges, stated that the
“educational foundations of our society are presently being eroded by a rising tide of mediocrity
that threatens our very future as a Nation and as a people” (p. 5).

A Nation at Risk “triggered one of the most extensive reform movements in the history
of education” (O'Banion, 1997a, p. 2). Although the focus of this report was primarily on K-12
education, it was highly critical of both schools and colleges. It referred to the “shoddiness”
(National Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983, p. 4) in many walks of American life
that was reflected in the nation’s schools and colleges. It admonished schools and colleges to
set high standards for all learners and assist them in every way possible to meet those
expectations. The report defined these standards in terms of the knowledge, skills, and abilities
expected of school and college graduates (p. 1, findings section). The report also expressed that
“educational reform should focus on the goal of creating a learning society” (p. 5) which extends
beyond the educational opportunities of our schools and colleges and “into homes and work
places; into libraries, art galleries, museums, and science centers; indeed into every place where
the individual can develop and mature in work and life” (p. 5). The report went on to state that
“learning is that indispensable investment required for success in the information age we are
entering” (National Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983, p. 2). One indicator of risk
was that businesses were “required to spend millions of dollars on costly remedial education and
training programs in such basic skills as reading, writing, spelling and computation” (p. 3).

In 1984, public criticism became more focused on higher education with the publication
of a report by the National Institute of Education Study Group, Involvement in Learning:
Realizing the Potential of American Higher Education.

This report called into question what college students were learning and

recommended there be higher expectations placed on student learning, by
engaging students in active learning pursuits, and providing feedback that gave
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students a measure of how they were performing so they could improve. (Erlich,
2005, p. 6)

Criticism continued in 1986 with the report, Time for Results: The Governor’s 1991
Report on Education (National Governors' Association, 1986). This report described concerns
about a decline in the education level of college graduates, the lack of data about the skills and
knowledge of college graduates, and a dissatisfaction with the ability of accrediting bodies to
“hold member institutions accountable for student performance” (p. 156). The report went on to
recommend the need for states to address the outcomes of education. It admonished accrediting
bodies to require member colleges and universities to go beyond measures of input and process
to establishing and assessing student learning outcomes. This assessment of learning and
institutional quality must include data about student’s skills, abilities, and cognitive learning at
various times in students’ undergraduate education. Further, the governors expressed the
opinion that the value of assessment would be to document learning, to indicate areas for
curriculum and institutional improvement, and to demonstrate to constituencies the value of a
college education (National Governors' Association, 1986).

In 1993, the Wingspread Group on Higher Education (1993) released a report that was
extremely critical of higher education. In an open letter to the American public titled, An
American Imperative: Higher Expectations for Higher Education, the Wingspread group stated:

Education is in trouble, and with it our nation's hopes for the future. America's

ability to compete in a global economy is threatened... [and a] dangerous

mismatch exists between what American society needs of higher education and

what it is receiving. Nowhere is the mismatch more dangerous than in the quality

of undergraduate preparation (p. 1).... [The] demographic, economic and

technological changes [in American society] underscore the mismatch between

what is needed and what it provides. (p. 4)

The American Imperative report recommended that institutions place learning at the forefront.
“Putting learning at the heart of the academic enterprise will mean overhauling the conceptual,
procedural, curricular, and other architecture of postsecondary education on most campuses”

(Wingspread Group on Higher Education, 1993, p. 14). This meant designing curricula to meet

the needs of students, systematically applying what is known about teaching and learning, and
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rigorously assessing what students “know and are able to do in order to improve both student
learning and intuitional performance” (Wingspread Group on Higher Education, 1993, Putting
Learning First section, p. 1).

The Wingspread Group report suggested that higher education is responsible for
educating students in the critical skills identified in the SCANS report, What Work Requires of
Schools (Secretary's Commission on Achieving Necessary Skills, 1991), which had been
published just two years earlier. The authors of the American Imperative report apparently
believed these skills to be so important that they included the SCANS agenda in an appendix to
their report.

The purpose of the SCANS report was to define the skills students needed to meet the
demands of the work place. The report identified five competencies required of effective workers:
Resources, Interpersonal Skills, Information, Systems, and Technology. In turn, these
competencies were built on a three-part foundation of Basic Skills, Thinking Skills, and Personal
Qualities (Secretary's Commission on Achieving Necessary Skills, 1991). The SCANS report
drew the following implications for education by stating, “The most effective way of teaching
skills is ‘in context’. Placing real learning objectives within real environments is better than
insisting that students first learn in the abstract that they will then be expected to apply”
(Secretary's Commission on Achieving Necessary Skills, 1991, p. 16). Also, “assessment is for
the purpose of guiding learning, and it should be integrated with instruction” (Secretary's
Commission on Achieving Necessary Skills, 1991, p. 17).

In summary, through a convergence of economic, political, and educational events,
America’s frustration with higher education took form in the early 1980s. Criticism has continued
to the present; various reports have expressed consistent themes. Higher education plays an
integral role in the success of the United States economy. The concern has been about the
educational level of graduates and the perception that their skills are not meeting the demands
of the work place. Learning is at the heart of the academic enterprise, and institutions need to

apply what is already known about teaching and learning. There has been a lack of data about
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the skills and knowledge of college graduates, and assessing student learning is needed as a

measure of institutional quality. Finally, assessment must be rigorous and must include data

about students’ skills, abilities, and cognitive learning. From this section, it became clear that

colleges and universities are being pressured to provide evidence of learning as it relates to the

economic needs of the country. Critics are demanding that higher education apply what is known

about teaching and learning and that it rigorously assess what students know and are able to do.
Pressure for Accountability

Demographic, economic, and technological changes in our society are defining the
content and structure of work. In turn, these changes are dictating the knowledge, skills, and
abilities that are required in the workplace (Lerman & Schmidt, 1999; National Center for Higher
Education Management Systems, 2000; National Research Council, 1999) and thus represent
the forces that are pushing for change in higher education (O'Banion, 1997b).

As higher education has become more critical to the United States economy and as
state and federal government support for education has increased, so has the scrutiny of
education by governmental entities (McClenney, 2004a; Nettles & Cole, 2001; Zumeta, 2001)
and taxpayers (Alfred et al., 1999). Several sources over the years have reminded educators
and policymakers alike that the responsibility for American education rests with the states
(Measuring up 2002, 2002; National Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983; National
Governors' Association, 1986; Nettles & Cole, 2001; Shulock & Moore, 2002; Zumeta, 2001).
Since “public colleges and universities are legal creatures of the state and are substantially
supported by tax revenues” (Zumeta, 2001, p. 156), several sources (National Commission on
Excellence in Education, 1983; National Governors' Association, 1986) have called on state
legislators and governors to institute reforms in educational policy and fiscal planning.

The early reluctance by state leaders to involve themselves in higher education policy
has diminished as the economic and social importance of higher education has grown.
Policymakers have begun asking colleges and universities to demonstrate their effectiveness

and efficiency by imposing accountability indicators in the form of performance measures
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(Nettles & Cole, 2001). Two different surveys, one in 1997 by Christal and another in 1998 by
Burke and Serban, documented that several states were implementing performance funding
measures as a means to improve efficiency (Zumeta, 2001). These measures, however, are
more often process indicators (measures of how resources are being used) rather than output
indicators (measures of how much is produced) or the social value indicators of the output
(measures of outcome) (Zumeta, 2001).

In summary, as higher education has become more critical to the United States
economy and as state and federal government support for education has increased, so has the
scrutiny of education by governmental entities. Policymakers have begun asking colleges and
universities to demonstrate their effectiveness and efficiency by imposing accountability
indicators in the form of performance measures. Addressing these accountability requirements
and balancing them with other institutional responsibilities may limit institutional capacity to fully
address the assessment of student learning.

Influence of Accreditation

Accreditation is part of what has been referred to as the “triad” (Eaton, 2003; Stoops &
Parsons, 2003), a partnership that was formed as the result of the Higher Education Act of 1965.

The triad establishes relationships between the federal government and

eligibility for funding, state government and its responsibility for chartering

institutions, and voluntary membership associations that require accreditation for

membership. The triad evolved from the passage of the Higher Education Act of

1965, which provided the first broad-based, permanent, federally funded student

financial aid programs for students in public and private universities. (Stoops &

Parsons, 2003, p. 33)

The Higher Education Act is a federal statute that must be periodically renewed. Over the years,
in successive renewals, accreditation has taken on a more significant role. The 1992
reauthorization of the Higher Education Act included revisions that gave the United States
Department of Education “increased authority over the accreditation process” (Stoops &
Parsons, 2003, p. 33) and assigned regional accrediting agencies the responsibility for

assessing member institutions according to several new criteria, one of which was “student

outcome measures” (p. 33). Four years prior to the 1992 reauthorization, William J. Bennett, the
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United States Secretary of Education, issued an executive order (Bennett, 1988) that established
new criteria for the Secretary’s recognition of postsecondary accreditation agencies. These
required accrediting bodies to evaluate member institutions on the degree to which they
“document the educational achievement of their students” (p. 25098) at the institutional and
program levels and the extent to which the results are systematically used to “foster enhanced
student achievement” (p. 25099).

From the mid-1980s to the present, accreditation has been under pressure to show its
relevance for ensuring quality in higher education (Bennett, 1988; Eaton, 2006; National
Governors' Association, 1986; Schray, 2006a).

As of the mid-1980s and early 1990s, outcomes assessment and in particular,

the assessment of student learning...began to emerge as a means by which

accrediting associations could continue to secure their role on ensuring the

public of the quality and effectiveness of higher education institutions. (Nettles,

Cole, & Sharp, 1997, p. 15)

The Southern Association of Schools and Colleges pioneered institutional assessment in 1984
by requiring member institutions to demonstrate they had implemented processes to assess
institutional effectiveness (Nettles et al., 1997; O'Banion, 1997b; Wright, 2002). These
requirements focused more on performance indicators, such as the number of transfers, number
of students placed in jobs, number of students completing pre-collegiate courses and then
succeeding in college level programs (O'Banion, 1997a), and less on the assessment of
learning. In 1989, North Central Association of Colleges and Schools (one of six regional
accrediting bodies) incorporated the assessment of student academic achievement into its
accreditation process (Lopez, 1999; Wright, 2002). By 1992, all six regional accrediting
association had revised or adopted new standards aimed at assessing educational outcomes
(Nettles et al., 1997; Schray, 2006b). In a 1998 nation-wide survey of 548 of associate of arts
institutions (Peterson, Augustine et al., 1999a), the authors concluded that responding to
accreditation requirements was viewed by associate of arts institutions as a “major purpose for

engaging in student assessment activities” (p. 57). Associate of arts institutions were defined

according to the Carnegie Classification system. These included colleges in which the highest
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degree conferred was the associate’s degree or in which bachelor’s degrees accounted for less
than 10 percent of all undergraduate degrees (Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of
Teaching, 2007)

In the 1998 reauthorization of the Higher Education Act, student learning outcomes took
a more prominent position with the reordering of the federal standards for recognition of
accrediting organizations. This repositioning moved the assessment of student achievement
from the middle of the list of standards to first position (Eaton, 2003; Schray, 2006b).

The Council for Higher Education Accreditation (CHEA) is a private, non-profit
organization of colleges and universities that coordinates accreditation activity in the United
States. It serves as the national advocate for voluntary self-regulation through the accreditation
process (Council for Higher Education Accreditation, 2004). In September of 2003, CHEA
published Statement of Mutual Responsibilities for Student Learning Outcomes: Accreditation,
Institutions, and Programs. The purpose of this document was to define the roles of accreditors,
institutions, and programs with regard to the development and assessment of student learning
outcomes (Council for Higher Education Accreditation, 2003). CHEA defined the role of colleges
and universities by stating “institutions and programs are responsible for establishing clear
statements of student learning outcomes and for collecting, interpreting, and using evidence of
student achievement” (Council for Higher Education Accreditation, 2003, p. 1). Wright (2002)
asserts that the “single most powerful contributor to assessments staying power has been its
championing by regional and professional accreditors” (p. 253). She goes on to say that
accreditation has provided the external pressure that has pushed institutions toward establishing
assessment processes.

In summary, from the mid 1980s to the present, accreditation bodies have been under
pressure to show its relevance for ensuring quality in higher education. In response to demands
by the United States Department of Education, accrediting bodies now require member
institutions to establish student learning outcomes and to collect, interpret, and use evidence of

student achievement. This represents another requirement imposed on community colleges that
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they must balance in relation to other responsibilities. Responding to external requirements may
create resistance within an institution and limit the capacity of community colleges to establish
meaningful student learning outcomes and assessment processes.

Emergence of Assessment

Assessment of student performance in higher education has been an activity in the
United States since 1900 when the College Entrance Examination Board was organized to
assess student achievement on a national scale (The College Board, 2005). Some assessment
professionals (Black & Kline, 2002; Gray, 2002) identified Ralph Tyler as one of the first to
connect desired learning outcomes to the measurement of them. Between 1932 and 1940, Tyler
conducted a study in which he “measured the effectiveness of different types of schooling”
(Black & Kline, 2002, p. 226) by using outcomes as the criteria in the form of “student behaviors”
(Gray, 2002, p. 50). Since the mid-1980s, assessment has emerged as an important focus of
educational policy at the national, state, and institutional levels.

Ewell (2002a) pointed to 1985 as the birth of the current assessment movement in
higher education. The first national conference on assessment in higher education took place in
Columbia, South Carolina, in the fall of that year. The National Institute of Education (NIE) and
the American Association of Higher Education (AAHE) cosponsored the conference, and the
impetus, according to Ewell (2002a) , was the report Involvement in Learning: Realizing the
Potential of American Higher Education (Study group on the conditions of excellence in
American higher education, 1984). The report recommended that higher expectations be
established for students, that students could benefit from active learning environments, and that
both students and institutions could benefit from feedback on their performance through the use
of appropriate research methods (Ewell, 2002a). This report was one among several similar
reports:

A host of national reports appeared in the mid-1980s challenging the ways

higher education conducted its business.... At the state level, the assessment of

student learning quickly emerged as a primary way to hold institutions
accountable. During the 1980s the number of states that required public
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colleges and universities to assess learning outcomes went from near zero to
over 40. (Lazerson, Wagener, & Shumanis, 2000, p. 2)

The state-mandated assessments of the 1980s had not affected undergraduate
education. Thus, states imposed a new wave of mandates for “clear, comparative measures of
student learning” (Lazerson et al., 2000, p. 2). By the mid-1990s, accountability became the
emphasis of state assessment initiatives. This time assessment results were tied to funding
allocations. Over half the states began mandating that colleges and universities report on such
performance measures as enrollments, graduation rates, time to degree, persistence, retention,
professional licensure exam (e.g., registered nurse, psychiatric technician, respiratory therapist)
pass rates, and transfer rates. States chose to require these performance measures over the
learning outcomes measures because they were more easily obtained (Lazerson et al., 1999).

As described in an earlier section, the voices for assessing student learning came from
within the academy (Ewell, 2002a; Lazerson et al., 1999) and assessing student learning was a
focus adopted in the mid-1980s by accrediting bodies (Nettles et al., 1997). Today, community
colleges must respond to these two competing demands for assessment: performance
measures and student learning outcomes. Since the mid-1980s, the number of postsecondary
institutions engaged in some form of student assessment activity has steadily increased.
However, according to the results of a 1998 national survey of higher education institutions
(Peterson, Augustine et al., 1999a):

On average associate of arts institutions [were] not fully engaged with student

assessment ... given the limited types of assessment data collected, the limited

points in time of the data collection and the limited number of studies connecting

student performance to institutional experiences. (p. 27)

Further, when compared to other sectors of higher education, associate of arts institutions were
“more likely to collect data on college-readiness skills..., academic intentions, and academic
progress...[and,] least likely to collect data on higher order skills, students’ personal growth, and
former students’ civic and social roles” (Peterson, Augustine et al., 1999a, p. 27). Fewer still
reported any observable effects from their assessment efforts. Associate of arts institutions were

not using student assessment data to any great extent in making educational decisions about
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academic mission or goals, design or redesign of programs or majors, allocation of resources for
academic units, modification of general education requirements, and changes in teaching
methods (Peterson, Augustine et al., 1999a). This pattern appears to have continued to the
present day (Bers, 2004; McClenney, 2003; Serban & Friedlander, 2004; Wilson et al., 2000). It
seems that community colleges are investing time and effort in student assessment, however to
date have realized few benefits from “its potential to improve student and institutional
performance” (Peterson, Augustine et al., 1999a, p. 5).

According to Peterson, Augustine et al. (1999a), the approach an institution took toward
student assessment varied according to institutional type. They found statistically significant
differences by institutional type on “support for, practices and policies regarding, and uses and
impacts of student assessment. [These differences were] typically stronger than the differences
by other institutional characteristics, such as size or whether the institution is private or public”
(p- 6). It also appeared that community colleges face different challenges than other segments of
higher education:

The challenges associate of arts institutions face as they develop student

assessment programs are quite different from those faced by other institutions.

These differences stem, in part, from the instructional mission, curricular focus,

governance structure, faculty roles and responsibilities, and the student climate

typically associated with associate of arts colleges. (Peterson, Augustine et al.,

1999a, p. 6)

If few benefits are being realized from institutional assessment, then is it worthwhile to
continue these efforts? Prominent scholars (Astin, 1991; Banta, 2002b; Bresciani, Zelna, &
Anderson, 2004; Ewell, 2002a; Maki, 2004; Palomba & Banta, 2001) argued that it is. They
viewed assessment as the means to improve institutional performance and student learning.
However, “to date the majority of postsecondary institutions have little documented evidence of
whether and to what degree their assessment efforts have influence decision making or
produced discernable impacts on student [performance], faculty [behavior], or external

constituencies” (Peterson & Einarson, 2001). This lack of evidence is just the point that the

Academic Senate for California Community Colleges (ASCCC) made in its objections to the new
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2002 Western Association of Schools and Colleges (WASC) accreditation standards for
establishing student learning outcomes and assessment processes. In recent publications
(Gilbert, Brewster, Near, Rudmann, & Sine, 2004; Simpson, 2003), the ASCCC has taken the
position that the push for measurable student learning outcomes by the accrediting commission
is not based on science but on ideology. The senate asked the question, “Where is the research
that tells that this effort will improve educational quality?... There is no ‘clear showing’ of the
inadequacy of current practices” (Simpson, 2003, p. 5).

Some have characterized assessment efforts as positivist (Ewell, 2002a) in nature and
dominated by “traditional psychometric theory” (Mentkowski & Loacker, 2002), which has not
allowed for alternate ways of knowing that are valued by other disciplines, such as the
humanities. Ewell (2002a) and Gray (2002) noted there were two sets of philosophical beliefs
that contributed to the current “tension over assessment” (p. 56). One included the quantitative
tradition (Ewell, 2002a) or objectivist and utilitarian assumptions (Gray, 2002) and the other
included the qualitative, developmental traditions (Ewell, 2002a) or subjectivist and intuitional
assumptions (Gray, 2002). Each appealed to a different faculty population and led to different
views about learning, its evaluation, and the use of assessment results. Gray (2002) contended
that both philosophical beliefs must be accommodated if an assessment plan is to be successful.
Erwin and Wise (2002) stated that the current assessment boom may exist because of the
inability of current methods to measure the quality of learning. The methods we now have do not
effectively measure learning, and we need to develop new methods that will assess “complex
thinking processes” (p. 74). Further, it was the contention of Pellegrino, Chudowsky, and Glaser
(2001) that most assessments of student learning were based on earlier conceptions of learning
that are “not fully in keeping with current knowledge about human cognition and learning” (p. 54).

In summary, since the mid-1980s, assessment has emerged as an important focus of
educational policy at the national, state, and institutional levels. Institutions are now charged with
two different assessment responsibilities. One focus, more often a result of state assessment

initiatives, is institutional accountability. Colleges and universities are required to report on
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various performance measures. The other assessment responsibility is on student learning,
which was a focus adopted by accreditation bodies. Assessing higher order learning may be
hampered by assessment’s positivist, psychometric tradition. Different ways of thinking about
assessment and new forms of assessment may be necessary, if assessment is to become
valued by faculty. The evidence suggests community colleges face different challenges than
other higher education institutions in their efforts to establish assessment processes. Even
though assessment activities are increasing at community colleges, few comprehensive
programs exist, and few benefits are evident. Are the challenges of balancing competing
assessment priorities limiting the ability of community colleges to establish and maintain
meaningful student learning outcomes and assessment processes, or, is the external pressure a
facilitating factor pushing community college to establishing such processes?
Summary

The intent of this section of the literature review on forces contributing to the student
learning outcomes movement was to provide a context in which to understand the next section,
which presents the literature regarding the assessment of student learning and the capacity of
community colleges to implement assessment processes. Thus far, | learned that the concept of
student learning outcomes is about change: how we think about education, how we structure
education, and how we assess learning. The concept of student learning outcomes appears to
have emerged from the Outcomes Based Education (OBE) movement. The basic premises of
OBE are that the content of the curriculum should be defined by what the learner is expected to
be able to do at the end of the learning experience, that successful learning is the constant, and
that the time required to gain the knowledge or skill is flexible. However, our current educational
systems have just the opposite configuration. This deep-rooted architecture of education
represents a profound barrier to the implementation of the transformative concept of OBE. The
inertia surrounding the current architecture of education may limit the capacity of community
colleges to establish student learning outcomes and assessment processes. | also learned of

prominent leaders who subscribe to the learning-centered approach, who believe that the quality
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of higher education should be measured by the value added to students’ learning, and who
emphasize that student learning must be the primary focus of assessment. The institutions that
are learning-centered have defined outcomes for student learning and systematically assess and
document student learning.

Further, | learned of the disconnect between the research on learning and teaching
practices in the classroom. The assessment of students’ learning and the feedback to students
at the classroom level (as opposed to the institutional or program level) could be used to improve
both teaching and learning. During the 1990s, the focus on learning (rather than instruction)
gained momentum in the community college and was reflected in the works of several
individuals, many of whom have been associated with national community college organizations.
Educational leaders have called for universities and colleges to become more learning centered
and more effective in assessing learning. How do community colleges make that change? Do
college personnel need to learn about developing environments that facilitate learning, being a
learning-centered college, being data driven, implementing effective assessment practices, and
using data to make changes? Are leaders needed who comprehend and value the need to
become learning centered, who understand how people learn, and who know of effective
assessment practices?

Demographic, economic, and technological changes in our society are defining the
content and structure of work and, in turn, are dictating the knowledge, skills, and abilities that
are required in the workplace. There is public dissatisfaction with higher education in meeting the
demands of these societal changes. Further, policymakers have increased their demands for
accountability in higher education and for the assessment of learning. State and federal
policymakers have pressured colleges and universities for accountability by requiring institutions
to report on various performance indicators. They have also put pressure on accrediting
agencies to hold member institutions accountable for documenting student learning. That
pressure, in turn, has been placed on colleges and universities to establish processes for the

development and assessment of learning outcomes. The primary reason that community
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colleges are addressing student learning outcomes assessment is in response to accreditation
requirements. This pressure could serve to facilitate or thwart colleges’ ability to implement a
meaningful student learning outcomes and assessment process.

Finally, although many community college leaders subscribe to the concept of building a
culture of evidence with regard to student learning, for the most part they live in a culture of
anecdote. In practice, the assessment of student learning at community colleges is limited, and
the results are not often used to make informed decisions about educational policies and
practices. This particular topic deserves more investigation and will be expanded upon in the
next section.

The information presented in this first section has implications for the research questions
of this study. The pressure from external forces for accountability and assessment of student
learning may be factors pushing community colleges to engage in student assessment. The
current architecture of education and the teaching practices of faculty may be barriers to the
ability of an institution to shift its culture to one of assessing student learning. Assessment
results are not often used in practice, and the limited research shows few observable results
from assessment efforts. Including faculty in designing the assessment process and involving
them in developing methods to facilitate the use of assessment results appear to be influential
factors for a meaningful assessment process.

One implication for research design that can be drawn from the information presented in
this section is that community colleges face different challenges than other segments of higher
education. Relying on research related to university practices may not be appropriate for
community colleges. Selecting participants from community colleges who understand the student
population, mission, faculty roles, and educational climate are important for answering the
research questions. With the context provided in this section, the next section will address the

recent literature on assessment of student learning at the community college level.
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Implementation of Student Learning Outcomes Assessment Processes

The intent of this section is to describe the progress of community colleges in developing
and assessing student learning outcomes. This section will first present the results of a major
multi-year study of assessment in higher education, the Student Learning and Assessment
Project. There is a wealth of information to be drawn from the results of this research, and it will
serve as a starting point for the review of subsequent research on the development and
assessment of student learning outcomes in community colleges. The section continues with a
review of the League for Innovation in the Community College projects and the Measuring Up
Biennial Reports. Following the review of these major projects, several additional relevant
research studies will be examined under the heading of “Other Recent Research.”

The Student Learning and Assessment Project

In 1996, the National Center for Postsecondary Improvement, supported in part by
funding from the United States Department of Education, commissioned a national study to
determine the ways in which institutions of higher education collected and used assessment
information. The study was conducted in three phases. The first phase was an extensive review
of the student assessment literature prior to 1997. From this review, seven interacting domains
emerged which served as a conceptual framework for phases two and three of the project.
Phase two was a national survey of all higher education institutions in the nation, and phase
three consisted of case study investigations of seven of the institutions that participated in the
national survey. Of the seven case studies two were community colleges. The findings from this
project have a direct bearing on the focus of my proposed research and are described in the
following paragraphs.

The first phase of the Student Learning and Assessment Project was an exhaustive
review of the literature of student assessment in higher education, limited to material that was
published between 1985 and 1996 (Peterson, Einarson et al., 1999). The purpose of the review
was to determine what was “known about the organizational and administrative context for

student assessment in postsecondary institutions” (p. 2). This review revealed a paucity of
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research that addressed institutional-level student assessment topics. Further, the nature of the
literature was primarily descriptive or prescriptive studies rather than “any systematic
examination of the relationships” (Peterson, Augustine et al., 1999a, p. 1) among various
approaches to assessment and the positive or negative effects of these efforts. Of the external
forces pushing institutions to engage in assessment, accreditation was the strongest motivator,
followed by state-level requirements, and then national incentives. There had been very little
empirical examination of the effect of campus leadership on shaping support for student
assessment practices. Limited evidence existed about the effect of student assessment on
student performance or faculty behavior. And there was little systematic research on the
association among external influences, internal practices, assessment approaches, and the use
of student assessment results. The authors concluded that the “literature on student assessment
is very much an emerging arena of study” (p. 4).

The second phase of the Student Learning and Assessment Project was the first
comprehensive national survey of college and university assessment practices. The survey was
mailed to the chief academic administrator at 2,524 public and private, associate of arts and
baccalaureate institutions (Peterson, Einarson et al., 1999). Completed surveys were received
from 1,393 institutions, and of this number, 548 were received from associate of arts institutions.
This represented a 54% response rate for the subset of associate of arts institutions. There was
no indication from the report that there was any follow up to non-responding institutions to
encourage participation. As well, there was no indication that the authors compared the
characteristics of the non-respondents to the respondents to determine differences in
characteristics between the two subgroups. The study was designed to determine “what
approaches institutions use to assess student performance, how institutions are organized to
promote and support student assessment, and how they use student assessment to improve

student, faculty and academic performance in the institution” (Peterson, Augustine et al., 19993,

p. 2).
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A wealth of information was collected about community college assessment practices. It
was revealed that the student assessment information which associate of arts institutions
collected was more often data on “basic college-readiness skills, academic intentions, academic
progress, satisfaction, and post-college outcomes” (Peterson, Augustine, Einarson, & Vaughan,
1999b, p. 2) and was less often data on students' higher order skills. Institutions, to a great
extent, used tests and to a lesser extent used “assessment methods such as observations of
student performance, student portfolios or comprehensive projects, capstone courses, student
interviews, employer interviews, and alumni interviews” (p. 2).

Associate of arts institutions did provide faculty and academic administrators with limited
opportunities for professional development in student assessment. “Approximately half of
associate of arts respondents report that they offer annual forums on student assessment,
provide regular workshops for academic and student affairs administrators, and have a faculty
governance committee that regularly addresses assessment issues” (Peterson, Augustine et al.,
1999b, p. 3). Very few colleges provided incentives or rewards to encourage college personnel
to engage in assessment activities. Academic affairs administrators were described as being the
most supportive of student assessment. “Even the chief executive officer was described, on
average, as being only somewhat supportive of student assessment” (Peterson, Augustine et al.,
1999b, p. 3). The survey results indicated accreditation demands and improving undergraduate
education were both seen by institutions as very important reasons for student assessment.
However, institutions which cited accreditation as the primary reason for collecting assessment
information were less likely to use assessment data in “making faculty-related decisions”
(Peterson, Augustine et al., 1999a, p 57).

With regard to institutional support for assessment, most associate of arts institutions
had some type of committee for student assessment; usually chaired by academic affairs
administrators and typically without students. “Half of the associate of arts institutions surveyed

have evaluated their plan or policy for student assessment” (Peterson, Augustine et al., 1999b,
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p. 4). Fewer than half of institutions reported having computer support for tracking student
progress through their institution (Peterson, Augustine et al., 1999b).

The third phase of the Student Learning and Assessment Project was a case study
investigation of seven institutions that had participated in the phase two survey. These colleges
and universities were selected because they were actively engaged in student assessment and
because they represented one of four Carnegie (2007) classifications of institutions:
doctoral/research, comprehensive, baccalaureate, and associate of arts. A team of four
researchers visited each of the seven institutions and used a research protocol that included the
officials to be interviewed, the questions to be asked, and the documents to be collected. The
purpose was to gather “relevant information about the institutions’ approach to, support for,
management policies and practices for, and uses of student assessment” (Peterson, Vaughan, &
Perorazio, 2001, p. 1).

Two of the institutions selected for investigation were community colleges, one located
in Florida and the other in Washington state. At the Florida community college researchers found
that assessment was occurring and was initiated in response to “state mandates [and]
accreditation requirements” (Peterson et al., 2001, p. 68). There was institutional support for
assessment; however, it had a strong emphasis on state reporting requirements. Leadership for
assessment was provided by administrators. Faculty development opportunities were described
as fair. Data used for educational improvement was noticeable at the course level but was
minimal at the department and institution level. Administrators were more concerned about
assessment for state reporting requirements than the assessment of student learning. The
college was viewed as developing an assessment culture around “meeting state reporting
requirements” (p. 72), with minimal attention to the assessment of student learning.

At the community college in Washington, investigators found that assessment was alive
but not integrated into campus policies and procedures. Assessment was initiated in response to
accreditation and state reporting requirements. It was supported by grants and had only modest

support from faculty and administrators. Beyond grant funding, the college had limited resources
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to support assessment. The leadership for assessment resided with administrators. Student
assessment occurred primarily at the classroom level by a few active faculty members. The
college had no formal assessment plan, and assessment activities were informal and
fragmented. Assessment data was collected, but not analyzed or used to any great extent. The
researchers concluded that the college was slow to adopt an assessment culture (Peterson et
al., 2001).

It is interesting that investigators selected these two community colleges because they
“appeared to be involved actively in student assessment and to be promoting and supporting it
within their institutions” (Peterson et al., 2001, p. 6). If these colleges are examples of the best
that community colleges are doing, then the description of assessment activity (or the lack of it)
at these two colleges corroborates Serban and Friedlander’s (2004) contention that there is a
lack of “comprehensive, practical, and sustainable models that practitioners in community
college settings might use for assessing, documenting and using information about learning
outcomes” (pp. 2-3).

The results of the three phases of the Student Learning and Assessment Project offer
several implications for my study. There is a paucity of research that addresses institutional-level
student assessment. Specifically, there is little research about the effect of campus leadership
on student assessment practices; the effect of student assessment on student performance or
faculty behavior; the association among external influences, internal practices, and assessment
approaches; and the uses of student assessment results. What was learned from this project
has implications for the research questions and the design of my study. State mandates and
accreditation requirements represent external pressures on community colleges. Accreditation
appears to be the strongest motivator pushing associate of arts institutions to engage in
assessment. An assessment plan that is reviewed periodically and that is systematic and
integrated into the policies and practices of the institution is seen as important element of a
successful plan. Many institutions have an assessment committee, and it appears most are

chaired by administrators. Professional development opportunities for college personnel to learn
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about assessment appear to be another important element of successful processes. It seems
there are few of these professional development opportunities for community college faculty and
administrators, and very few colleges provide incentives or rewards to encourage college
personnel to engage in assessment activities. As a further hindrance, few institutions have
computer support for tracking student progress.

The results of the research presented in this section also offer implications for the design
of the proposed study. Of the limited systematic research on community colleges, survey and
case study methods were evident. The response rate for the nationwide survey of the Student
Learning and Assessment Project was a modest 54%. There was no indication of any follow up
to non-responding institutions to encourage participation, and there was no indication that the
authors compared the characteristics of the non-responders to responders to determine
differences in characteristics between these two subgroups. If a survey method were to be used
in my study, it would be sound practice to remedy both of these deficiencies. For my study, non-
responders may represent an important source of data. A potential difference between
responders and non-responders at the institutional level might be associated with the progress
or lack of progress of an institution in establishing student learning outcomes assessment
processes. Another difference might be associated with employee groups within an institution.
Are specific groups of employees more or less enthusiastic about the assessment of learning
outcomes, and is this characteristic associated with being a responder vs. a non-responder? In
either case, non-responders may represent an important source of data on factors that thwart a
meaningful assessment process. It appears that academic affairs administrators hold prominent
positions in assessment activities at associate of arts institutions. Whatever the method of
research, it would be important to include input from academic affairs administrators who are
actively involved in student learning outcomes and assessment.

League for Innovation in the Community College Projects
The League for Innovation in the Community College took the lead in research into

student learning outcomes in community colleges with two grant funded projects: the 21
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Century Learning Outcomes Project and the 21* Century Learning College Project. The goals of
the first phase of the 21% Century Learning Outcomes Project were to identify what constitutes
21% century skills, to conduct a survey of the 677 U.S. and Canadian member colleges of the
League regarding outcomes practices, and to make site visits at five member institutions (Wilson
et al., 2000). The researcher gave no criteria for selecting the five colleges for site visits. The
survey was mailed to the chief academic officer at each of the 677-member institutions. The
survey yielded 259 completed surveys, a response rate of 38%. There was no indication that
there was follow-up with non-responders encouraging their participation and no reported
analysis comparing the characteristics of responders and non-responders.

The results from the focus groups, site visits, and survey revealed that “more colleges
are teaching the [21%' century] competencies than are defining, assessing and documenting
them” (Wilson et al., 2000, p. 54). Further, the study found that those institutions that have
focused on “competencies do not necessarily have an institutional initiative or plan for ensuring
the definition, delivery and documentation of these outcomes” (Wilson et al., 2000, p. 55). The
authors of this study reported that none of the colleges studied in the first phase of the project
had “fully defined and implemented an institutional-wide system that supports the delivery and
documentation of student learning” (Wilson et al., 2000, p. 58). They indicated that the greatest
barriers to integrating outcomes in the community colleges were lack of time, resources, and
adequate models for assessing and documenting student achievement.

In the second phase of the project, the League sponsored 16 self-selected community
colleges with the purpose of “designing and testing innovative outcomes-based methods for
defining, delivering, and assessing student learning practices” (21st century learning outcomes
project, 2002, p.1) for community colleges. This three-year project began in the fall of 2000;
however, to date there has been no published report describing the results of the project. A
summary account of issue sessions that were held for project participants in March of 2001 was
posted on the League Web site (Creating an organizational culture for learning, 2001). In that

report, participants identified several suggestions for maintaining momentum for the
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implementation of student learning outcomes and assessment processes. These suggestions
were:

Including students in the process, publishing the benefits of outcomes, linking
the process to the college’s strategic planning, providing educational
opportunities for college staff, and recruiting curriculum design specialists
because they are effective change agents. Organizations that appear to be
successful have champions for the process who are well respected and who are
accepted by faculty and administrators. These organizations also have
committed financial resources to support the process. (Creating an
organizational culture for learning, 2001, p. 6)

In June of 2001, in a workshop that was convened by the League for these 16 project
colleges, Kay McClenney made the following observations about why developing and assessing
learning outcomes is so difficult:

e Lack of collaboration among disciplines and other groups within the

institution

Lack of knowledge about assessment processes and tools

Lack of awareness of the need for outcomes-based education

Lack of appropriate, effective assessment tools and models

A perception that some important learning outcomes are not measurable

Traditional insulation from accountability for individual student learning at

the classroom level

Traditional resistance to self-assessment in higher education

o Traditional external requirements for accountability, funding, and policy that
are rarely tied to individual student learning, leading to a lack of incentive for
outcomes-based efforts

¢ Increasing demands and constricting resources, which leave little time or
incentive for educational reform efforts of this magnitude. (Defining and
teaching learning outcomes, 2001, p. 5)

The purpose of the second project, the 21% Century Learning College Project, was to
assist 12 community colleges to become more learning centered and use their efforts to “serve
as a basis for model programs and best practices” (21st century learning project, 2002, p. 1).
These 12 colleges became known as Vanguard Learning Colleges. Among the goals of the
project, these colleges were to develop strategies to improve learning outcomes, assessment
processes to measure these outcomes, and methods for documenting the achievement of them.

The project began in January 2000 and was funded for a three-year period.
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Midway through the project, representatives from these colleges came together in

sessions sponsored by the League. In one of these session participants identified the following

as assessment challenges:

Maintaining partnerships

Lack of knowledge of methodologies and tools

Limited resources (financial, time, personnel)

Difficulty of getting buy-in

Effective communication at all levels

Assessing the assessment

How does assessment compete with other institutional and workload
priorities?

Viewing assessment as integral to our mission as educators at every level
and not separate

Overcoming our fears

Creating incentives and recognition for assessment efforts. (Defining and
teaching learning outcomes, 2001, p. 4-5)

In an article describing the progress of these 12 Vanguard Learning Colleges,

McClenney (2003), who served as the Learning College Project evaluator, stated “the work of

defining and assessing student learning outcomes is some of the hardest and also some of the

most important work in undergraduate education” (p. 5). She added that the overall status of the

work of these 12 Vanguard Learning Colleges was “characterized as Random Acts of Progress”

(p. 5). In spite of the progress made by the Vanguard Learning Colleges, they continued to have

the following significant challenges:

¢ to move from definition of learning outcomes to design and
implementation of assessments;

e to improve the quality of assessments (e.g., moving from faculty
checklists to authentic student performances);

e to upgrade reporting and information systems so that assessment
results can be more readily reviewed and used in decision making;

e to examine the educational processes behind the outcomes and
target areas of needed improvement;

o tolink learning assessments to grades and degrees;

e to ensure that assessment itself promotes learning; and

e to bring disparate efforts to scale, so that assessment is systematic and
college wide. (p. 6)

The information from these projects offers implications for my research questions.

Colleges may be teaching 21* century competencies, but they are not assessing and

documenting them, and institutions do not necessarily have assessment plans. The greatest
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barriers were lack of time, resources (financial and personnel), and adequate assessment
models. Other challenges included getting buy-in, communicating effectively at all levels,
assessing the assessment, competing with other institutional and workload priorities, overcoming
fears, creating incentives, recognizing efforts, and viewing assessment as integral to the mission
of being educators. The following were suggested as facilitators to an assessment process:
including students in assessment planning, communicating the benefits of outcomes, linking
assessment to the college’s strategic planning, offering educational opportunities for college
personnel, and having campus champions for the process who are well respected and accepted
by faculty and administrators.

These projects also offered implications for the research design. The project used focus
groups, surveys, and site visits to selected institutions. The survey procedures suffered from
flaws similar to the previous project: low response rate, lack of follow-up, and lack of comparison
between responders and non-responders. These flaws need to be addressed if a survey method
is to be used in my research. Another concern is that the survey only sampled one college
group—chief academic officers. If a survey method is used, it seems a greater variety of
perspectives would be achieved by including other community college groups in addition to chief
academic officers.

The Measuring Up Biennial Reports

Measuring Up 2000, 2002, and 2004, prepared by The National Center for Public Policy
and Higher Education, represented a series of biennial report cards on the performance of
higher education in the United States. Each state was graded and compared to other states on
five dimensions of “college opportunity and effectiveness” (Measuring up 2004, 2004, p. 6). One
of these dimensions was student learning. For the 2000 and 2002 report cards, all states were
given incomplete grades because of the lack of comparable data across states that would allow
for meaningful state-to-state comparison. In the 2004 report, 45 of the 50 states were again
given incomplete grades. Five states received “plus” grades because of their participation in a

pilot study to develop “comparable learning measures” (Measuring up 2004, 2004, p. 13). It was
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anticipated that the pilot study would “provide a better understanding of how to assess the
educational capital of the states” (Miller, 2002, p. 3). According to Ewell (2002b), a problem the
project faced was the lack of sophisticated “instruments for assessing skills like critical thinking
and problem solving” (p. 6), and the creation of new methods that reliably assess college-level
learning requires considerable time, effort, and money.

From the results of the five-state pilot project, it was determined that it was feasible to
expand the project to all states, with the goal of creating a benchmark for college-level learning
that would permit state-to-state comparison. However, in addition to the lack of sophisticated
measures of learning, the project identified other barriers to be overcome if the project were to
be successful: logistics of administering tests, institutional commitment to the process, student
motivation to participate, and the cost of implementation (Measuring up 2004, 2004). These
obstacles have implications for the research questions of my study in that they could represent
factors that thwart a community college’s capacity to implement a meaningful assessment
process. Cost of implementation, credible methods of assessing student learning, active
participation by stakeholders (in the case of an institution: faculty members, administrators,
administrative support personnel, and students), and logistics of administering a systematic and
ongoing process of assessment are all factors that may influence institutional capacity to
meaningfully assess student learning.

Other Recent Research

This section presents the results of several smaller studies. The purpose of one study
was to identify common learning outcomes for a state-wide system of colleges; other studies
were concerned with implementation of learning outcomes assessment, and still others were
studies of college programs that were shifting from a content-based to an outcomes-based
curriculum. Each of these studies offer implications for the proposed research.

In a study to identify the critical academic skills for Kansas community college
graduates, Larson and Wissman (2000) used a Delphi technique to solicit the opinions of

thirteen faculty members and ten administrators from Kansas community colleges. This study
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was one aspect of a larger statewide effort to identify the core indicators of community college
effectiveness. The three-round Delphi process generated 199 skill statements; consensus was
reached on five critical academic skills that Kansas community college associate degree holders
should be able to demonstrate.

The strength of this study and an implication for the design of my study is that the
researchers were able to generate a lengthy list of ideas and distill them down to five critical
academic skills on which panelists agreed. It demonstrates the use of the Delphi method for
soliciting ideas from a group of experts who were geographically separated. The study was able
to identify outcomes; however, the concerns and frustrations expressed by panelists relate to
institutional capacity to assess these outcomes. One limitation of the study was the attrition rate
of the panelists. The authors recruited 15 deans and 15 faculty members from the 19 Kansas
community colleges. Of these 30 panelists 23 began the study and 20 completed all three
rounds. The authors did not offer reasons why panelists dropped from the study, nor was an
analysis conducted comparing those who participated and those who dropped.

Sunell (2003) investigated the “suitability of adopting a learning-outcomes approach as a
strategy for educational reform in British Columbia’s colleges and university college” (p. 1).
British Columbia’s colleges “prepare adult learners for post-secondary studies and provide
courses and programs in trades, vocational, career technical and academic studies leading to
certificates, diplomas, associate degrees and applied degrees’ [and university colleges] “offer
undergraduate and master's degrees, often in specialized subject areas, as well as courses and
programs in trades, vocational, and career technical” (British Columbia Ministry of Advanced
Education, 2007) The author surveyed 313 department administrators from among British
Colombia’s higher education institutions and conducted follow-up interviews with eight of the
respondents. Sunell reported that participants expressed a range of reactions to the learning-
outcomes concept, from strong support to overt resistance. Barriers to the implementation of
student learning outcomes included “competing priorities, lack of resources, faculty workload,

organizational, pedagogical issues, concerns about the vocationalization of postsecondary
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education and [the] perceived relationship [of learning outcomes] to the provincial government’s
accountability movement” (Sunell, 2003, p. 1). The author reported that those respondents who
implemented a learning-outcomes approach viewed the changes positively, that respondents
from academic areas viewed the approach less favorably than those from the applied disciplines,
and that the approach was seen as valuable in concept but was not translated into practice,
particularly at the course level.

In another study on the influence of assessment on curriculum, D’Amico (1996)
conducted telephone interviews with 34 higher education institutions and on-site interviews at
four campuses in four states. D’Amico concluded:

Considerably less assessment activity occurring on the campuses than would be

expected, based on reports in assessment literature... [There is a] lack of

systematic reporting and analyzing of assessment results... The value of

assessment seems to be to encourage the establishment of learning outcomes

within and across departments. Assessment appears to influence decisions

about curriculum at the department level more that at the institutional level....

[And] assessment activities appear to be conducted outside of the normal

routine of the institution and not as part of the dominant culture. (p. iv)

Koslowski (2005) conducted a qualitative study of one small independent baccalaureate
college’s struggle to “embrace the principles of quality and outcomes assessment” (p. 4). The
purpose was to describe the perceptions of administrators and faculty about the institution’s
efforts to implement learning outcomes assessment. The researcher interviewed 12
purposefully chosen individuals from the campus population of faculty and administrators and
analyzed the data using a grounded theory approach.

Koslowski (2005) identified three themes that were associated the college’s “persistent
culture of resistance... [to the] implementation of outcomes assessment” (p. 8). The first was a
misunderstanding about the college mission and the goals of assessment. There was no clear,
unified understanding among college personnel about the mission of the college. In addition,

faculty did not see a connection between the college mission and the activities associated with

implementing quality and assessment principles.
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Second, administrators and faculty members had considerably different perceptions
about the amount and effectiveness of preparation to implement outcomes assessment.
Administrators believed that much had been accomplished through the development of an
infrastructure to support assessment and the organization of educational opportunities for
college personnel. Faculty’s perception was that little had been done. They cited that there was
little follow through on the part of administration.

Third, Koslowski (2005) indicated that there appeared to be a collective entrenchment in
old ways of thinking. Further, the resistance was associated with college personnel who were
older, had been at the college longer, and had tenure. It was the researcher’s impression that
the “mere talk of implementing quality measures and assessing teaching and learning” (pp. 16-
17) contributed to this “persistent culture of resistance” (p. 8).

Koslowski (2005) pointed to the need to implement effective communication strategies
about assessment to overcome the college’s resistance. He also offered the opinion that higher
education operates differently from business and industry. The organizational structures of
higher education make colleges more resistant to external pressure for change. Koslowski
(2005) cited that the day-to-day activities of faculty and administrators were largely independent
of each other, and members of each group were motivated by self-interest and territory
protection. According to Koslowski, this made colleges more resistant to external pressure for
change.

Salvador (1996) studied selected internal and external factors that influence assessment
practices in community colleges. The author conducted a national survey of four sub-populations
(executive administrators, mid-level administrators, faculty, and research/assessment
coordinators) of 136 community colleges in 45 states. The results revealed that all four
subgroups were more aware of assessment practices at the entry and process stages than at
the exit stage and that executive administrators and research/assessment coordinators knew the
most about assessment practices and faculty the least. Further, in comparison to the other

subgroups, faculty knew less about assessment activity beyond the classroom. The author
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concluded that community colleges should carefully evaluate their communication strategies for
informing faculty and staff about assessment practices.

The American Productivity and Quality Center conducted a benchmarking study (Brown,
Keeton, & McMorrow, 1998) to identify best practices in assessing student learning outcomes.
The study examined practices at six institutions selected from a list of best-practice
organizations. These organizations included four universities, one investor services organization,
and one community college. The study reported the following 11 key findings:

1. Good assessment plans are strategic in nature. They clarify the
purposes of the assessment activities and tie each to the organization’s
mission, vision, and key goals.

2. Widespread involvement of all stakeholders, established early and
maintained over time, yields an organizational culture that embraces
assessment.

3. The adoption and implementation of an assessment plan is best begun
promptly when the need is recognized and then allowed to evolve
slowly. It is important to balance the need for buy-in with the time
required for a sound implementation.

4. In-depth analysis and periodic review of the needs and interests of
internal and external stakeholders drive the choice of which learning
outcomes to assess and how they are assessed.

5. The use of multiple methods of assessment can enhance reliability.
Additionally, to ensure that a process is valid and measures what it is
intended to measure, each activity and instrument should be tied to its
purpose and the strategy for achieving that purpose.

6. Integrating assessment with other ongoing performance improvement
efforts within an organization enhances the long-term viability of the
assessment program and its usefulness to the overall organization.

7. Successful organizations take a decentralized approach to assessment,
pushing responsibility and ownership to those on the front lines.

8. Assessment is integral to learning and most effective when included as
a responsibility for each member of the organization, as opposed to
being an add-on effort.

9. The primary purpose of obtaining and reporting assessment findings are
to improve the organization and, in particular, its employees’ and
students’ learning. Accordingly, the findings are best used in non-
punitive ways.

10. Educating those who will use the assessment data is the key to shifting
the focus of assessment from the data to an overall process.

11. Best-practice organizations continually communicate the assessment
activities and results to their constituents. (pp. 9-10)

Several qualitative studies, although not directly focused on assessment, described
processes for implementation of student learning outcomes and offered implications for

assessment practices. The purpose of a dissertation by Jennifer Webster (2001) was to
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“‘document a community college faculty development process through which the faculty learned
to reconstruct their curriculum around significant learning outcomes and authentic assessment
strategies” (Webster, 2001, abstract). Webster identified her method as a “qualitative
observational case study” (p. 133), which described and analyzed the efforts of one program at a
community college. Webster followed a team of community college English as a Second
Language (ESL) faculty members in their efforts to redesign the ESL program curriculum to
include student learning outcomes and authentic assessment. Webster’s findings suggested
several factors associated with effective outcomes-based curriculum reconstruction efforts.
These were active involvement of mid-level managers, intentional communication with
stakeholders, open dialogue among the participants, and the use of systemic and strategic
thinking. Webster also emphasized that collaborative curriculum redesign is a time-consuming
process.

The purpose of a dissertation by Rebecca Meier (2001) was to “examine how faculty
curriculum committees from different disciplines moved through a major curriculum change
process from content-focused curriculum to outcomes-based curriculum” (Meier, 2001, abstract).
This was a qualitative study that evaluated data from observations of curriculum committees,
interviews with committee members, a questionnaire, and the Gregorc Style Delineator (a
learning style assessment tool developed by Anthony Gregorc) completed by committee
members of four different disciplines at one community college. Meier’s study investigated the
behavior of four disciplines at one college. This behavior may or may not be found at other
colleges. However, her research suggested that, regardless of the discipline, there were several
factors that promote the process of outcomes-based curriculum planning. These included
involving mid-level administrators as well as faculty; enlisting the help of a knowledgeable
outcomes-based curriculum facilitator; developing an understanding of committee member
differences and similarities in thought processes, academic preparation, and workplace
experience; increasing faculty dialogue to facilitate faculty collaboration and increase energy and

commitment; and using systemic thinking, strategic thinking, visualization, and metaphors.
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Davis (2002) investigated how the adoption of learner outcomes “influenced pedagogical
methods, instructional content, classroom assessment or other aspects of professional practice”
(Davis, 2002, abstract). At one community college, the author interviewed twelve faculty
members who were involved with revising instructional objectives in course syllabi to learner
outcomes. Davis reported that the process of establishing learner outcomes “influenced
professional practice and fostered discussions about instructional methods, classroom
assignments/activities, and assessment strategies” (p. 114). The value of this study and the
Webster and Meier studies rests in their emphasis on involving faculty at the course level in
developing and assessing learning outcomes.

In a case study of three institutions, Waite (2004) examined how each community
college implemented student learning outcomes. The author interviewed administrators, faculty,
and staff about their perceptions and insights related to student learning outcomes. Waite's
findings “suggest formidable challenges exist in initiating this movement” (p. 1). Faculty
expressed fears that it would be linked to faculty evaluations; others saw it as just another fad.
Administrators expressed concern about external mandates if colleges were unable to document
outcomes. Sustainability of outcomes efforts, both in terms of personnel and fiscal resources,
was also a concern.

Waite (2004) identified several themes that might influence the capacity of community
colleges in implementing a student learning outcomes and assessment process. Communication
and opportunities for dialogue were key ingredients in the initial planning stage. “Venues such as
convocations, orientations, retreats and workshops were the most common avenues for
conversation and dialog” (Waite, 2004, p.112). College presidents who were visible early in the
process helped overcome institutional resistance. Having trust in the people guiding the process
was important for faculty, and providing educational opportunities about student learning
outcomes often reduced resistance. Waite concluded that implementing assessment of student

learning is a major paradigm shift for community colleges.
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In summary, considerably less assessment activity is occurring on the campuses than
would be expected, based on reports in the assessment literature. There appears to be a lack of
systematic reporting and analyzing of assessment results. Assessment activities appear to be
conducted outside of the normal routine of the institution and not as part of the dominant culture.
The executive administrators and research/assessment coordinators knew the most about
assessment practices and faculty the least. Those who implemented a learning-outcomes
approach viewed the changes positively; however, faculty from academic areas viewed the
approach less favorably than those from the applied disciplines. Most saw student learning
outcomes as a valuable concept but did not translate it into practice. Current research suggests
that community colleges should carefully evaluate their communication strategies for informing
faculty and staff about assessment practices. Having the colleges leaders visible early in the
process, particularly college presidents, and having several opportunities for college personnel
to learn of, dialogue about, and collaborate on student learning outcomes and assessment
appear to be important in facilitating meaningful student learning outcomes and assessment
processes. Assessment of student learning is perceived as a major culture shift for the
community colleges, and institutions should realize that it is a time-consuming process.

The results of these studies indicate that potential barriers to the implementation of
student learning outcomes assessment included the following: entrenchment in old ways of
thinking by older well established faculty and administrators, organizational structure of higher
education, faculty fears that outcomes assessment would be linked to faculty evaluations, beliefs
that the movement is just another fad, worry that student learning outcomes would lead to
increased workload, and concerns that this approach would lead to vocationalization of
postsecondary education. Administrators expressed apprehension about capacity to respond to
external mandates and the ability to document outcomes, to sustain assessment effort, and to
balance institutional priorities with limited resources.

Current research points to several factors that appeared to facilitate the process of

outcomes-based curriculum planning. These include having college presidents who were visible
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early in the process and involving mid-level administrators as well as faculty helps to overcome
resistance. Enlisting the help of a knowledgeable outcomes-based curriculum facilitator;
communicating with stakeholders; increasing faculty dialogue to facilitate faculty collaboration;
building trust in the people guiding the process; and providing educational opportunities about
student learning outcomes were also seen as important facilitators.

These studies offer implications for the design of my study in that they all used a
qualitative methodology. Several studies interviewed participants in a case study approach and
one study surveyed panelists with a Delphi method. A concern with the Delphi method is the
potentially high attrition rate of panelists.

Summary

From this section on the recent research, | learned that the implementation of student
learning outcomes and assessment processes is less evident than one might expect from
reports and the assessment literature. College personnel from liberal arts areas are less
receptive to the concept of student learning outcomes assessment than those from the career-
technical areas. While many college personnel expressed belief in the value of assessing
student learning outcomes, few have put it into practice. Further, those involved in assessing
student learning appear to be conducting their activities outside of the normal routine and culture
of the institution. The evidence also suggests a lack of systematic reporting, analysis, and use of
assessment results. | found that implementing student learning outcomes and assessment is a
major shift in perspective for community colleges; implementation takes time and formidable
challenges exist.

Several implications can be drawn for my research questions. Potential barriers to the
implementation of the assessment process include competition among external and internal
priorities, lack of resources, impact on faculty workload, issues of pedagogy, concerns about the
vocationalization of postsecondary education, fears by faculty that assessment would be linked

to faculty evaluations, and concerns that it is just another fad. Administrators expressed concern
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about external mandates if colleges were unable to document outcomes. Sustainability of
outcomes efforts, both in terms of personnel and fiscal resources, was also a concern.

A few potential factors that may help facilitate the implementation of student learning
assessment processes included employing effective communication strategies with
stakeholders, involving mid-level managers in the process, maintaining open dialogue among
participants, having the visible and active involvement of the college president early in the
process, trusting those guiding the process, and providing educational opportunities for college
personnel about student learning outcomes and assessment.

Implications for research design include a variety of methods for collecting survey data—
large-scale surveys, smaller telephone surveys, and in-person interviews—and a variety of
community college groups to consider as participants—chief instructional officers, mid-level
administrators/managers, faculty, and campus researchers. From the Salvador (1996) study, |
learned that chief instructional officers and campus researchers had the most knowledge about
student learning outcomes and faculty had the least knowledge. Also from the Sunell (2003)
study, | learned that liberal arts faculty and career-technical faculty might view the value of
student learning outcomes and assessment differently. When recruiting participants for this
study, it would be important to select chief instructional officers, campus researchers, liberal arts
faculty, and career-technical faculty who are/were actively involved in the implementation of
student learning outcomes and assessment on their campus.

The Delphi survey technique was used in one study, rather than asking a large number
of participants to respond to a lengthy set of predetermined close-ended questions. The Delphi
technique appears to be a useful method to solicit the opinions of a smaller group (15-35) of
participants using open-ended questions; Delphi permits a deeper consideration of the topic by
the participants, and it facilitates a process for factors to emerge from the group of panelists. A

concern with this method that must be addressed is the attrition rate of participants.



51

Perceptions of Assessment Professionals

The intent of this last section is to describe the factors that scholars on assessment
perceive to be associated with facilitating and thwarting the meaningful assessment of student
learning outcomes. This information could provide points of comparison among the factors
identified in section two from the research literature, the perceptions of assessment
professionals presented here, and the opinions of those in community colleges who are
attempting to implement effective assessment processes. In a review of selected works of
assessment professionals, several factors were identified that could influence the effective
assessment of student learning outcomes. These are presented in the form of twelve questions.

1. Does the institution have an assessment plan and is it manageable? Palomba and
Banta (1999) state that an essential element of successful assessment is having an assessment
plan that “captures agreement about what matters, gives direction for actions, and provides a
means to determine if progress is being made” (p. 8). An effective plan recognizes that it takes
time for an assessment process to development and mature (Angelo, 2002; Banta, 2002a; Maki,
2004). It takes time to shift the college focus to student learning outcomes and assessment and
have it become part of the campus culture (Miles & Wilson, 2004; Morante, 2002). Community
colleges should expect “a timeframe for full implementation of between 10 and 15 years” (Beno,
2004, p. 72).

Although “assessment planning is essential to successful implementation” (Nichols &
Nichols, 2005, p. 34), producing a document that bares the name assessment plan appears to
be of secondary importance. According to Nichols and Nicholas (2005) “assessment planning is
exceedingly dynamic in nature” (p. 26) and the over emphasis on the creation of a written
document often limits the ability of assessment to adapt and respond to the changes that occur
as student learning outcomes and assessment practice develop over time . In different words
Palomba and Banta (1999) seem to agree. “Assessment has to be viewed as a work in
progress.... it is possible to make plans without goals and objectives perfectly articulated it is

also possible to engage in assessment activities without a beautifully written plan.... If the choice
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is between plans without activities or activities with out plans, the latter is sometimes the better
of the two” (p. 52). Bers (2004) adds that assessment can take place in many ways and need not
be perfect .

When implementing an assessment plan colleges need to consider faculty perceptions
of assessment and the time and energy required of college personnel. Departments and
academic units are often initially overwhelmed by the perceived difficulty of assessment and the
additional time, and personnel needed for its implementation. Many will want to short cut the
process because it is viewed as just another fad, meaningless busy work, too much work, or not
being part of their job (Nichols & Nichols, 2005).

In addition to the time and energy required by college personnel, colleges also need to
consider the financial cost of assessment (Bresciani et al., 2004) and ways to keep it cost
effective (Suskie, 2004). “The fiscal reality of many community colleges... poses serious
questions regarding the institutional capacity for conducting meaningful, long-term, and
sustained assessment” (Serban, 2004, p. 25). Burke and Minassians (2004) recommended that
community colleges “develop a few robust measures of student learning outcomes” (p. 62) that
reach to the program or discipline level. Maki (2004) indicated that programs may have
established several students learning outcomes but agreed with Burke and Minassians (2004),
Nichols and Nicholas (2005), and Walvoord and Anderson (1998) that only a few of these
outcomes should be assessed in any one assessment cycle.

2. Is the assessment plan multidimensional? Learning is multidimensional,
developmental, and complex. Capturing this complexity “requires identifying or designing
multiple methods of assessment” (Maki, 2004, p. 86). These methods included both quantitative
and qualitative data from a variety of sources and methods (Banta, 2002a; Banta, Black, Kahn, &
Jackson, 2004; Rouseff-Baker & Holm, 2004; Suskie, 2004; Volkwein, 2003), thus adding “depth
and breadth of interpretations of student learning” (Maki, 2004, p. 87). Using multiple variables is

like viewing something from various perspectives (Morante, 2002). “No single indicator or
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measurement strategy can be expected to capture a sufficient range of outcomes associated
with student learning” (Volkwein, 2003, p. 9).

3. Does the assessment process involve stakeholders? Maki (2004) believed
assessment is more effective when it “expands the range of contributors” (p. 8). Administrators,
faculty, staff, and students provide valuable and different perspectives on the design and content
of assessment. Banta (2002a) agrees and states that stakeholders are external as well as
internal to the college. Individuals from the community who educate students as they participate
in such activities as internships or service learning programs bring “different lenses to assessing
student learning” (p. 8) and should be included. Stiehl and Lewchuk (2004) suggest also
including persons who are knowledgeable about a program and who have a “first-hand view of
the role(s) for which the students are preparing” (p. 46) . These may be members of a program
advisory committee.

4. Does the assessment program have administrator and faculty support? Many faculty
members may view assessment

As threatening, as diverting energy from teaching, and as gathering data and

information that are not fed back into the decision-making processes.... [They]

continue to question the validity of assessment and their responsibilities to

assess anything other than what they do within their individual classes. (Bers,

2004, p. 49)

According to Volkwein (2003) and Palomba and Banta (1999) the active participation of
faculty members was essential. Maki (2004) added that the process needs to engage not just
faculty but “all who contribute to the educational process” (p. 8). Palomba and Banta (1999)
caution that an “assessment program driven by administrators or professional staff without a
strong role for faculty has little chance of success” (p. 10).

Successful assessment programs not only had college-wide support, but there was a
shared sense of responsibility for it (Banta et al., 2004; Maki, 2004; Nichols & Nichols, 2005).
However, Hjelm and Baker (2001) suggested that there were two obstacles that must be

addressed if college personnel were to become engaged in assessment. The first is cultural,

“since many educators are grounded in a culture of subjective assessment... they have little
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understanding of and place even less value in explicit assessment and documentation of student
achievement. The second... is a perceived lack of assessment models to review and consider
for implementation” (p. 1).

Bresciani, Zelna, and Anderson (2004) and Diaz-Lefebvre (as cited in Rouseff-Baker &
Holm, 2004) suggested that an effective assessment program be faculty owned and driven.
However, faculty cannot be expected to “spontaneously administer a campus-wide assessment
plan” (Volkwein, 2003, p. 7). According to Morante (2002, p. 9) “rarely do major initiatives
succeed without leadership from the president, vice-presidents, academic senate, and other key
leaders.” Maki (2004) charged the campus president with the primary responsibility for
communicating the value of assessment, ensuring that assessment was integrated into the
institutional structure, and incorporating assessment results into the institutional planning,
budgeting, and decision-making processes. This was reinforced by Nichols and Nichols (2005),
who reported that the most effective communication concerning the importance of student
learning assessment was “verbal as well as written follow-up communication from the chief
executive officer of the institution” (p. 47).

Volkwein (2003) cautioned campus administrators to be mindful of the delicate balance
that is required between providing just enough structure to move assessment forward and too
much structure that ends up losing faculty involvement. Another factor in facilitating college—wide
support was to involve faculty opinion leaders from the start (Angelo, 2002; Volkwein, 2003).
According to Nichols and Nichols (2005), because of higher education’s unique culture and
governance structure, the roles played by administrators in the implementation of assessment
was through persuasion, facilitation, and supportive techniques rather than by directive or
coercive methods. If faculty were to engage in assessment activities, they needed to feel secure
that the results of assessment would not be used “against their interests” (p. 52), that they were
in control of assessment, that assessment activities would require only a “modest amount of
additional effort” (p. 52), that it has the necessary financial support, and that the results would be

useful for improving student learning.
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5. Does the college possess the needed expertise and leadership? Nichols and Nichols
(2005) asserted that among the most important characteristic associated with successful
assessment processes was the selection of a point person who was responsible for
implementing student learning outcomes assessment on campus and who reported to the chief
executive officer or the chief academic officer. Nichols and Nichols (2005) believed that, without
such an appointment, assessment would flounder. On the other hand, Maki (2004) cautioned
institutions to guard against the belief that institutional commitment to assessment rested with
one person.

Community colleges require knowledgeable leadership in the area of assessment. Lack
of knowledge about assessment processes was a key reason for college difficulties. According
to Serban (2004), the ideal assessment expert would possess the following:

o A broad and comprehensive grasp of institutional goals and purposes
combined with a clear view of how assessment processes and
outcomes can be used to advance these goals and purposes...

e A clear understanding of how colleges function and the strengths and
limitations of faculty and administrators as they perform their individual
and collective roles...

o A thorough knowledge of measurement theory, statistical methods
(especially multivariate statistics), and research design...

e A practical knowledge of techniques of data collection; data
organization, storage, and retrieval; and data analysis...

o Knowledge of learning theory, instructional methods and theory,
curriculum, support services, student development theory, and group
dynamics...

o The ability to listen, speak, and write clearly as well as the ability to
express complex ideas and findings in accurate, concise, and
persuasive terms...

e The training, experience, and accomplishments comparable to those
needed for appointment to tenure-track faculty position. (pp. 23-24)

Particularly at the community college level, trying to capture these skills in one individual
may not be realistic. Several authors (Serban, 2004; Seybert, 2004; Suskie, 2004; Walvoord,
2004) suggested that a team approach might be more practical. “A permanent core team
comprised of selected faculty; deans; director of institutional assessment, research and planning;
placement assessment specialists; and staff from student services is needed to provide

guidance and support for the institutional assessment at various levels” (Serban, 2004, p. 25).
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Nichols and Nichols (2005, pp. 54-55) agreed that an assessment committee, composed
predominantly of faculty, was essential to the success of assessment activities . The committee’s
responsibility was to provide policy guidance and serve as the mechanism for quality assurance.

6. Does the assessment program include education and training for college personnel
on assessment principles, teaching methods, and learning theory? “The process of assessing
student learning will inevitably cause faculty to explore a variety of forms of pedagogical as well
as assessment strategies” (Beno, 2004, p. 67). An effective plan included establishing venues
for collaboration and dialogue about teaching and learning (Maki, 2004), as well as opportunities
for faculty and staff development to prepare individuals to implement assessment and use the
findings (Banta et al., 2004; Palomba & Banta, 1999; Suskie, 2004; Volkwein, 2003). It also tied
assessment to student learning and to various pedagogies (Maki, 2004; Serban, 2004).
Peterson, Augustine, Einarson, and Vaughan (1999a) suggested that colleges consider
increasing the number and variety of professional growth activities for faculty and providing them
with adequate time to learn about and develop new assessment techniques.

7. Does the institution provide opportunities for dialogue and collaboration on teaching,
learning, and assessment? According to Maki (2004) “building a collective commitment to
assessing student learning... involves establishing new or different kinds of relationships (p. 3).”
Maki (2004) stressed the importance of having opportunities for dialogue in fostering these new
relationships. She stated that assessment of student learning is "inextricably related to how we
design pedagogy, curricula, and learning environments” (p. 8). Without opportunities for dialogue
that include assessment in the discussion about teaching and learning, institutions ran the risk of
marginalizing assessment. Maki (2004) suggested that building a commitment to assessing
student learning involved building collaborative relationships among college personnel, both
within and across disciplines. This in turn required that institutions establish formal and informal
times for self-reflection, dialogue, and collaboration.

8. Is there a recognition and reward structure in place? Methods of recognizing and

celebrating the efforts rendered by college personnel in assessment activities are essential
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according to Suskie (2004) and Nicholas and Nicholas (2005). Maki (2004) agrees and suggest
that recognition for assessment could come in the form of “criteria for promotion, tenure or
periodic review” (p. 181). However, Angelo (2002) suggest that participants should not be paid
for

What is to become part of routine practice. All too often faculty stop engaging in

these behaviors when the stipends end. Paying faculty to do so is a risky

strategy. Instead use the available funds to buy books and materials, provide

training, send productive participants to conferences, and the like. (p. 199)

9. Are the results of assessment meaningful? For assessment to be meaningful, it must
be developed with the college mission in mind (Beno, 2004; Peterson & Vaughan, 2002;
Seybert, 2002; Volkwein, 2003). A “challenge to community colleges is to identify the expected
student learning outcomes for their own institution in the context of mission and the institution’s
own curriculum and to develop means of assessing that learning” (Beno, 2004, p. 66). It must
also provide a vehicle for demonstrating accountability to the various stakeholders (Banta et al.,
2004).

The requirement for outcomes assessment has changed the role of the college mission
statement. Institutions are being challenged to demonstrate effectiveness through the
assessment of outcomes that are linked to the college mission (Nichols & Nichols, 2005).
Several authors (Angelo, 2002; Nichols & Nichols, 2005; Seybert, 2004; Volkwein, 2003) stated
that the primary purpose of assessment was to improve teaching and learning. When
improvement of teaching and learning was the focus, rather than accountability, “faculty
recognize it as connected to their interests” (Volkwein, 2003, p. 7). According to Palomba and
Banta (2001), if an assessment process was to succeed “it must support the point of view of
learning that has been adopted in the discipline and within the larger institution” (p. 258). In
addition, helping faculty draw connections between prior knowledge and experience and the
concepts of assessment facilitates an appreciation for assessment (Angelo, 2002). Angelo

(2002) offered the work of Walvoord and Anderson (1998) on effective grading practices as a

good example of using the familiar to make a connection to assessment. Walvoord and
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Anderson (1998) made the case that by follow effective grading practices grades could provide
meaningful assessments of student learning at the course, program, and institutional levels.

Burke and Minassians (2004) concluded that the reporting of performance indicators
mandated by state agencies and policymakers had very little effect on community college
performance because these reports failed to measure at the level of academic departments.
However, producing credible results that fostered improvement at the program or discipline level
is difficult for several reasons:

Agreeing on the definition of a program..., identifying students who have

completed enough of a program to be reasonably defined as completers,

convincing students to take seriously assessment tests or performances that do

not count for grades or graduation, sustaining the energy and resources

commitments essential for implementing assessment, and creating assessment

approaches that are credible and will be used for program improvement. (Bers,

2004, p. 42)

10. Are the results of assessment used? Volkwein (2003) stated that “it is not sufficient
only to do assessment. Assessment findings must be used” (p. 5). An effective assessment
program was a systematic and on-going process that used data to improve programs and
services. To achieve these goals, the program must produce credible evidence of learning and
organizational effectiveness (Banta et al., 2004; Bresciani et al., 2004). Such a program builds
institutional capacity to engage in meaningful discussions of assessment results and to
implement methods that improve student learning (Beno, 2004; Bresciani et al., 2004). And
Walvoord (2004) believed ‘“if assessment is done properly it can lead to wiser planning,
budgeting, and change in curriculum... rather than wasting resources on the latest educational
fad.” (p. 6). Even though the primary purpose for engaging in assessment should be for
improvement, assessment must also provide a vehicle for demonstrating accountability to the
various stakeholders (Banta et al., 2004).

Ewell (2001) suggested that an evaluation of the degree to which a college used

assessment results included four dimensions: the degree to which results were disseminated,

the breadth to which results were known and discussed, the extent to which results were
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considered in decision-making processes, and the amount of visible change in curriculum,
pedagogy or policy.

11. Is the reporting of results tailored to the population and the program? Timely,
systematic, and informative feedback is important to all who participate in assessment (Serban,
2004). “Assessment results are most effectively utilized in practice if they are designed
specifically for particular audiences” (Ewell as cited in Serban, 2004, p. 22) and according to
Palomba and Banta (1999) the “most important audience for assessment information is faculty”
(p. 299). Astin (1991) stated that when communicating the results of assessment it was
important to find ways that capture the attention of the audience. To do this assessment reports
should present results that were of greatest interest for the particular audience, with an
appropriate level of technical detail, and in “terms that are intelligible to the nonspecialist” (p.
146).

12. Does the assessment plan evaluate the assessment process? According to Banta
(2002a) an assessment process “would be incomplete without a reflective phase to determine...
[its] strengths and weaknesses” (p. 279). An effective assessment process not only evaluated
learning outcomes, it also incorporated an “ongoing evaluation and improvement of the
assessment process itself” (Banta et al., 2004, p. 11). Palomba and Banta (1999) suggested that
these evaluations could examine such things as were important constituencies involved, were
clear statements of learning outcomes present, were assessment methods meaningfully aligned
with outcomes, and were results used in curriculum and budget decisions.

Summary

The perspectives of assessment professionals presented in this section suggest several
factors to consider if an institution is to be successful in implementing a student learning
outcomes and assessment process. Their perspectives can also offer points of comparison with
the factors identified in the research literature subsection and the opinions of those in community
colleges who are attempting to implement effective assessment processes. Plans for

implementation of an assessment of student learning process must be meaningful, and the
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results of the process must be used for making institutional improvement. For this to occur, the
assessment process must be multidimensional and manageable. It should link to the college
mission and yet satisfy both internal and external stakeholders—particularly faculty members. It
must have leadership that was knowledgeable about learning outcomes, teaching methods,
learning theory, and assessment methods. This may come from an individual, but was more
likely to come from a team approach. The process must have the support of both faculty
members and administrators. Finally, gaining college-wide support required that the plan include
opportunities for dialogue, collaboration, education, and training for college personnel on
learning outcomes, assessment principles, teaching methods, and learning theory.
Implications for Research

From this chapter | learned that the concept of student learning outcomes assessment
appears to have it roots in OBE and that there is pressure from governmental agencies and
accreditation bodies for community colleges to provide evidence of institutional effectiveness.
This demand for accountability has pushed community colleges along two different paths—to
produce measures of institutional performance and to establish and assess student learning
outcomes. There was evidence that community colleges are establishing outcomes at state,
institutional, program, and course levels. However, there was little evidence that institutions have
established systematic, ongoing, and effective methods for the assessment of these outcomes.
The literature review offered several factors that may influence a meaningful process for the
assessment of student learning. These factors have been organized into a taxonomy that served
as a foundation for this dissertation research study. This taxonomy may have implications for
assessment of student learning beyond this dissertation study. It may very well serve as the
“basis for [future] theory, research, and practice in a wide variety of institutions” (Somerville &
Russ-Eft, 2006). A draft of this taxonomy is presented in Figure 1 and is represented by
independent floating spheres. Support for this taxonomy was found in 72 separate references.

Table 1 provides a summary of the number of references that identified each factor.
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Future work should attempt to determine which spheres of this taxonomy are critical or
core to the process and which are important but less critical for successful implementation.
Those spheres determined to be core factors should be placed more toward the center and
those less critical placed at a more peripheral location. Completion of this model will depend on
the information gathered from those in community colleges who are actively involved in

establishing student learning outcomes and assessment on their campuses.
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Figure 1. Potential Factors that Influence the Meaningful Assessment of Student Learning
Outcomes
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Table 1. Potential Factors and the Number of References Where They Appeared

Factors Number of References
Knowledge 21
Competing Priorities 18
Meaningful 18
Architecture of Education 17
Use of Results 16
Participants 15
Resources 14
Communication 13
Embedded 9
Valued 7
Trust 3

63
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Gaps in the Literature

Many studies from the literature described current assessment practices at community
colleges (Peterson, Augustine et al., 1999a; Peterson et al., 2001; Salvador, 1996; Waite, 2004;
Wilson et al., 2000). In Designing Student Assessment to Strengthen Institutional Performance in
Associate of Arts Institutions, Peterson and his associates (1999a), in addition to describing the
practices of community colleges, examined the relationships among institutional approaches to
student assessment and the likelihood of positive impacts from assessment efforts (Peterson,
Augustine et al., 1999a). However, their data came from a survey of only chief instructional
officers (Peterson, Augustine et al., 1999a) and case studies of two community colleges
(Peterson et al., 2001).

Facilitating and thwarting factors have been identified by several studies (D'Amico, 1996;
Davis, 2002; Meier, 2001; Peterson, Augustine et al., 1999a; Sunell, 2003; Waite, 2004;
Webster, 2001; Wilson et al., 2000); however, the scope of the factors considered in each of
these studies was limited. Also, none of the previous studies had attempted to determine which
factors were critical to the success of a process specifically for community colleges and why they
were considered critical.

Several studies in the literature solicited the opinions of chief executive officers (CEOs)
or chief instructional officers (CIOs) (Peterson, Augustine et al., 1999a; Salvador, 1996; Waite,
2004; Wilson et al., 2000). In some studies, department administrators were interviewed
(Salvador, 1996; Sunell, 2003; Waite, 2004). One study included the perceptions of institutional
researchers from 136 community colleges (Salvador, 1996), and a few studies solicited the
views of faculty members in general (Peterson et al., 2001; Salvador, 1996; Waite, 2004). CEOs
and CIOs may be too far removed from the day-to-day coordination of assessment activities.
Faculty members who are not actively involved in establishing these processes may not be
aware of the scope of assessment practices on their campuses (Salvador, 1996). The people
who are the least identified in the research literature but who could be the most informed about

the factors that influence a meaningful assessment process are those who are actively involved
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in the day-to-day activities of assessment on community colleges campuses. In no case has a
study specifically targeted these individuals and aggregated their opinions.

For this research study, | was interested in soliciting the opinions of knowledgeable
participants about what they believe were the critical factors that influence community colleges’
capacity to conduct meaningful assessment of student learning outcomes, as well as the
reasons why the factors were critical. Several of the studies that were cited used some form of
survey, and some of these employed rating scales to measure the relative importance of factors
in their respective research projects. Larson and Wissman'’s (2000) use of the Delphi method
was particularly informative. The method would permit the thoughtful examination of the factors
that influence community colleges’ capacity to conduct meaningful assessment of student
learning by participants who are geographically separated. With this method, participants could
consider the opinions of others who have been actively involved in implementing student
learning assessment processes. Further, the method would provide a means for participants to
determine the relative importance of the factors and to submit reasons why the factors were

critical.
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CHAPTER THREE: DESIGN

In this chapter, the design of the study and a rationale for the approach are presented. In
the first two sections a personal disclosure statement and the research methodology are
presented. Following these, the Delphi process (i.e., Delphi characteristics, Delphi panels,
criteria for truth, method for aggregating panelists’ opinions, and strategies for ensuring
soundness of data) and the data needed are described. In the final section, the methods for the
three phases of this study are explained.

Personal Disclosure

The purpose of this sub-section is to describe the experiences, values, beliefs, and
worldview that | bring to this research. According to Creswell (1998) “clarifying researcher bias
from the outset of the study is important so that the reader understands the researcher’s position
and biases or assumptions that impact the inquiry” (p. 202).

Throughout my formal education | have gravitated to activities related to assessment. In
fact, | have been involved in assessment in one way or another for most of my adult life. The
focus of my graduate work in the late 1960s (a master’'s degree in psychology and a credential in
pupil personnel services) was general experimental psychology and tests and measurements. In
my training in psychometrics, | learned to evaluate and administer various psychological and
cognitive tests. While pursuing my second master’s degree, my interest gravitated toward the
validity and reliability of assessment methods in physical education. Assessment has also been
an integral part of my teaching and counseling practice. | taught community college classes in
guidance where interest inventories were used and interpreted to assist students in setting
educational goals and making career decisions. In my 22 years as a tennis instructor and as an
intercollegiate tennis coach, | developed, used, and validated various assessment methods to
monitor the progress of my students. Recently, | assumed a leadership role at the community
college where | work to guide faculty, staff, and administrators through the development and
assessment of student learning outcomes. | came to this research with a lifelong interest in

assessment, a desire to extend my knowledge of student learning outcomes and their
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assessment, and the hope to improve my capacity to lead the student learning outcomes and
assessment movement United States community colleges.

My past education has influenced my worldview of research. The positivist approach to
research was the dominant paradigm when | first began my research activities in the 1960s. At
that time quantitative measures were the norm in psychology (my first master’s degree). | came
to believe that the only legitimate research designs were survey, correlational, experimental, and
quasi-experimental. This belief was reinforced during my second master’s degree in physical
education during the 1980s. As part of my education in the community college leadership
program at Oregon State University, | have had the opportunity to become acquainted with
various qualitative approaches to research and to revisit my quantitative research roots. As |
examined these new (to me) qualitative approaches, | began to reflect on my philosophical
beliefs about research and what constitutes valid or credible knowledge. In my opinion, the most
valid or credible methods of acquiring knowledge are through direct experience, reasoning, and
authority. | am attracted to scientific methods (whether they be quantitative or qualitative
approaches) because they provide orderly and systematic processes for the investigation and
evaluation of experience and the acquisition of knowledge. Scientists could not have made the
advances they have without using systematic methods of investigation and building from the
knowledge of those authorities who have come before them. However, authorities are fallible,
and the models they build of reality are often incomplete. | believe that if we want to trust the
results of our research, we must account for our personal biases, as well as the biases inherent
in the methods we use. The ideas of using multiple methods, triangulation, and critical review of
research by a community of peers are appropriate methods for determining the value of
research. These are postpositivist concepts.

There are different uses of the term postpositivism. | use this term as it is interpreted by
Guba and Lincoln (1994) and Bettis and Gregson (2001) not as it is described by Gall, Gall, and
Borg (2003). Gall, Gall, and Borg described that their use of the term postpositivism is closely

aligned with constructivisim. For me postpositivism is placed within the same set of beliefs as
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positivism (Bettis & Gregson, 2001; Guba & Lincoln, 1994; Lincoln & Guba, 2000). However,
postpositivism represents efforts that address the most problematic criticisms of positivism: (a) it
did not accommodate for human subjectivity; (b) it did not explain the role of meaning in
behavior; and (c) it did not account for the biases of the researcher and the methods used in the
research (Schulze, 2004). As used here, postpositivism relates to a belief that reality exists but
cannot be fully explained or appreciated (Crowley, 2002; Denzin & Lincoln, 2000; F. Fischer,
1998; Guba & Lincoln, 1994; Lincoln & Guba, 2000; Oka & Shaw, 2003; Trochim, 2002; Yolles,
2004). Scientific study is inherently biased and fallible. Knowledge of reality is acquired through
a scientific account of reality rather than reality itself. Objectivity is valued and is achieved
through triangulation across multiple methods and from a critical community of peers (Bettis &
Gregson, 2001; Guba & Lincoln, 1994; Trochim, 2002; Yolles, 2004). Postpositivism
incorporates methods that include conducting studies in more natural settings, collecting more
situational information, and using discovery as an element of inquiry. Postpositivists value both
quantitative and qualitative methodologies. However, results of research must account for the
biases of the researchers, the characteristics of what is being researched, and the influence of
the methods used in the investigation (Schulze, 2004). These concepts seem to be reasonable
approaches to research.
Methodology

Many researchers view quantitative and qualitative methods as complementing each
other.

Some researchers believe that qualitative research is best used to discover

themes and relationships at the case level, while quantitative research is best

used to validate those themes and relationships in samples and populations. . . .

Qualitative research plays a discovery role, while quantitative research plays a

confirmation role. (Gall et al., 2003, p. 24)
From a qualitative perspective, the goal of social research is to develop an understanding of
social life in natural settings (Neuman, 2003) and to discover the meanings that people give to
phenomena (Gall et al., 2003). “Human action acquires meaning among people who share a

meaning system that permits them to interpret the action as a socially relevant sign or action”
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(Neuman, 2003, p. 77). The intent of this current study is what Russ-Eft and Preskill (2001) refer
to as “deriving categories from the current data set” (p. 323). This type of research uses
analytical induction, which is a process of discovery. The researcher searches the data, looking
for themes or patterns to emerge, as opposed to using a deductive approach where themes are
developed before data collection (Gall et al., 2003). | am interested in the perceptions of the
participants of my research, the factors they determine to be critical, and the reasons they give
for the importance of these factors. However, several possible influential factors were identified
through the literature review, and these were used to stimulate thought among the panelist about
the factors that influence a meaningful assessment process.

Creswell (1998) offers several reason for conducting qualitative research, three of which
are appropriate for my study: (a) The research questions call for a qualitative approach. When
research questions are posed in an effort to describe or understand phenomena, they are
appropriate for qualitative research; (b) The topic needs to be explored. Often when there is
limited research on a topic, research must be that of discovery, to discern what themes or factors
are relevant to the topic; (c) Studying individuals in the natural setting is desired. This follows
from the second reason; those working in the field within the scope of the research topic may be
able to provide an important perspective on the research problem.

My desire is to solicit the perceptions of community college personnel who have been
actively involved in implementing student learning outcomes and assessment processes on their
campuses. Survey research is often used to determine what people think (Neuman, 2003), and
since surveys are used in both qualitative and quantitative research, they constitute an
appropriate method for my study. The conceptual model that was presented toward the end of
chapter two was used in designing the initial questionnaire for this study. The risk with this
approach is that it starts with a conceptual schema that may influence or limit the responses of
the participants. On the other hand, it may serve to stimulate thought on the topic and produce
panelist responses that may not have been generated with a more open-ended format. Since

there is a paucity of research in this area of study, the literature may not, as of yet, have
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identified all of the relevant factors influencing community college capacity to meaningfully
assess student learning outcomes. This area of research could benefit from a qualitative
approach, that of discovery, to identify factors from those who have been actively involved in
implementing student learning outcomes and assessment processes on their own campuses.
Even though | may start with a schema, in the end | am interested in seeing what conceptual
model emerges based on the opinion of knowledgeable participants. One form of the survey
method, which | discovered as part of the literature review, is appropriate for this study. It is a
Delphi method, described in the next section. This method also fits with my postpositivist
worldview.
Delphi Process

The Delphi method was first developed in the 1950s by Olaf Helmer, Nicholas Rescher,
Norman Dalkey, and others at the RAND corporation (Gordon, 1994). The intent of the Delphi,
as it was originally conceived, was to create a method, using expert opinions, to forecast long-
range trends related to the military potential of future science and technology and their effects on
political issues (Gordon, 1994; Linstone & Turoff, 1975).

Delphi Characteristics

A Delphi is an iterative process, normally three to four rounds, involving a series of
questionnaires, each building on the results of the previous one. The results of each round are
compiled and returned to the participants. Over successive iterations, participants are able to
reevaluate their responses in light of the complied responses of all participants. Responses to
the questionnaires are made anonymously. Participants are known to the researchers but not
necessarily to the other participants. The anonymity of panelists enhances the probability that
opinions are considered in and of themselves without being influenced by the person who
expressed the opinions.

The Delphi is most appropriately used when the “primary source of information sought is
informed judgment” (Ziglio, 1996, p. 21). “The value of the Delphi method rests with the ideas it

generates, both those that evoke consensus and those that do not. The arguments for the
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extreme positions also represent a useful product” (Gordon, 1994, p. 4). The concepts of

developing and understanding a subject and the fact that participants possess that knowledge

are central to the Delphi method (Gordon, 1994; Linstone & Turoff, 1975) and represent key

features in qualitative research (Creswell, 2002).

Sackman (1974) identified the following as the characteristics of a conventional Delphi:
A formal and structured questionnaire is used.

Questionnaire items may be generated by the moderator, the panelists, or both.

Either quantitative or qualitative scales may be used.

The process consists of two or more rounds.

Questionnaires may or may not include open-ended questions.

Feedback from each round is in the form of statistical feedback, usually involving some
measure of central tendency and some measure of dispersion.

Feedback from each round may include selected textual information.

Individual responses to items are kept anonymous.

Outliers (i.e. upper and lower quartile) may be asked to justify their responses in writing.
Iteration with feedback continues until consensus is reached, as determined by the
moderator.

Participants do not meet face to face and may be geographically dispersed.

Outliers (i.e. upper and lower quartile) may be asked to justify their responses in writing.

The Delphi is a flexible method built on four basic features: “structured questioning, iteration,

controlled feedback, and anonymity of responses” (Lang, 1995, p. 3 ). Advantages of the method

are that information can be gathered from a geographically diverse panel of participants; that

panelists have anonymity, which reduces the halo effects associated with the opinions of

prominent participants; and that panelists have time to consider carefully their responses before

replying (Adams & O'Brien, 2004; Garrod, 2004; Gordon, 1994).



72

Some disadvantages until recently were the time and expense of designing paper and
pencil questionnaires, mailing surveys, compiling responses, and following up with non-
respondents for multiple iterations of the process. These disadvantages are resolved with the
use of an electronic version of the Delphi method, called the “e-Delphi.” The time and expense of
the process are dramatically reduced, data are electronically complied, and more detailed
information can be returned to participants (Chou, 2002; Human-Environment Regional
Observatory, 2001).

Another disadvantage of Delphi is a potentially high attrition rate. Because the method
requires lengthy responses in the early rounds of the process and the active participation of
panelists over several weeks, the potential for a high drop-out rate of panelists exists (Borg &
Gall, 1983). Several steps can be taken to mitigate attrition: minimizing frustration through ease
of access to and navigation of the survey Website, communicating clearly to panelists about the
extent of their expected involvement, providing speedy feedback of the results of each round,
and encouraging non-responders to respond through systematic follow-up contacts.

Sackman (1974), the most prominent critic of the method, concluded that Delphi studies
were poorly administrated, were unscientific, and did not conform to standard psychometric
principles. However, others have challenged Sackman’s criticism. Linstone (1975) believed that
Sackman simply missed the point of the Delphi, stating it was not a method for determining
causality but a technique to facilitate deliberation on a problem and to aggregate the informed
opinions of experts. The Delphi was proposed as an alternate paradigm to the “tradition-
bound...objective” (Linstone, 1975, p. 559) attitude of the time and should not be judged by
conventional experimental and psychometric standards. Ziglio (1996) stated that there is no
reason why the Delphi method should be considered any “less methodologically robust than
techniques such as interviewing, case analysis, or behavioral simulations” (p. 13). The Delphi
method has also been criticized for lacking standards for determining who was an expert (R. G.
Fischer, 1978; Mitchell, 1991; Rowe & Wright, 1999; Sackman, 1974; Stewart, 1987), lacking a

common starting point that provided panelists with current assumptions and findings (R. G.
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Fischer, 1978), facilitating conformity rather than consensus (Sackman, 1974; Stewart, 1987),
promoting quick answers to complex problems, and suppressing divergent views (Stewart,
1987). According to Rowe and Wright (1999), panelists with divergent views were more likely to
drop out, and thus consensus may be the result of attrition.

Feedback to panelists in the form of reasons for their ratings has been shown to improve
the accuracy of group judgments. However, according to Rowe and Wright (1999), feedback of
reasons or rationales behind panelists’ estimates has been rare in Delphi studies. They added,
“Since it is through the medium of feedback that information is conveyed from one panelist to the
next, by limiting feedback one also limits the scope of panelists’ aggregate accuracy” (p. 369).

Delphi Panels

The size of Delphi panels can vary widely and there is disagreement about what
constitutes an appropriate panel size. Clayton (1997) indicated that by rule of thumb 15 to 30
people is the norm for homogeneous groups (e. g., professors from the same discipline), where
Ziglio (1996) reported that 10 to15 people produce good results in a homogeneous panel. For
heterogeneous groups (people with expertise on a topic but from different social or professional
groups), Clayton (1997) reported that only 5 to10 experts are needed. Gordon (1994) indicated
that most Delphi studies use panels of 15 to 35 people. However, in two separate studies
investigating the size of Delphi panels, no consistent relationship between panel size and
effectiveness criteria was found (Rowe & Wright, 1999). In other literature on aggregating group
opinions, groups of 6 to 12 members were determined to be optimum (Hogarth, 1978; Mitchell,
1991). Also, it was found that the more the members differed, the larger the group should be.
Further, all things being equal, the larger the group, the more reliable their aggregate judgment
will tend to be. However, beyond group sizes of 20 to 25, there were only minimal improvements
in reliability (Hogarth, 1978).

It appears that panels of experts who also have a diversity of perspectives produce more
accurate judgments than experts who are more homogeneous (Lang, 1995; Powell, 2003;

Wallsten, Budescu, Erev, & Diederich, 1997). Winkler and Poses (1993) demonstrated that a
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group of physicians representing different specialties were better at predicting the survival of
patients admitted to intensive care units than were individual physicians or a group of physicians
representing the same specialty. Thus, the accuracy of the aggregated group opinions could be
improved by selecting panelists who are knowledgeable about student learning outcomes
assessment and who represent various campus constituencies (i.e., administrator, campus
researcher, instructional faculty member, student services personnel).
Criteria for Truth

Linstone and Turoff (1975) suggested that the Delphi method is appropriate for problems
that do not lend themselves “to precise analytical techniques but [could] benefit from subjective
judgments on a collective basis” (p. 4). Delphi is a method for structuring a group communication
process to systematically explore and gain insight into a problem (Mitroff & Turoff, 1975;
Sackman, 1974). It is founded on the belief that collecting data precedes the development of
theory (Mitroff & Turoff, 1975). In a report on a study to develop a framework for evaluating
qualitative research, Spencer, Richie, Lewis, and Dillon (2003) stated that one form of truth in
research is “agreement that it is true (a consensus view of truth)” (p. 62). This is the case for a
Delphi. Truth is experiential, derived inductively, and based on “sufficient widespread agreement
... by a group of ‘experts” (Mitroff & Turoff, 1975, p. 21). Scheele (1975) explained that in the
Delphi process, reality is negotiated by the group. It is constructed through the perceptions the
participants bring to the discussion.

Because the number of respondents is usually small, Delphis do not, and are

not intended to, produce statistically significant results; in other words, the

results provided by any panel do not predict the response of a larger population

or even a different Delphi panel. They represent the synthesis of the opinions of

the particular group, no more, no less. (Gordon, 1994, pp. 3-4)

Aggregating Panelists’ Opinions
The Delphi method is based on panelists achieving consensus; however, there is no

standard method for determining consensus (Hasson, Keeney, & McKenna, 2000; Mitchell,

1991). According to Mitchell (1991), “a growing body of research questions consensus as a
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stopping criterion” (p. 347). It appears that the most change in panelists’ responses occurs within
the first two rounds and that not much is gained in further iterations (Mitchell, 1991).

One method for aggregating the subjective judgments of panelists to produce a
collective opinion is by simply averaging participant responses. This has been shown to be a
robust method for aggregating a group’s judgment (Clemen, 1989; Clemen & Winkler, 1986;
Larrick & Soll, 2003; Wallsten et al., 1997; Winkler & Clemen, 2004). Further, when using a
rating scale “the reliability of ratings can be greatly improved by pooling the results from several
judges who have made their ratings independently” (Helmstadter, 1964, p. 198). Using the mean
of panelists’ ratings was the method employed in this study to determine which factors were
judged as critically important to community colleges’ capacity to assess student learning
outcomes meaningfully.

It appears that group judgment is improved when the members received textual as well
as statistical feedback. Rowe and Wright (1999) reported on studies that compared “reasons” or
“rationale” feedback to statistical feedback (i.e., mean, median). They concluded that there was
greater improvement in the accuracy of judgments in successive rounds of a Delphi when
panelists’ reasons or rationales for their ratings were given to other panelists in the group as
opposed to panelists receiving only statistical feedback.

Ensuring Soundness of Data

Delphi is one form of survey procedure and, as such, should follow the guidelines for
good survey design and administration. Ensuring accurate results depends on quality control
throughout the administration of the process (Scheuren, 2004). This includes maximizing
respondent motivation to participate, ensuring the clarity of the questions and respondent
instructions (Barribeau et al., 2005), devising a plan to follow up on non-respondents, pre-testing
the questionnaire and survey procedures, coding the survey information accurately, and
recording the data correctly (Scheuren, 2004).

Since the Delphi method was first introduced in the 1950s, much has been learned that

can improve its rigor and in turn ensure the quality of the data. The suggestions center around
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three themes: panel selection and motivation, questionnaire construction, and process

management:

Panel selection and motivation suggestions indicate:

Select panel members based on knowledge of the issue and diversity of perspective
(Garrod, 2004; Lang, 1995; Linstone & Turoff, 1975; Ziglio, 1996).

Provide enough incentive to maintain panelists’ motivation to persist to the
conclusion of the study (Garrod, 2004; Uhl, 1983).

Ensure that panelists feel that their contributions are valued (Mitchell, 1991; Turoff &
Hiltz, 1996).

Communicate to panelists that they are members of a group with similar expertise to

theirs (Krebsbach, 1998).

Questionnaire construction suggestions are:

Provide clear written instructions to panel members (Hasson et al., 2000; Ziglio,
1996).

Make questionnaire statements clear, concise, free of ambiguities, and easily
understood by panelists from varied backgrounds (Garrod, 2004; Lang, 1995; Uhl,
1983).

Pre-test the questionnaire (Lang, 1995; Mitchell, 1991).

Take care to keep the intent of panelist responses intact when reporting responses

back to other panel members (Lang, 1995).

Process management suggestions include:

Guard against imposing the biases of the moderator on panel members (Uhl, 1983).
Provide panelists with a brief account of the origin and purpose of the study (Lang,
1995).

Establish the credibility of the research and the researcher (Mitchell, 1991).
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o “Allow enough time between rounds to prepare and distribute feedback, but do not
allow so much time that panelist lose interest” (Uhl, 1983, p. 88).
e Acknowledge divergent opinions (Gordon, 1994; Lang, 1995; Uhl, 1983).
o Consider Delphi results in light of the results from other methods (Lang, 1995).
Data Needed

The purpose of this research was to determine the critically important factors affecting a
meaningful assessment of student learning outcomes in a community college setting and to
identify why these factors were important. The people who are the least identified in the research
literature but who could be the most informed about the factors that influence a meaningful
assessment process are those who are actively involved in the day-to-day activities of
assessment on community colleges campuses. Because of their active participation in student
learning outcomes and assessment activities, they possessed the knowledge to answer the
questions posed in this study and are thus considered the experts in this research. Thus, this
study was designed to collect data in the form of the opinions of these experts about the
conditions that facilitate and thwart the meaningful assessment of student learning outcomes.
For the purposes of this research, experts recruited were campus personnel who had lead
responsibility for student learning outcomes and assessment and others whom the lead person
identifies as having been actively involved in student learning outcomes and assessment on their
campus.

One way to reveal the knowledge of these experts is through a structured group
participation activity. With the Delphi method, participants were able to present and rationalize
their opinions about the factors that influence institutional capacity to assess outcomes. Also
they had the opportunity to consider the opinions of others, reconsider their own opinions, and
assess the relative importance of each factor presented.

Methods
This study was conducted in three phases. Phase | consisted of a thorough literature

review, development of a tentative taxonomy of the influential factors, and construction of first
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round questionnaire for the pilot project. Phases Il and Il involved the administration of the pilot
project and the full study respectively. Each of these three phases is described in the following
sections.
Phase I: Questionnaire

Based on the literature review, a tentative conceptual model of 11 themes was
developed and served as a starting point for the further refinement of the conceptual model and
the construction of the first-round questionnaire for the pilot project. The process used to
organize the statements into themes was very similar to the technique used in critical incident
research (Flanagan, 1954; Russ-Eft, 1979). A step-by-step description of this process is
presented by Russ-Eft in a study on neighborhood quality of life (Russ-Eft, 1979).

A detailed analysis of the literature presented in chapter two produced 129 statements.
These statements were initially sorted according to the 11 themes, which had been previously
described in the last few pages of chapter two. As the statements were reviewed, some were
moved from one theme to another, some were shortened, others were combined with similar
statements, and still others were split into two or more statements. Under each theme,
statements were separated into facilitating and thwarting factors. Facilitating statements and
thwarting statements were then separated into two lists, each with it own set of themes. The
names of the themes were drafted and redrafted several times to reflect the content of the
statements grouped under that theme. This process resulted in first-round lists of 33 facilitating
statements and 29 thwarting statements, which served as a starting point for panelists of this
study. Starting a Delphi study with a structured questionnaire, like the one used in this study, has
some advantages. According to Uhl (1983) the process is less frustrating for panelists, ensures
that a wide range of factors are considered by panelists, and has been associated with a lower
panelist dropout rate.

Phase II: Pilot Project
Conducting a pilot project was the second phase this study. The purpose of the pilot

was to become familiar with the research procedures, evaluate the appropriateness of the
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method for answering the research questions, use the results to design and refine procedures
for the full study, and obtain preliminary answers to the research questions. What follows is a
description of the panelists, materials, and procedures of the pilot project.
Panelists

Seven individuals associated with the Research and Planning Group of California were
recruited from a list of eleven individuals who have been actively involved in student learning and
assessment activities for California community colleges. They represent seven different
community colleges or community college districts and offered diverse perspectives about
student learning outcomes and assessment. Two were faculty members, two were campus
researchers, and three were administrators. The years of experience of panelists with student
learning outcomes and assessment ranged from 1.5 years to 10 years, with a median of 7.5
years. Five of the seven panelists who began the pilot project completed all three rounds of the
Delphi process. A sixth panelist participated in rounds one and two and a seventh panelist
participated in rounds one and three. Of the six panelists who participated in round two, five
provided rationales for the statements they rated as critically important. All seven panelists
completed project evaluation forms.
Materials

The site for posting the questionnaires and collecting panelists’ responses was the
Human-Environment Regional Observatory (HERO) e-Delphi system Web site at Pennsylvania
State University, http://hero.geog.psu.edu/eDelphi/. At this site, the first round panelists
participated in a threaded discussion. Panelists were instructed to review the lists of statements
describing facilitating and thwarting conditions and add any statements that they judged to be
missing. They were also told that they could write any comments they wished in response to any
of the statements and that they could view and respond to other panelists’ comments. Unlike the
first round, the second and third rounds were conducted in a survey format, and panelists were

not able to see the responses of other panelists until after each round had concluded.
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Procedures

Seven pilot project panelists completed a demographic questionnaire, participated in an
orientation, responded to questionnaires in a three-round Delphi process, and completed an
evaluation form at the conclusion of the project. After agreeing to participate, pilot project
panelists were asked to provide demographic information, which included name, position at the
college, and the extent of their involvement with learning outcomes and assessment. Three
panelists participated in an online orientation using a web site and a toll free phone number. At
the meeting, | explained the research study, demonstrated the survey web site, and answered
panelists’ questions. The remaining four panelists were given a one-on-one orientation by phone
using the same documents that were used for the online orientation.

In the first round, panelists reviewed two lists of statements — facilitating statements and
thwarting statements, and added statements that in their opinion were missing from the lists.
This first round remained open for a two-week period. In the six-day interval between the end of
the first round and the beginning of the second round, the contributions of the panelists from the
first round were complied, and revised lists of statements were prepared for the panelists to
review and evaluate. Panelists offered unsolicited critiques of several of the first round
statements. These comments were very useful, and as a result several statements were revised
to provide more clarity, more consistent use of terms, and less subjectivity. Critiques that
suggested reorganizing the statements around new themes, moving some statements from one
theme to another, or dropping statements because they were duplications of other statements
were not addressed for the second round list but were kept for consideration during the final
evaluation of the pilot project.

In preparation for the second round, the revised lists of statements were produced and
posted to the e-Delphi site. These lists included the original statements plus twelve additional
statements suggested by panelists. The additional statements were included unedited. Based on

first-round feedback, the wording of several of the original statements was modified. The original
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statements were numbered, and the new statements were given letter (A, B, C) designations to
distinguish the original list of statements from those added by panelists.

In the second round, panelists were sent two documents as attachments to an email.
The first was a compiled list of the comments submitted for each of the factors from the first
round. The second document contained the revised lists of statements. Panelists were asked to:
(a) review the two revised lists of statements, (b) rate the importance, based on a five-point scale
that each statement plays in facilitating or thwarting a meaningful assessment process, and (c)
provide a rationale for what makes the factors given a five rating (critically important) significant
in influencing a meaningful assessment process. The second round opened on a Tuesday
morning and closed eight days later on a Tuesday evening.

During the six-day interval between the second and third rounds, the responses of the
panelists were compiled, and a report was prepared for panelists review and evaluation. In this
third round, panelists were asked to review the filter lists, which included only those statements
that received a “critically important” rating by one or more panelists. The mean rating and the
range of ratings were reported for each statement. The rationales submitted by panelists as to
why they rated the statement critically important were also returned unedited to all panelists.
Based on this feedback, panelists were asked to re-rate the items on the filtered lists on a five-
point importance scale (the same scale used in round two).

Following the third round the responses of the panelists were compiled and organized
into a report that was sent to each participant as an attachment to an email. This report included
all of the statements used in rounds two and three. Accompanying each statement was the
mean rating by the group and the range (high and low ratings) for rounds two and three, as well
as the rationales contributed during round two. Panelists were also given a table that presented
the top facilitating and thwarting statements in rank order lists. A mean of 4.50 or higher was
used to determine which statements were considered critical by the panel, and only those

statements that had a mean rating of 4.50 or higher in either the second or third round were
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included. In addition, panelists were asked to complete a pilot project evaluation form. An
account of their evaluation is included in the following section.
Evaluation of the Procedures

This section reviews the administration of the pilot project and draws implications for the
administration of the full study. This review came from the researcher’s observations, from
panelists’ comments and suggestions during the discussion session in the first round of the
Delphi process, and from the pilot project evaluation forms completed by panelists at the
conclusion of the pilot study. An aggregation of panelists’ responses from the evaluation forms is
presented in Appendix A. An analysis of the data from pilot project panelists’ responses is
presented in chapter four.

Three of the four goals of this pilot project were to become familiar with the research
procedures, to evaluate the appropriateness of the Delphi method for answering the research
questions, and to use the results in refining the procedures for a larger study, the third phase of
this research. These goals were achieved. The pilot project provided the opportunity to conduct
a “dress rehearsal” of the full study. As a result, | was able to learn what aspects of the study
worked well and what aspects needed to be improved. The next few paragraphs will describe
what went well, what needed improvement, and what changes were made for the full study.

There were several positive aspects of the communication strategy employed for this
research. First, using email that included the informed consent document worked well as a first
contact with potential panelists. Second, without exception, panelists thought the recruitment
material and orientation sessions were clear, informative, and useful. It was originally planned
that all panelists would participate in an online orientation to the study; however, trying to
arrange one time for all panelists to meet online was difficult. As it worked out, three panelists
participated in the online orientation, and the other four received one-on-one orientations.

Third, over the length of the Delphi process, the timing of communication--along with
other procedural elements--developed into a predictable routine. Each round of the study

opened on Tuesday morning and closed on a Tuesday evening. The first round was open for
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fifteen days, but each of the other three rounds was open for eight days. There was a six-day
interval between the closing of one round and the opining of the next round. To begin the Delphi
process, an email was sent to all panelists providing them with a log-on name and password. At
this point, for each round communication followed a similar schedule. An email alert was sent on
a Monday, the day before the opening of each round, notifying the panelists about the opening of
the round. While the round was open, two separate reminders to log-on and respond to the
questionnaire were sent, one on Friday and one on Monday. At the conclusion of each round, on
Wednesday, an email was sent advising panelists that the round was closed, that the results
were being compiled, and that a report would be sent to them on the following Monday, along
with instructions for the next round. This communication strategy appeared to keep panelists
informed and involved throughout the project. The same communication strategy and schedule
was used for the full study, with one modification. The first round was not open for fifteen days.
All rounds, including the first, were open for eight days.

Pilot project panelists expressed that throughout the length of the project the e-Delphi
technical support and the researcher were available and helpful. With few exceptions, panelists
felt that the e-Delphi site was easy to access and navigate. The exceptions were associated
with technical issues of the e-Delphi Web site. Two pilot project panelists had log-on problems,
but these were resolved quickly by technical support at the e-Delphi site. There was an issue of
losing data and having to re-enter one panelist’s responses. This issue appears to be related to
the requirement that panelists must click on a submit button at the very bottom of the web page
for their responses to be saved. This action may not have occurred each time a panelist exited
the e-Delphi site. A problem also arose with a lighting bolt icon that indicates those questions to
which a panelist has not yet responded. This seems to be an issue related to the technology of
the Web site. The lighting bolt icon is only removed once a panelist answers a question, clicks
on the submit responses button, exits the site, and then re-enters the site. These technical
issues are part of the structure of the e-Delphi site and could not be modified by the time of the

full study. These issues pointed to the need for clearer instructions on the features of the e-
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Delphi site in the full study. The issues of the submit button and the lightning bolt icon were
addressed during the full study in the orientation and again in periodic communications
throughout the process.

Three issues associated with the pilot project surfaced for the researcher. The first was
the inability of the e-Delphi site to accommodate the demographic portion of the first-round
questionnaire. That information had to be requested via email prior to the start of the first round.
Panelists were sent a form constructed in MS Word® and asked to provide the demographic
information and return it via email to the researcher. The second issue was that the e-Delphi site
had two independent formats for conducting an e-Delphi: discussion format and survey format.
Each format had different functionality. The design of the pilot project required the use of both
formats, which created the possibility for some confusion among the panelists. The potential for
confusion was mitigated through communication strategies to alert panelist to the differences.
The third issue was that, while a session was in progress, the functionality of the survey format
did not permit the moderator (me) to see which panelists had contributed responses and which
panelists had not. This information was available only after the round closed by requesting a
data file from e-Delphi technical support. This issue made follow-up communication to non-
responders somewhat problematic. These issues were associated with relatively permanent
structural elements of the e-Delphi site, and alternate procedures were developed in this pilot
project. These work-a-rounds were also used in the administration of the full study.

Starting the first round of the pilot project with the 62-statement questionnaire seemed
effective. It promoted discussion among the panelists and generated additional statements.
During the first round in the threaded discussion format, panelists offered three different types of
comments. First, they offered several suggestions for improving individual questions, and as a
result 18 statements were revised and used in the second round. Second, panelists offered 12
new statements, which were added unedited to the original list, bringing the total to 74
statements to be considered in the second round. Third, panelists submitted unsolicited opinions

about the importance or lack of importance of each statement. These opinions overlapped with
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an activity of the second round, which asked panelists to provide a rationale for why they rated
statements as critically important. For the full study it seemed important to eliminate or at least to
reduce this duplication of input.

The majority of the pilot project panelists (four of the six who responded) thought that the
statements were clear and unambiguous. One panelist thought that the first-round threaded
discussion helped to clarify most of the statements. However, one panelist indicated that two
statements (16 and J) needed particular attention. Two other panelists commented on the
thwarting statements as being somewhat “confusing” and “difficult to interpret” with “double
negative connotations.” Another panelist commented that “having the conditions which
negatively impact the process more clearly defined” would be helpful. After reviewing the
questionnaires, talking with one of the panelists, and consulting with two members of my
doctoral committee, it was decided that panelists’ confusion could be reduced by modifying the
instructions for the list of thwarting statements in the second and third rounds of the full study.

One panelist indicated that some of thwarting statements were “duplicative” and
“mirror[s]” to the facilitating statements and asked, “do they really stand on their own?”

However, it was believed that it was important to keep these “duplicative” statements for the full
study for several reasons. These statements came directly from the literature. The presence of a
condition may be critical, but the absence of that condition may not, or vice versa. An element of
the pilot project and the full study was a thematic analysis of those statements rated as critically
important, and once these analyses had been conducted, it was possible to determine if the
duplicative statements do stand on their own. Finally, keeping the statements for the full study
offered the opportunity to compare the results of the pilot with the results of the full study.

Six of the seven pilot project panelists responded to the question about the
appropriateness of the five-point rating scale. Only one of the six who responded indicated that
the scale was not appropriate. The observation was that “respondents didn’t provide appropriate
justification for... their ratings.” Another panelist, even though she judged the scale as

appropriate, offered some suggestions to make the format less confusing and the labels of each
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point on the scale more consistent. After considering these comments and looking at three
dissertations that used an importance scale in a Delphi process (Krebsbach, 1998; Lee, 2002;
Oertel, 2001), it seemed appropriate to modify the instructions to panelists, encouraging them to
provide more detailed rationales, but to keep the five-point scale, just changing the labels for
each point on the scale.

The Delphi process was appropriate for answering the research question: What are the
critical factors affecting the capacity of community colleges to conduct meaningful assessment,
and what makes them critical? The Delphi process identified statements for which there was
high agreement (a range of 1 point or less) among the panelists about the conditions that are
critical to a meaningful assessment process. Also, through the panelists’ rationales possible
reasons why these factors are critically important were identified. The method provided a means
to determine panelists’ agreement on the critical conditions, but the procedures did not provide a
method for gaining consensus among the panelists about the reasons why conditions were
critical to the process. Six of the seven panelists indicated that the process had identified the
critical factors. One panelist, who indicated that the panel had identified the critical factors,
expressed that the Delphi process did not identify that assessment is “really a college-wide
process, even though there is a special role for faculty.” The one dissenting panelist indicated
that the questionnaire statements had a “very California community college” focus and that the
questionnaire “should include a more broadly based perspective from the literature, from non-
California community college experts, and from noted national assessment experts, including
those involved in accreditation and higher level leadership.” It is difficult to understand this
criticism because the statements for the questionnaire were drawn from a very broad
perspective, including all of those identified by this panelist. However, shifting the focus of this
panelist's concern from the questionnaire statements to panelists’ responses, the results of the
pilot could be compared with the results of the full study to determine similarities and/or
differences of the two sample populations. Did the results of the pilot project reflect a different

(California) or similar perspective to the results of the full study?
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On the evaluation form panelists were asked to comment on what aspects of the study
they thought were done well. Panelists offered a variety of comments with no consistent theme
among the comments. One expressed that the study was “well organized,” two panelists said
that the researcher was responsive to “suggestions of participants,” and two others expressed
that the process was “informative” and “enjoyable.” One panelist stated the process was a
simple one that yielded “a lot of information in a low impact way,” and yet another panelist
commented that the results could be “extremely valuable.”

Based on the evaluation of the pilot project procedures, several modifications were
implemented for the full study. First, rather than trying to schedule an online meeting for the
group of panelists one-on-one orientations were used. The disadvantages to this approach are
the following: panelists did not get the benefit of the information produced as a result of the
interactions with and questions of other panelists, one-on-one sessions may require more of the
researcher time, and this approach may increase telephone expense. The advantages were that
it saved time and effort in trying to arrange an online meeting to which only a few would attend
and that the one-on-one orientation was more convenient for individual panelists.

Second, the first-round discussion format for the full study started with the 74-statement
questionnaire that was used in the second round of the pilot. All of the 74 statements of the
second round were retained without modification; with the exception of statement J, which was
shortened. The disadvantage was that it increased the amount of material panelist needed to
review. The advantage was that panelists of the full study considered a broader range of
facilitating and thwarting conditions and had the opportunity, just as did panelists in the pilot
project, to add additional statements that they judged were missing.

Third, modifications were made to various communications with panelists. The term
factor was not used when referring to the statements of each list. In realty these statements were
not factors but were descriptors of conditions that facilitate or thwart a meaningful assessment
process. Factors were identified through a thematic analysis of those statements judged to be

critically important. The analysis of panelists’ responses and a description of the factors that
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emerged are presented in chapter four, Results. Also, instructions to panelists were modified to
emphasize the importance of giving thoughtful justifications for why a statement is critically
important. This change was made to discourage very brief rationales and encourage panelists to
provide more thoughtful, detailed rationales. To reduce the chances of losing data, the
orientation script and other communications were modified to provide more clarity about two
important functional aspects of the e-Delphi site: the submit button and the lightening bolt icon.

Fourth, modifications were made to the importance scale. The undecided point was
eliminated, and the labels of each point on the scale were changed to Critically Important, Very
Important, Moderately Important, Minimally Important, and Not Important. This new format was
similar to other Delphi studies (Krebsbach, 1998; Lee, 2002; Oertel, 2001) that used an
importance scale, and it was anticipated that this format would reduce confusion for panelists.

Finally, at the conclusion of the full study panelists were asked to review the results and
evaluate the degree to which the study successfully identified the critical factors that influence a
meaningful assessment process. This explictly added a method to verify the validity of the
research findings.

Phase llI: Full Study

Conducting the full study was the third and final phase of this research. The procedures
for the full study were very similar to those of the pilot project. The differences between the pilot
project and the full study have already been explained in the previous paragraphs.
Panelists

This study targeted the 16 colleges that participated in the Learning Outcomes Project
(21st century learning outcomes project, 2002) and the 12 Vanguard Colleges of the Learning
Project (21st century learning project, 2002). These were two complementary projects
sponsored by the League for Innovation in the Community College. Using participants from
these project colleges was important for two reasons. a) These colleges have been actively
involved in establishing learning outcomes and assessment processes and thus provide a fertile

ground of information regarding critical factors associated with the meaningful assessment of
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student learning outcomes. b) Those individuals on each campus who have been actively
involved in establishing their process could provide credible data based on their first-hand
experience. Recruiting 24 or more panelists who were motivated to participate helped achieve a
panelist sample size of between 15 and 35 (typical Delphi sample size).

The individual with lead responsibility for student learning outcome assessment was
contacted at all 16 colleges of the learning outcomes project and 10 of the 12 Vanguard
Colleges of the learning project. Of these 26 colleges, four campuses declined to participate;
another nine never responded; and 13 colleges (50% of those contacted) agreed to participate.
The lead individuals from these participating colleges were contacted, oriented to the study, and
asked to identify others on their campuses who had been actively involved in student learning
outcomes assessment. Through this process, a total of 26 individuals were recruited, and 22 of
them participated in one or more rounds of the three-round Delphi process. These 22 panelists
represented 12 different community colleges or community college districts and offered diverse
perspectives about student learning outcomes and assessment. Seven were faculty members
(including one adjunct faculty member), three were campus researchers, eight were
administrators, one was a consultant, two were administrative support personnel, and one was a
coordinator. Several panelists indicated they held more than one position on campus (e.g.,
faculty member and campus researcher, administrator and campus researcher, administrator
and adjunct faculty member). The panelists’ years of experience with student learning outcomes
and assessment ranged from 1 year to 25 years, with a mean of 18.6 years and a median of 8.2
years. Sixteen of the 22 panelists who began the study completed all three rounds of the Delphi
process. A seventeenth panelist participated in rounds one and three, and 21 panelists
participated through round two.

Materials

The first round questionnaire for the full study contained the same statements that were

considered and evaluated in the second round of the pilot project. This included the 62

statements of the original questionnaire plus 12 statements submitted by pilot project panelist.
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This resulted in a list of 74 statements: 37 facilitating statements and 37 thwarting statements,
which panelists of the full study considered in their first round.

As it was for the pilot project, the site for posting the questionnaires and collecting
panelists’ responses was the Human-Environment Regional Observatory (HERO) e-Delphi
system Web site at Pennsylvania State University, http://hero.geog.psu.edu/eDelphi/. At this
site, for the first round, panelists participated in a threaded discussion. Panelists were instructed
to review the lists and add any factors that they judged to be missing. They were also told that
they could write any comments they wished for any of the statements and that they could view
and respond to other panelists’ comments. Unlike the first round, the second and third rounds
were conducted in a survey format, and panelists were not able to see the responses of other
panelists until after each round had concluded.

Procedures

Panelists participated in an orientation to the study followed by a three-round Delphi
process. Panelists were given one-on-one orientations by phone. During this meeting the
researcher explained the research study, demonstrated the survey web site, and answered
panelists’ questions. At the conclusion of the orientation, panelists were asked to provide
demographic information, which included name, position at the college, and the extent of their
involvement with learning outcomes and assessment.

In the first round of the Delphi, panelists reviewed two lists of statements: one describing
facilitating conditions and another describing thwarting conditions. They also added statements
that in their opinion were missing from the lists. This first round remained open for an eight-day
period. In the six-day interval between the end of the first round and the beginning of the second
round, the contributions of the panelists from the first round were compiled, and revised lists of
statements were prepared for the panelists to review and evaluate.

In preparation for the second round, the revised lists of statements were posted to the
e-Delphi site. They included the original 74 statements plus 36 additional statements submitted

by panelists. The additional statements were included unedited. The original statements were
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numbered, and the new statements were given letter (A, B, C) designations to distinguish the
original list of statements from those added by panelists. The day before the second round
opened, panelists were sent two documents as attachments to an email. The first was a
compiled list of the comments submitted for each of the statements from the first round. The
second document contained the revised lists of statements. Panelists were asked to review the
two revised lists of statements, rate the importance, on a five-point scale, that each statement
plays in facilitating or thwarting a meaningful assessment process, and provide a rationale for
judging any statement given a five rating (critically important) in influencing a meaningful
assessment process. The second round opened on a Tuesday morning and closed eight days
later on a Tuesday evening.

During the six-day interval between the second and third rounds, the responses of the
panelists were compiled, and a report was prepared for them to review and evaluate. In the third
round, panelists were asked to review the filter lists, which included only those statements that
received a “critically important” rating by one or more panelists. The mean rating and the high
and low ratings were reported for each statement. The rationales submitted by panelists as to
why they rated the statements critically important were also presented unedited to all panelists.
Based on this feedback, panelists were asked to re-rate on a five-point importance scale (the
same scale used in round two) the items on the filtered lists.

Following the third round, the responses of the panelists were compiled and organized
into two reports that were sent to each participant as attachments to an email. The first report
included all of the statements used in rounds two and three. Accompanying each statement was
the mean rating by the group and the high and low ratings by panelists for rounds two and three.
The rationales contributed during round two were included in this report. Panelists were also
given a second report that presented the top facilitating and thwarting statements in rank order
lists. Only those statements that had a mean rating of 4.00 or higher in the third round were
included in this second report. A mean of 4.50 or higher was used to determine which

statements were considered critically important by the panel, and mean scores of 4.00 or more
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but less than 4.5 were used to identify those statements that were classified as extremely
important.

After the conclusion of the Delphi process, over a nine-week period, the results were
compiled and a report prepared that was sent to panelists for verification. Panelists were asked
to read and assess three aspects of the report: the grouping of the statements, the titles given to
each group, and the accuracy of the narrative in describing the results. Panelists were also
asked to identify those aspects of the study that they thought were well done and those areas
that needed improvement.

Summary

This chapter described my approached to the research questions and the methods used
in the study. The chapter began by explaining my postpostivist worldview and the use of a Delphi
method to answer the research questions. The chapter continued with a section on the strengths
and limitations of the Delphi process and a rationale for using it. The latter part of the chapter
described the procedures for the three phases of this study: (a) construction of the first round
questionnaire, (b) methods of the pilot project, and (c) the panelists, materials, and procedures
of the full study. The chapter also included a detailed evaluation of the administration of the pilot
project and a description of the modifications made to the full study as a result of what was

learned. The next chapter describes the results of both the pilot project and the full study.
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CHAPTER FOUR: RESULTS

The results are presented in three major sections. In the first section the method of
analysis, the themes that emerged from the data, and the evaluations of panelists’ are presented
for the pilot project. In the second section the method of analysis, the themes that emerged from
the data, and the evaluations of panelists’ are presented for the full study. The third section
describes the similarities and differences of the procedures and of panelists’ participation. In
addition, the nine themes that emerged from the pilot project and the 10 themes that emerged
from the full study are compared.

Results of the Pilot Project

One of several goals of the pilot project was to answer the research questions. The
results of the analysis of panelists’ responses related to the research questions could later serve
as comparison data to the results obtained in the full study. A complete presentation of the
results of the pilot project appears in two tables located in the appendices. Appendix B contains
the complete results of both rounds two and three of the pilot project. It includes all the
statements used in the pilot, the mean rating, and the high and low ratings for each statement in
rounds two and three. Also included are the rationales submitted in round two for those
statements that were rated as critically important by one or more panelists. Appendix C presents
lists of those facilitating and thwarting statements that were identified as being critically
important, based on the mean rating of the group. Only statements with a mean rating of 4.50 or
higher were included on these lists.

The first round of the Delphi process began with 62 statements: 33 facilitating
statements and 29 thwarting statements. As a result of the first round, 12 statements were
added based on panelists’ suggestions. In round two, panelists rated the importance of 74
statements: 37 facilitating statements and 37 thwarting statements. Of the 37 facilitating
statements used in round two, 27 were rated by at least one panelist as critically important and
were reconsidered and re-rated by panelists in the third round. Of these 27 statements, 18 were

rated as critically important in the third round as determined by the mean of the ratings given by



94

panelists. Similarly, of the 37 thwarting statements used in round two, 30 were rated by at least
one panelist as critically important and were reconsidered and re-rated by panelists in the third
round. Of these 30 statements, 10 were rated as critically important in the third round, again, as
determined by the mean of the ratings given by panelists.
Analysis of Panelists’ Responses
This analysis focused on those statements that were rated as critically important to a
meaningful assessment process. However, an occasional comparison was made between
statements that were rated as moderately important to statements that were rated as critically
important. Those statements that were rated as critically important (mean ratings of 4.50 or
greater), with one exception, consequently also had a high degree of agreement (a range of one
point or less) among the panelists. The one exception was statement 3, communication from
respected faculty members informing the campus community about the assessment process
(range of 2 points).
There was also high agreement (a range of 1) among panelists for several statements
that did not fall into the critically important range. These statements are informative in that they
demonstrate agreement among panelists of statements judged to be moderately important but
not critical to a meaningful assessment process, and they offer points of comparison to
statements that were rated as critically important. All of these statements fell into the moderately
important range and are listed here.
Facilitating Statements
o Statement A, vice presidents of instruction who are knowledgeable about
assessment, publicly supportive of it, and visible in its implementation (mean of
4.33)

o Statement 11, administration, faculty and staff form partnerships and work in concert
with each other (mean rating of 4.33)

o Statement 30, a formal written assessment plan (mean rating of 4.33)
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Thwarting Statements
e Statement 40, faculty view assessment as encroaching on their academic freedom
(mean rating of 3.50)
e Statement 42, concern about the ability to balance institutional priorities with limited
resources (second round mean rating of 3.60)
e Statement 49, a perception that some important learning outcomes are not
measurable (mean rating of 3.50)
e Statement 50, lack of appreciation of outcomes based education (second round
mean rating of 3.80)
o Statement 51, faculty question their responsibility to assess anything outside their
individual classes (second round mean rating of 3.60).
o Statement 54, trying to sustain outcome and assessment efforts and to balance
other institutional priorities with limited financial resources (mean rating of 3.50)
o Statement 55, lack of knowledgeable administrative leadership (second round mean
of 4.00)
Also, in this phase of the analysis, the rationales that were submitted by panelists were used in
two ways: first, to provide additional information for grouping statements into categories; and
second, to identify reasons why these statements were rated critically important.

Through the design of the study, | was able to determine the consensus among
panelists as to what factors were critically important and to identify possible reasons as to why
these factors were critical. However, the design did not permit me to determine consensus
among the panelists as to the reasons why the critical factors were important.

The method used for the analysis of panelist responses closely followed that used in the
Critical Incident Technique, which has been described by Flanagan (1954) and Russ-Eft (1979).
This analysis began with the structure of the first round questionnaire. The statements under

each category in the questionnaire were re-organized by rank order from highest to lowest,
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based on the mean ratings of the statements from the third round of the Delphi. Following this,
over several days, the statements and the rationales were read several times. This was done to
get a sense of the relative importance of each statement within each category of the
questionnaire and to develop an understanding of panelists’ rationales.

Since there was considerable overlap among the categories of the facilitating and
thwarting statements and since panelists’ comments on facilitating statements identified
thwarting conditions and vice versa, the statements rated as critically important from both lists
were aggregated and an analysis was conducted on these statements as a group. Statements
were then sorted by similarity based on the content of the statements and the content of the
panelists’ rationales. Again, the statements and rationales were read several times. As
statements were read, some were moved from one group to another, some were duplicated and
placed in multiple groups; and some were deleted from groups. After all of the critically important
statements were classified into one or more of the groups, headings for each classification were
drafted to reflect the content of the statements and rationales. Finally a reporting structure was
constructed and definitions were written for each classification. What emerged was a slightly
different set of themes than were produced during the literature review and when organizing the
first round questionnaire.

Themes That Emerged from the Pilot Project

The statements that were judged by the panelists as being critically important to the
implementation of a meaningful assessment process (mean rating of 4.50 or higher) were
grouped by similarity. Nine themes emerged from the analysis of these statements: Knowledge,
Value, Trust, Participation, Leadership, Faculty, Assessment Plan, Communication Strategy, and
Assessment Results. Several statements support more than one theme and thus are listed
under multiple themes. In the following paragraphs each theme is described, based on the
statements and panelists rationales as to why the condition was rated critically important.

Accompanying the narrative of each theme is a table containing the supporting

statements. Each table is organized by facilitating and thwarting statements. Within these two
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groups, statements are presented in rank order from highest to lowest, based on mean ratings
among the statements considered in the final round (27 facilitating statements and 30 thwarting
statements). Included with each statement is its identification number, high and low ratings,
mean rating, and rank within the group of facilitating statements and within the group thwarting
statements. The numbered statements identify those that panelists considered at the start of
round one. The statements with letter (A, B, C) designations identify additional items submitted
by panelists during the first round.

At this point it is important to explain how rank for each statement was noted in each of
the tables. Since the rank given to each statement was not used for computational purposes,
rank was indicated as it is more commonly understood by the public. For example if two
statements had a mean score of 5.00 (the highest possible mean score in this study) they were
both given the rank of 1. If rank had been used for computational purposes, it would have been
necessary to average the rank of 1 and 2 and give each statement a rank of 1.5, but that was not
the case for this study.

Knowledge/Experience

Statements associated with the knowledge and experience theme are presented in
Table 2. Building the knowledge and experience of campus personnel about assessment was
judged to be critically important to a meaningful assessment process (statements 5, 13, 16, 56,
46 and L). Building this knowledge and experience is accomplished by having consistent
offerings of high quality and motivating education and training opportunities for all college
personnel (statement 16), and having venues for dialogue and collaboration (statement L).
These opportunities to learn, dialogue, and collaborate need to cover the topics of not only
student learning outcomes and assessment but also teaching methods and learning theory. If
these are not provided they represent critical barriers to a meaningful assessment process. One
panelist said “training is absolutely necessary—and it needs to be ongoing if we are to continue
the cycle of assessment and develop new methods or new approached to teaching and learning”

(panelist Q, statement 46), a second panelist expressed that this is how “buy-in is created and
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also how it is possible to develop a faculty owned assessment process” (panelist N, statement
5), and a third panelist stated if these opportunities are not provided ‘it is difficult to see how
SLOs will ‘take™ (panelist K, statement 46). This panelist also indicated that while building
knowledge and experience is critical, offering opportunities to gain that knowledge and
experience will be effective only if “faculty are ready to receive and embrace the training
opportunities” (panelist K, statement 16).

Knowledge and experience were also judged as critical for leaders in general (statement
13 and 44) and for faculty leaders in particular (statement 56). One panelist indicated that she
could not see “how anyone could lead a campus through the process without... a clear
understanding of what we are supposed to be doing and why” (panelist Q, statement 13). The
panelist went on to say that without this knowledge “it feels like leaders are just repeating catch
phrases without understanding the work, commitment, and purpose behind them” (panelist Q,
statement 44). Another panelist commented that individuals willing to take on a leadership role in
assessment “must be given opportunity to grow, learn and become confident about doing

assessment” (panelist M, statement 46). A third panelist expressed that “False starts due to lack

of knowledge will also be thwarting” (panelist O, statement 13).
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ID

Statement

No. of

ratings

High-low

rating*

Mean

rating

Rank

Facilitating Statements

Opportunities for dialogue and collaboration
among faculty, administrators, and staff (e.g.,
convocations, orientations, presentations, retreats,

and workshops)

55

5.00

13

Those with lead responsibility are knowledgeable
about learning outcomes, teaching methods,

learning theory, and assessment methods

55

5.00

16

Having a consistent offering of high quality and
motivating education and training opportunities for
faculty, administrators and staff on learning
outcomes, assessment principles, teaching

methods, and learning theory

5,4

4.83

Thwarting Statements

46

Limited opportunities for professional development
in learning outcomes, assessment principles,

teaching methods, and learning theory

5,4

4.83

56

Lack of knowledgeable faculty leadership

5,4

4.83
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Table 2. Pilot Project Statement Associated with Knowledge and Experience (continued)

ID | Statement No. of High-low | Mean | Rank
ratings rating® rating
44 | Campus leaders lack knowledge about learning 6 5,4 4.83 3

outcomes, teaching methods, learning theory, and

assessment methods

L | Lack of venues available for dialogue 6 54 4.83 3

*Scale: 5-Critcally Important, 4-Moderate Importance, 3-Minor Importance, 2-Undecided, 1-Not Important

Value

Table 3 lists the statements associated with the value theme. Statement B,
Administrators viewing assessment as worthwhile (mean rating of 4.17) was rated as very
important but not critical to a meaningful assessment process, whereas statement 17, faculty
view assessment as worthwhile (mean rating of 5.00) was rated as critically important. The
reasons for this difference offered by two panelists were that administrators support is necessary
for allocating resources (time and money) and establishing institutional priorities (panelist O and
panelist M, Statement B). However, if faculty members do not value assessment “the whole
effort will fall apart” (panelist N, statement 17). Also rated critical to the process was statement
18, a shared sense of responsibility for assessment across the college. Value in assessment is
also reflected in having venues for dialogue and collaboration (statement 5), and having
opportunities for all personnel to learn about learning outcomes, assessment principle, teaching
methods, and learning theory (statement 16). Lack of value is reflected in just the reverse: few
venues for dialogue (statement L), lack of appreciation that assessment is integral to the
improvement of the college and its programs (statement 47), limited professional development
opportunities focused on learning outcomes, assessment, teaching, and learning (statement 46),

and a general lack of college commitment to the process (statement E)
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Statements No. of | High-low | Mean | Rank
ID ratings | rating* rating
Facilitating Statements
5 Opportunities for dialogue and collaboration 6 55 5.00 1
among faculty, administrators, and staff (e.g.
convocations, orientations, presentations,
retreats, and workshops)
17 | Faculty view assessment as worthwhile 6 55 5.00 1
16 | Having a consistent offering of high quality and | 6 54 4.83 9
motivating education and training opportunities
for faculty, administrators and staff on learning
outcomes, assessment principles, teaching
methods, and learning theory
18 | A shared sense of responsibility for assessment | 6 54 4.67 13
across the college
Thwarting Statements
46 | Limited opportunities for professional 6 54 4.83 3
development in learning outcomes, assessment
principles, teaching methods, and learning
theory
L Lack of venues available for dialogue 6 54 4.83 3
47 | Lack of appreciation that assessment is integral | 6 54 4.67 8
to the improvement of programs, services,
teaching, and learning.
*Scale: 5-Critcally Important, 4-Moderate Importance, 3-Minor Importance, 2-Undecided, 1-Not Important
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Trust

Four statements were associated with the trust theme (Table 4). One of the most
significant barriers to implementing a meaningful assessment process was a negative college
climate (panelist L, statement E). It was characterized as a “general lack of motivation, trust, and
commitment” to assessment. When a negative attitude and a lack of trust exist, meaningful
“assessment won’t be conducted... results won't be used in the way they were intended, and the
purpose of SLOs and assessment will be defeated” (panelist Q, statement E).

“No effort can be successful... let alone assessment” (panelist O, statement 10) without
leaders who are well respected and are accepted by faculty, administrators, and staff.
“Meaningful learning improvement only occurs if the conversations are honest and deep”
(Panelist M, statement 10). If assessment is not led by someone who is well respected and
accepted by the campus community, “people will feel it is being imposed from someone(s) who
are not part of the institution” (panelist N, statement 10). “Having someone who isn’t respected
might threaten the process... [and] marginalizing it” (panelist Q, statement 20). Faculty must
believe that the results will be used in positive ways for institutional improvement otherwise “no
one will be truthful or provide meaningful data” (panelist M, statement 12).

However, a supportive institutional climate has just the reverse effect. As one panelist
phrased it: “a supportive climate is invaluable for evaluating ones own work, risk free. Further,
motivation to improve is a feature of a positive organizational climate” (panelist O, statement E).
Another panelist (panelist Q, statement E) felt that a negative institutional attitude can be
overcome through education and that trust can emerge once people are educated about

assessment and its purpose (panelist Q, statement 12).
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ID | Statement No. of High-low | Mean | Rank
ratings rating* rating
Facilitating Statements
10 | Leaders for the process are well respected, and 6 55 5.00 1
are accepted by faculty, administrators, and staff
12 | Trusting that the results will be used in positive 6 5,4 4.83 9
ways for institution and program improvement and
not in punitive ways
20 | Having champions of the process who are well 6 5,4 4.67 13
respected and accepted by faculty, administrators,
and staff
Thwarting Statement
E | Negative college climate (i.e. a general lack of 6 55 5.00 1
motivation, trust, and commitment)

*Scale: 5-Critcally Important, 4-Moderate Importance, 3-Minor Importance, 2-Undecided, 1-Not Important

Participation

Statements 23 and 24 were associated with the participation theme (Table 5). It is

critical that both faculty members (statement 23) and administrators (statement 24) be actively

involved in the process, particularly faculty, who must assume leadership roles (statement 21) in

the process. “They are the ones in the classroom” (panelist Q, statement 23). By contrast,

participation in assessment by staff, students, or stakeholders external to the college was not as

important as the involvement of faculty members and administrators.
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Table 5. Pilot Project Statements Associated with Participation

ID | Statement No. of High-low | Mean | Rank

ratings | rating* rating

Facilitating Statements

23 | Participation by faculty 6 55 5.00 1

24 | Participation by administrators 6 54 4.67 13

*Scale: 5-Critcally Important, 4-Moderate Importance, 3-Minor Importance, 2-Undecided, 1-Not Important

Leadership

Table 6 presents the statements associated with the leadership theme. A critical element
that facilitates the success of a meaningful assessment process is the presence of leaders
(statement 10) and champions (statement 20) of assessment. Not only must they have
knowledge and experience, they must also be well respected and accepted by all personnel
groups on campus. In addition, it is critical that the assessment effort be guided by a core team,
committee, or task force, representative of the college (statement 14). The effectiveness of this
group depends “on the people serving in this ‘core.” The correct people must be in this group”
(panelist K, statement 45). If these conditions do not exist, this void serves as a critical thwarting
influence.

The primary leaders of assessment must be faculty. As one panelist said having an
assessment process that is led by faculty “is the interface of learning. Administrators have too
many other concerns which do not translate directly into real learning” (panelist N, statement 21).
Another said that “faculty are the most informed and knowledgeable about the instructional
programs as well as their students. They will be the ones assessing those students, collecting
the results, and participating in the dialogue centered around the result to improve programs”
(panelist Q, statement 21).

In referring to the data collected from the assessment of student learning, one panelist

stated “This is sensitive data. Meaningful learning improvement occurs if the conversations are
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honest and deep. Faculty that are respected, with integrity are the essence of the process and
the sustenance of the process” (panelist M, statement 10). Another panelist expressed that if the
process is not led by respected leaders “people will feel that this is being imposed from
someone(s) who are not part of the institution” (panelist N, statement 10). The flip side of this is
that “Having someone who isn’t respected might threaten the process—by marginalizing it or

demonstrating that the campus doesn’t value the process” (panelist Q, statement 20).
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ID | Statement No. of | High-low | Mean | Rank
ratings | rating® rating
Facilitating Statements
10 | Leaders for the process are well respected, and are | 6 55 5.00 1
accepted by faculty, administrators, and staff
21 | Having an assessment process that is led by 6 5,4 4.83 9
faculty
14 | Presence of a core team, committee, or task force 6 54 4.67 13
comprised of selected college personnel who are
representative of the college to guide institutional
assessment
20 | Having champions of the process who are well 6 54 4.67 13
respected and accepted by faculty, administrators,
and staff
Thwarting Statements
56 | Lack of knowledgeable faculty leadership 6 5,4 4.83 3
44 | Campus leaders lack knowledge about learning 6 5,4 4.83 3
outcomes, teaching methods, learning theory, and
assessment methods
45 | Absence of a core team, committee, or task force 6 5,4 4.67 8
comprised of selected college personnel who are
representative of the college to guide institutional
assessment

*Scale: 5-Critcally Important, 4-Moderate Importance, 3-Minor Importance, 2-Undecided, 1-Not Important
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Faculty

One panelist commented that assessment “really is a college-wide process... [with] a
special role for faculty” (panelist L, evaluation form, item 5a). Thirteen statements from the
questionnaire were associated with the faculty theme (Table 7). Faculty must see that
assessment is worthwhile (statement 17), must be actively involved in the process (statement
23), and must be knowledgeable about learning outcomes, assessment, teaching methods, and
student learning (statements 44 and 56). It was the perception of two panelists that many faculty
members have not had formal training in assessment, teaching methods, and student learning
(panelist K, statement 5; panelist O, statement 16) and that building an understanding in these
areas was critical to a meaningful assessment process. Colleges must offer on-going, high
quality educational opportunities (statement 16), and provide venues for dialogue and
collaboration (statement 5) for all campus personnel, but particularly for faculty, so that they can
gain the request knowledge and experience. Faculty must assume leadership roles (statements
21, and 56), and those that choose to do so should be faculty who understand assessment and
its purpose and who are respected and accepted by the campus community (statement 10).
Faculty leaders also need to be the ones communicating to the rest of the campus the value of
assessment and the progress being made (statement 3). The assessment effort falls apart

without faculty being actively engaged in the process (statement 17, panelist N).
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ID

Statement

No. of

ratings

High-low

rating*

Mean

rating

Rank

Facilitating Statements

Opportunities for dialogue and collaboration
among faculty, administrators, and staff (e.g.
convocations, orientations, presentations,

retreats, and workshops)

55

5.00

17

Faculty view assessment as worthwhile

55

5.00

23

Participation by faculty

5,5

5.00

10

Leaders for the process are well respected, and

are accepted by faculty, administrators, and staff

55

5.00

12

Trusting that the results will be used in positive
ways for institution and program improvement and

not in punitive ways

5,4

4.83

16

Having a consistent offering of high quality and
motivating education and training opportunities for
faculty, administrators and staff on learning
outcomes, assessment principles, teaching

methods, and learning theory

5,4

4.83

21

Having an assessment process that is led by

faculty

54

4.83

Communication strategies in place that are timely
and that keep faculty, administrators, and staff
informed about assessment practices and the

results of assessment activities

5,4

4.83
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Table 7. Pilot Project Statements Associated with Faculty (continued)

ID | Statement No. of High-low | Mean | Rank
ratings rating* rating
32 | A manageable plan (e.g., a few robust measures | 6 5,4 4.67 13
of learning)
20 | Having champions of the process who are well 6 5,4 4.67 13

respected and accepted by faculty,

administrators, and staff

3 | Communication from respected faculty members | 6 53 4.50 18
informing the campus community about the

assessment process

Thwarting Statements

56 | Lack of knowledgeable faculty leadership 6 54 4.83 3

44 | Campus leaders lack knowledge about learning | 6 5,4 4.83 3
outcomes, teaching methods, learning theory,

and assessment methods

*Scale: 5-Critcally Important, 4-Moderate Importance, 3-Minor Importance, 2-Undecided, 1-Not Important

The Assessment Plan

The statements associated with an assessment plan are listed in Table 8. The plan must
be linked to the college mission integrated into the policies and practices of the college
(statement 31), it must be periodically evaluated for its effectiveness (statement 33), and it must
be manageable in the sense that it does not try to do too much in any one cycle of assessment
(statement 32). Panelists expressed that assessment would not be successful if it were a
“separate, parallel or shadow project” (panelist O, statement 31). Integration into the college
operation “is needed for SLOs to ‘take’ and continue on as an institutional practice” (panelist K,

statement 31). Other processes “like program review must reinforce the assessment process—



110

by having SLOs and assessment and evidence of student learning built into program review”
(Panelist Q, statement 31). Evaluating the assessment process itself was rated by all panelists
as critically important. One of them put it this way “closing the loop on assessment is evaluating
the assessment process” (Panelist M, statement 33).

One Panelist felt assessment was useful to faculty only if it was approached in
manageable pieces (panelist N, statement 32). There was a concern by another panelist that if
colleges tried to take on too much in the way of assessment they would have “trouble sustaining

their efforts” (panelist K, statement 32).

Table 8. Pilot Project Statements Associated with Assessment Plan

ID | Statement No. of | High-low | Mean | Rank

ratings | rating* rating

Facilitating Statements

31 | An assessment plan that is linked to college 6 55 5.00 1
mission and integrated into the policies and
practices of the institution (e.g. program review,

strategic planning, and budgeting)

33 | A plan that is periodically evaluated for its 6 55 5.00 1
effectiveness

32 | A manageable plan (e.g., a few robust measures | 6 5,4 4.67 13
of learning)

*Scale: 5-Critcally Important, 4-Moderate Importance, 3-Minor Importance, 2-Undecided, 1-Not Important
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Communication Strategies

There were four statements on the questionnaire associated with communication
strategies (Table 9). This theme includes having communication strategies that keep the campus
community informed about assessment and having these communications come from respected
faculty members, who are accepted by all constituent groups of the campus community.
Providing regular opportunities for dialogue and collaboration on assessment are critical,
because such opportunities keep the assessment process alive and help it “grow to maturity”
(panelist M, statement L). Furthermore, communication from respected faculty and opportunities
for dialogue and collaboration develop trust in the process and in those leading it. Also, it
promotes buy-in and fosters ownership for assessment (panelist N, statement 5). It is interesting
to note that support from college presidents (statement 4) and vice presidents of instruction
(statement A) were judged only moderately important. Statement A, vice presidents of instruction
who are knowledgeable about assessment, publicly supportive of it, and visible in its
implementation received a mean rating of 4.33 and statement 4, college presidents who are
knowledgeable about assessment, publicly supportive of it, and visible in its implementation had

a mean rating of 4.17 (see Appendix B).
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Table 9. Pilot Project Statements Associated with Communication Strategies

ID | Statement No. of | High-low | Mean | Rank

ratings | rating* rating

Facilitating Statements

5 Opportunities for dialogue and collaboration 6 55 5.00 1
among faculty, administrators, and staff (e.g.
convocations, orientations, presentations,

retreats, and workshops)

2 | Communication strategies in place that are timely | 6 5,4 4.83 9
and that keep faculty, administrators, and staff
informed about assessment practices and the

results of assessment activities

3 | Communication from respected faculty members | 6 53 4.50 18
informing the campus community about the

assessment process

Thwarting Statement

L | Lack of venues available for dialogue 6 54 4.83 3

*Scale: 5-Critcally Important, 4-Moderate Importance, 3-Minor Importance, 2-Undecided, 1-Not Important

Assessment Results

There were two facilitating and two thwarting statements on the questionnaire
associated with the using results theme (Table 10). Using the results is a critical element in the
assessment cycle. All who responded to statements in this category echoed a similar response.
If the results are not used for improvement, then “what is the point?” (panelist K, statement 27);
panelist N, statement 61) and "why do it?” (panelist M, statement 60). As one panelist put it “if
results aren’t used to guide discussions and improve programs, then it might lead to the belief

that the processes isn’t important or it doesn’t work” (panelist Q, statement, 27). Also, the
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“assessment cycle needs to be completed, and it should be tied into other campus process and

campus decision making to demonstrate its importance, to make it meaningful, to make sure it

isn’t lost, to guarantee that it guides dialogue, etc.” (panelist Q, statement 60).

Table 10. Pilot Project Statements Associated with Assessment Results

ID | Statement No. of | High-low | Mean | Rank
ratings | rating* rating
Facilitating Statements
27 | Results of assessment are used to improve 6 55 5.00 1
programs, services, and the classroom's teaching
and learning experience
12 | Trusting that the results will be used in positive 6 5,4 4.83 9
ways for institution and program improvement and
not in punitive ways
Thwarting Statements
61 | Assessment results are not used to improve the 6 5,4 4.83 3
college, its programs, or the classroom's teaching
and learning experience
60 | Assessment results are not fed back into the 6 54 4.50 10
campus decision making process

*Scale: 5-Critcally Important, 4-Moderate Importance, 3-Minor Importance, 2-Undecided, 1-Not Important

Summary of the Results of the Pilot Project

The critical factors affecting a meaningful assessment process are summarized in two

ways. First, Table 11 presents the themes that emerged from three successive stages of this

research and shows the evolution of these themes over the course of this study. Each row in the

table can be considered roughly the same theme, even though the name may have changed
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over time. In addition to name changes, there have been additions and deletions of themes as
well as changes in the number of themes.

Second, the themes are described by: (a) the characteristics of the people engaged in
assessment, and (b) the characteristics of the assessment process itself. Each theme was
placed under one of these two headings with the exception of the knowledge and experience
theme. The knowledge and experience theme had two prongs, one that emphasized the need
for leaders who have knowledge and the other was the need for colleges to provide opportunities
for personnel to learn and gain experience. Thus knowledge and experience appears under the
heading of characteristics of the people and opportunities for building knowledge and experience

appears under the heading of characteristics of the process.

Table 11. Themes Emerging from Three Successive Stages of this Research

Themes Identified from the
Literature Review

Themes of the First Round
Questionnaire

Themes Emerging from the
Pilot Project

Knowledge Knowledge/ Lack of Knowledge/ Experience
Knowledge
Valued Valued Process/Lack of Value
Value
Trust Trust Trust
Participants Participation Participation
Leadership
Faculty
Embedded Assessment Plan Assessment Plan

Communication

Communication

Communication Strategies

Use of Results

Using Results/ Limited Use
of Results

Assessment Results

External Influence

Architecture of Education

Resistance to Change

Competing Priorities

Competition Among
Priorities

Resources

Limitation of Resources

Meaningful
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Themes Related to Characteristics of the People

This section summarizes the six themes that are related to characteristics of the people
involved in assessment of student learning activities on community college campuses. These
themes are knowledge and experience of campus leaders, value, trust, participation, leadership,
and faculty.

Knowledge/experience of campus leaders. A critical barrier is a lack of understanding
and consensus about what needs to be done. It is critical that the campus community
understand assessment and its purpose. It is most important for faculty leaders to understand
and have experience with assessment. This can provide direction for the college and reduce the
chances of false starts.

Value. Faculty members are the primary people that must see value in assessment,
otherwise the whole effort will fall apart. It is also critical that there is a shared sense of
responsibility for assessment across the college. It is important that administrators see
assessment as worthwhile but not as critical as that of faculty. Administrator support is
necessary, because they are responsible for setting institutional priorities and allocating
resources.

Trust. A significant barrier is a negative college climate, which is characterized as a lack
of motivation, trust, and commitment. If assessment is to be successful, those leading the effort
must be respected and accepted by all personnel groups on campus. Faculty must trust that the
results will be used for institutional improvement and not in punitive ways; otherwise they will not
engage in assessment in a meaningful way.

Participation. It is critical that both faculty members and administrators be actively
involved in assessment. Faculty participation is most important, since they are the ones in the
classroom. The involvement of staff, students, and other stakeholder are not seen as critical as

the involvement of faculty and administrators.
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Leadership. It is critically important for faculty to be the primary leaders of the effort,
because they are the closest to the students and their learning. Administrators are more
removed from student learning. Leaders should have knowledge and experience with
assessment, and they need to be respected by all campus personnel groups. It is critical that
assessment is guided by a core team with members who are knowledgeable, respected, and
representative of the college.

Faculty. It is critically important for faculty to see assessment of student learning as
worthwhile, be actively involved in the process, and be knowledgeable about assessment,
teaching methods, and student learning. It is critically important for colleges to offer on-going,
high quality educational opportunities and provide venues for dialogue and collaboration so that
faculty can gain the request knowledge and experience. Faculty need to assume leadership
roles and, as leaders, need to be the ones communicating to the campus community the value of
assessment and the progress that is being made.

Themes Related to Characteristics of the Process

This section summarizes four themes related to the characteristics of the assessment of
student learning process on community college campuses. They are the assessment plan,
communication strategies, building knowledge and experience, and using the results of
assessment.

The assessment plan. It is crucially important that the assessment plan be tied to the
college mission, that assessment is integrated into the institutional policies and practices, that
the methods are periodically evaluated for their usefulness, and that the assessment process is
conducted in manageable and meaningful chunks.

Communication strategies. Timely communication from respected faculty is critical for
creating buy-in and for keeping the campus community informed about assessment practices,
activities, and progress.

Building knowledge and experience. Critical to a meaningful assessment process is

having consistent offerings of high quality educational opportunities about assessment teaching
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methods and how students learn, venues for dialogue and collaboration among campus groups,
and opportunities for leaders to learn and become confident about dong assessment. If the
opportunities do not exist they represent significant barriers to meaningful process.

Using assessment results. College personnel and particularly faculty must see evidence
that the results of assessment are used to improve the college, its programs, instruction, and
student learning. They must also see that results guide campus dialogue and are used in its
various decision making processes.

Pilot Project Panelists’ Evaluation of the Results

A write up of the results of the pilot project was sent to the seven panelists who
participated in this phase of the study. In a verification process, panelists were asked to
evaluate three aspects of the results. They were asked to rate on a five-point Likert scale the
degree to which they agreed or disagreed that (a) the statements under each theme were
appropriately grouped; (b) the titles given to each theme were appropriately descriptive; and (c)
the narrative accurately described the aggregated opinions of the panelists. The labels for each
point on the scale were: strongly agree, agree, unsure, disagree, and strongly disagree.

Six of the seven panelists returned evaluation forms and Appendix D contains their
complied responses. Four panelists marked either agree or strongly agree on each of the three
aspects of the results that were being evaluated and two panelists marked unsure for all three
aspects that were being evaluated.

Each panelist expressed varied opinions about the results with only a few points of
agreement among them. Two panelists felt that the titles of the themes could have been more
descriptive. One panelist suggested using “faculty engagement” in place of “faculty,” and another
panelist felt that “Using assessment results” was a better title than simply “assessment results.”
The narrative seemed to describe the data for panelist P, however panelist M found the narrative
hard to follow and lamented that the results were not presented in an engaging way. Panelist M
suggested using Venn diagrams, or something similar, to provide a visual image. Panelist K

stated that the study “was an excellent thinking exercise... [and] found the findings to be
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validating and informative.” Also, Panelist P found it informative to “see consensus on so many
of the items [where] ‘experts’ in the field of SLOs rarely agree so well.”

The two panelists that were unsure about the results expressed different reservations.
Panelist O commented that the research provided documented consensus about what we have
all probably experienced, discussed among ourselves and professed, however the themes
identified “were general and relevant to almost any organizational development activity.” Panelist
O was looking for insight beyond these themes. Panelist O went on to ask “is there anything
more that you can find with these responses that is unique/critical to SLO assessment?” Panelist
O also echoed an observation expressed by Panelist P earlier in the study: the need to identify
how to implement student learning outcomes assessment processes beyond the classroom level
to an organizational, college level activity. The reservations expressed by Panelist L were in the
panelist's words “nuances and emphases vs. real disagreement.” Panelist P as well as panelist
O took issue with the faculty theme as “preeminent.” Panelist L expressed that the faculty theme
might be an artifact of the number responding and asks the question “are faculty participation
and leadership particular emphases to be strongly noted but not necessarily a separate factor?”

Modification to the Full Study

Before moving to a discussion of the results of the full study, this section serves to
summarize the modification made to the full study based on what was learn from the pilot
project. A detailed presentation of these modifications was presented in chapter three. Based on
the evaluation of the pilot project several modifications were made to the full study. First, one-on-
one orientations were used rather then attempting to schedule an online meeting for the group of
panelists. Second, the first round of the full study started with the 74-statement questionnaire
that was used in the second round of the pilot project. Third, modifications were made to various
communications to panelists. The term factor was not used when referring to the statements. In
reality these statements were not factors but were descriptors of conditions. Factors were
identified through the thematic analysis of the statements. Instructions to panelist were modified

to encourage thoughtful rationales for why a statement was critically important. In addition, the
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instructions for navigating the e-Delphi Website were re-written to provide more clarity about the
site’s functionality. Fourth, changes were made to the importance scale. The undecided point
was eliminated, and the labels of each point on the scale were changed to Critically Important,
Very Important, Moderately Important, Minimally Important, and Not Important. Finally, a
process for verifying the results was added to the pilot project procedures. Participants were
asked to review and evaluate the degree to which the study successfully identified the critically
important factors that affect a process for the meaningful assessment of student learning.
Results of the Full Study

The people who are the least identified in the research literature but who could be the
most informed about the factors that influence a meaningful assessment process are those who
are actively involved in the day-to-day activities of assessment on community colleges
campuses. Thus, the intent of the full study was to solicit the opinions of these individuals about
what they believe were the critical factors that influence community colleges’ capacity to conduct
meaningful assessment of student learning outcomes, as well as the reasons why the factors
were critical.

This section describes the method of analysis and the themes that emerged from the full
study. It also contains the statements that were rated as critically important and extremely
important, organized by theme and presented in several tables. A complete presentation of the
results of the full study appears in two tables located in the appendices. Appendix E contains the
results of both rounds two and three of the full study. It includes all the statements used in the
study, as well as the mean rating and the high and low ratings for each statement in rounds two
and three. Also included are the rationales submitted by panelists in round two for those
statements that were rated as critically important by one or more panelists. Appendix F presents
lists of those facilitating and thwarting statements that were identified as being critically important
or extremely important based on the mean rating of the group.

Statements with mean ratings of 4.50 and higher were considered to be critically

important, while statements with mean ratings between 4.00 and 4.49 were classified as
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extremely important. This classification provided a structure for managing the analysis of the
results, forming reference points for grouping statements into themes, discriminating between
themes that were considered critically important from themes that were extremely important, and
providing an opportunity to compare the results of the full study with those of the pilot project.
This structure was necessary since 77 of the 100 statements considered in round three had
mean rating of 3.50 or higher; 45 statements had mean ratings of 4.00 or higher; and 11
statements had mean ratings of 4.50 or higher. In some cases the statements that were
classified as extremely important supported a theme that began with statements rated as
critically important. In other cases, the extremely important statements provided points of
discrimination between a theme that was rated as critically important and a theme that fell into
the extremely important range. Since the focus of this research was to identifying the critically
important factors, those statement rated below 4.00 were not analyzed.

The first round of the Delphi process began with 74 statements: 37 facilitating
statements and 37 thwarting statements. These were the original 62 statements plus 12
additional statements offered by panelists of the pilot project. As a result of the first round, 36
statements were added based on panelists’ contributions. In round two, panelists rated the
importance of 110 statements: 56 facilitating statements and 54 thwarting statements. Of the 56
facilitating statements used in round two, 50 were rated by at least one panelist as critically
important and were reconsidered and re-rated by panelists in the third round. Of these 50
statements, nine were rated as critically important (mean of 4.50 and higher) in the third round
as determined by the mean of the ratings given by panelists. Another 27 of these statements
were classified as extremely important (mean rating between 4.00 and 4.49).

Similarly, of the 54 thwarting statements used in round two, 50 were rated by at least
one panelist as critically important and were reconsidered and re-rated by panelists in the third
round. Of these 50 statements, two were classified as critically important (mean of 4.50 and
higher) in the third round, again, as determined by the mean of the ratings given by panelists. An

additional seven statements were classified as extremely important (mean rating of 4.00 to 4.49).
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Analysis of Panelists’ Responses

The analysis of panelists’ responses focused on those statements that were rated as
critically important (mean rating of 4.50 or higher). However, comparisons were made between
statements that were classified as extremely important (mean rating between 4.00 and 4.49) to
those that were rated as critically important. The analysis of these statements began by
reviewing the statements according to the themes used in the questionnaire. These themes
included both the ones created by the researcher and two created by panelists (i.e., culture of
assessment and leadership) during the first round of the Delphi. This strategy produced a set of
themes that were critically important with supporting threads in statements with mean ratings in
the extremely important range. The intent of identifying these extremely important themes in
addition to those rated as critically important was to provide a clearer picture of how the critical
themes were situated in comparison with other important themes within a meaningful
assessment process.

As used in previous phases of this research, the method employed for the analysis of
panelists’ responses closely followed that used in the Critical Incident Technique, which has
been described by Flanagan (1954) and Russ-Eft (1979). This analysis began with the structure
of the first-round questionnaire. The statements under each theme in the questionnaire were re-
organized by rank order from highest to lowest, based on the mean ratings of the statements
from the third round of the Delphi. Following this, over several days the statements and the
rationales were read many times. This was done to get a sense of the relative importance of
each statement within each theme of the questionnaire and to develop an understanding of
panelists’ rationales. Also, in this phase of the analysis, the rationales that were submitted by
panelists were used in two ways: first, as additional information for grouping statements into
themes, and second, to identify reasons why these statements were rated critically important.
Since there was considerable overlap among the themes of the facilitating and thwarting

statements and since panelists’ comments on facilitating statements identified thwarting
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conditions and vice versa, the statements rated as critically important from both lists were
aggregated, and an analysis was conducted of these statements as a group.

Statements were sorted by similarity based on the content of the statements and the
content of the panelists’ rationales. Again, the statements and rationales were read numerous
times over several weeks. As statements were examined, some were moved from one theme to
another, some were duplicated and placed in multiple themes; and some were deleted from
themes. After all of the critically important and extremely important statements were classified
into one or more of the themes, headings for each classification were drafted to reflect the
content of the statements and rationales. Finally, a reporting structure was constructed, and
definitions were written for each classification. This structure serves as a summary of the results
and is presented at the end of this description of the full study results.

Through the design of the study, | was able to determine the consensus among
panelists as to what themes were critically important and to identify possible reasons as to why
these themes were critical. This was accomplished by using statements with mean scores of 4.0
or higher and organizing them into themes using a method from Critical Incident Technique. The
design did not permit me to determine consensus among the panelists as to the reasons why the
critical themes were important. What emerged was a slightly different set of themes than were
produced from the literature review, during organization of the first-round questionnaire, and
from the results of the pilot project. Table 1, at the beginning of this chapter, presents the themes
that emerged from the four successive stages of this research and shows the evolution of the
themes over the course of this study.

Themes that Emerged from the Full Study

The statements that had a mean rating of 4.00 or higher were grouped by similarity, and
10 themes emerged from the full study: Knowledge/Experience of Campus Leaders, Building
Campus Knowledge, Trust, Leadership, Dialogue/Collaboration, Faculty Engagement,
Administrator Engagement, Communication Strategies, Assessment Plan, and Using

Assessment Results. Of these 10 themes six were identified as critically important, and four
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were judged to be extremely important. The critically important themes were
Knowledge/Experience of Campus Leaders, Trust, Leadership, Dialogue/Collaboration, Faculty
Engagement, and Using Assessment Results. The four extremely important themes were
Building campus Knowledge /Experience, Communication Strategies, Administrator
Engagement, and Assessment Plan.

One panelist proposed the theme “culture of assessment” in the first round of the Delphi,
and several statements offered by panelists were grouped under this theme in the first round. As
the analysis of the results proceeded, it became clear to me that developing a culture of
assessment was nearly synonymous with the concept “meaningful assessment,” which was the
umbrella under which all the other themes fit.

In the following paragraphs each theme is described, based on the statements and
panelists rationales as to why the condition was rated critically important. Accompanying the
narrative of each theme is a table containing the supporting statements. Because there were so
few highly rated thwarting statements and because panelists comments on facilitating
statements identified thwarting conditions and vice versa, facilitating and thwarting statements
were not separated as they were for the pilot project. Instead, statements are presented in rank
order from highest to lowest, based on mean ratings among the 100 statements considered in
the final round. Included with each statement are its identification number, high and low ratings,
mean rating, and rank. The numbered statements identify those that panelists considered at the
start of round one. The statements with letter (A, B, C) designations identify additional items
submitted by panelists during the first round.

At this point, it is important to reiterate how rank for each statement was noted in each of
the tables. Since the rank given to each statement was not used for computational purposes,
rank was indicated as it is more commonly understood by the public. For example, if two
statements had a mean score of 5.00 (the highest possible mean score in this study) they were

both given the rank of 1.
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Knowledge/Experience of Campus Leaders

Knowledge and experience of campus leaders emerged as a critically important theme.
Table 12 contains those statements associated with this theme and that had mean ratings of 4.0
or higher. Having knowledgeable campus leadership was rated as critically important to
facilitating a meaningful student learning outcomes assessment process (statements 14 and B),
and a lack of such leadership was rated as a critical barrier (statement 68). Five other
statements that were classified in the extremely important range provided additional support to
this theme: “having campus leaders with experience in a variety of alternative assessment
methods” (statement D), “lack of knowledge of campus leaders about assessment” (statement
54), “lack of understanding and consensus about what needs to be done” (Statement 56), and
having knowledgeable college presidents (statement 4) and vice presidents of instruction
(statement 5) actively supportive of assessment.
Commenting about knowledgeable leadership, one panelist stated, “This process doesn’t run
itself” (statement D, panelist T); another stated that “faculty [members] are the foundations for a
stellar assessment, so faculty leadership must be knowledgeable” (statement 68, panelist B).
The involvement of faculty champions of assessment helps build “enthusiasm [and a] willingness
to try something new and a venue for learning about assessment techniques” (statement B,
panelist R). “The teachable moment comes when a faculty member learns about the ways
another faculty member approaches the analysis of why students learn and why they don’t”
(statement B, panelist S). Another panelist said that assessment will not be worthwhile if
leadership does not know what they are doing (statement 14, panelist A), and still another
commented that “faculty are looking... for someone who’s walked the walk” (statement 14,
panelist U). One panelist cautioned that it was a “lot to ask of one person” to be knowledgeable
about learning outcomes, teaching methods, learning theory, and assessment methods

(statement 14, panelist L).
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Table 12. Full Study Statements Associated with Knowledge/Experience of Campus Leaders

ID

Statement

No. of

ratings

High-low

rating*

Mean

rating

Rank

Critically Important

68

Lack of knowledgeable faculty leadership

17

54

4.59

14

People with lead responsibility who are
knowledgeable about learning outcomes, teaching
methods, learning theory, and assessment

methods

17

53

4.59

Faculty champions willing to share what they have
learned about learning, reporting on assessment

and resulting curricular changes

17

53

4.53

11

Extremely Important

Vice presidents of instruction who are
knowledgeable about assessment, publicly

supportive of it, and visible in its implementation

17

53

4.35

21

Campus leaders with experience in a variety of
alternative assessment methods willing to mentor
and encourage faculty to try new approaches to

teaching and learning

17

53

4.12

37
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Table 12. Full Study Statements Associated with Knowledge/Experience of Campus Leaders
(continued)

ID | Statement No. of High-low | Mean | Rank
ratings | rating* rating

54 | Campus leaders who lack knowledge about 17 5,3 4.12 37
learning, outcomes, teaching methods, learning
theory, and assessment methods

56 | Lack of understanding and consensus about what | 17 5,2 4.06 42
needs to be done

4 College presidents who are knowledgeable about 17 5,3 4.00 45
assessment, publicly supportive of it, and visible in
its implementation

*Scale: 5-Critically Important, 4-Very Important, 3-Moderatly Important, 2-Minimally Important,

1-Not Important
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Building Campus Knowledge

Classified as extremely important was building campus knowledge about assessment of
student learning (Table 13). Developing this knowledge is accomplished by faculty teaching
other faculty (statement B, panelist S) and through consistent offerings of high-quality, motivating
educational opportunities for campus personnel on learning outcomes, assessment, teaching,
and learning (statement 17). These activities are needed to build knowledge in new hires and
educate others about new developments in assessment (statement 17, panelist R). Also, as
judged by panelists, it was very important to help the campus community understand the need
for assessment of learning outcomes at different levels to serve different purposes (classroom
assessments to improve individual student learning, program assessments to improve
curriculum and instruction, program review to use for planning and recourse allocation, and
institutional effectiveness for monitoring the institution’s work). The campus must also
understand that one assessment activity may serve several different levels (statement C).
Developing a campus-wide understanding of the need for assessment at different levels, serving
different purposes “provides relevance to the time-consuming process” (statement C, panelist B)
of assessment.

The presence of an assessment committee was classified in the extremely important
range (statements 15 and 55), and from panelists’ comments, educating campus personnel
about assessment was one of the committee’s functions. Members of an assessment committee
would be responsible for getting the “background knowledge” (statement 15, panelist J) and
communicating it to the rest of the campus, as well as implementing staff development

opportunities (statement 15, panelist R).
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ID

Statement

No. of

ratings

High-low

rating®

Mean

rating

Rank

Critically Important

Faculty champions willing to share what they have
learned about learning, reporting on assessment

and resulting curricular changes

17

53

4.53

11

Extremely Important

15

Presence of a core team, committee, or task force
comprised of selected college personnel who are
representative of the college to guide institutional

assessment

17

53

4.47

12

55

Absence of a core team, committee, or task force
comprised of selected college personnel
representative of the college to guide institutional

assessment

17

53

4.29

25

17

Consistent offering of high-quality, motivating
education and training opportunities for faculty,
administrators, and staff regarding learning
outcomes, assessment principles, teaching

methods, and learning theory

17

53

412

37

58

Lack of appreciation for assessment as integral to
the improvement of programs, services, teaching

and learning

17

5,2

4.18

31
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Table 13. Full Study Statements Associated with Building Campus Knowledge (continued)

ID | Statement No. of | High-low | Mean | Rank
ratings | rating* rating
56 | Lack of understanding and consensus about what 17 5,2 4.06 42

needs to be done

C | Understanding the need for assessment of learning | 17 5,2 4.06 42
outcomes at different levels, to serve different
purposes: 1) classroom assessments (graded and
ungraded) to improve individual student learning, 2)
program assessments (aggregated data) to
improve curriculum and instructional methods, 3)
program review (comparative data and productivity
data) to use for planning and resource allocation,
and 4) institutional effectiveness (benchmarks) for

monitoring of the institution's work

*Scale: 5-Critically Important, 4-Very Important, 3-Moderatly Important, 2-Minimally Important,
1-Not Important

Trust

As seen in Table 14, four statements are associated with the trust theme. Two statement
were rated as critically important and illustrate the two facets of this theme, one related to
leaders and the other related to the use of the results: “Leaders for the process are well
respected and are accepted by faculty, administrators, and staff’ (statement 11) and “Trust that
the results will be used in positive ways for institutional and program improvement and not in
punitive ways” (statement 13). The third and fourth statements supporting the trust theme were
classified as extremely important. These were “administrators, faculty, and staff who form

partnerships and work in concert with each other” (statement 12) and “communication from
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respected faculty members” (statement 3). The link these later two statements have to trust does
not come from the statements themselves, but from the rationales submitted by panelists (see
Appendix E).

From a collage of panelists’ rationales, a picture is formed as to why trust emerged as a
critical theme to a meaningful student learning outcomes assessment process. “For a process
that requires this much effort, leaders must be well respected to provide authentic charisma for a
successful product” (statement 11, panelist B) otherwise employees will not support the process
nor participate (statement 11, panelist R). Having leaders of the process who are respected
“promotes comfort with change” (statement 11, panelist A), and helps build a “collaborative
climate” (statement 11, panelist V). “Faculty trust is hard to earn and easy to lose, so having
communication from trusted colleagues is essential” (statement 3, panelist S). “One of [the]
greatest fears” (statement 13, panelist A) about assessment is that it will be used in punitive
ways, “that assessment ‘evidence’ will be used to terminate faculty” (statement 13, panelist B). It
is important that the message be communicated that the “results will be used to facilitate
institutional and program improvement” (statement 13, panelist M) and “student success”
(statement 13, panelist V). This “must be put in writing on all assessment documents” (statement
13, panelist U) and “must be extremely obvious and transparent” (statement 13, panelist V).
Trust is built when campus personnel work together toward a common goal, “one message--
same standards and criteria” (statement 12, panelist N). One panelist put it very succinctly:

“Without trust you have no assessment program” (statement 13, panelist N).
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Table 14. Full Study Statements Associated with Trust

ID | Statement No. of | High-low | Mean | Rank

ratings | rating® rating

Critically Important

11 | Leaders for the process who are well respected, 17 54 4.76 2
and are accepted by faculty, administrators, and

staff

13 | Trust that the results will be used in positive ways | 17 5,3 4.65 4
for institutional and program improvement and not

in punitive ways

Extremely Important

12 | Administrators, faculty, and staff who form 17 54 4.41 15

partnerships and work in concert with each other

3 | Communication from respected faculty members | 17 54 4.41 15
informing the campus community about the

assessment process

*Scale: 5-Critically Important, 4-Very Important, 3-Moderatly Important, 2-Minimally Important,
1-Not Important

Dialogue/Collaboration

A meaningful assessment of student learning outcomes is facilitated when there are
opportunities for dialogue, collaboration, and sharing among campus groups. This theme reflects
statements 6, 11, and B, which were judged to be critically important by the study panelists (see
table 15). Additional support for this theme is found in several statements that are classified as
extremely important (15, 12, I, 55, 21, O, D, and, A). These may counter what was judged to be
a very important barrier: the lack of understanding and consensus about what needs to be done

(statement 56). Panelists suggested that opportunities for dialogue and sharing establish
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“‘common ground” (statement 6, panelist A) and “consistent messages to students” (statement 6,
panelist F), promote “a collaborative climate” (statement 11 panelist V), and serve as the “glue
that helps build a strong and lasting process” (statements 6 and B, panelist R). One panelist
commented that, although dialogue and collaboration are critical, they are “hard to balance with
all the other topics that must be addressed” (statement 6, panelist J), and another panelist
cautioned that too much dialogue could “kill the project” (statement 6, panelist L).

Assessment of student learning outcomes is a “big endeavor for one leader to carry
alone” (statement 15, panelist R). A team approach (statements 15 and 55) was classified as
extremely important. Such a team can “assist with decision making ... be champions of this very
involved process” (statement 15, panelist M), “highlight the importance of assessment..., and
provide guidance and support” (statement 55, panelist R) to those leading the process. Panelists
commented that “student success is everyone’s responsibility “ (statement 12, panelist M), that
“broad-based engagement” (statement 12, panelist A) is necessary and that by working together
a shared message is created, trust is developed, and momentum for assessment occurs
(statement 12, panelist N). Without campus-wide consensus on what needs to be done,
assessment will lack a common understanding, will be uncoordinated, and thus will fail to be
“meaningful or useful” (statement 56, panelist A). As a result “faculty will continue to operate in

silos” (statement 56, panelist V).
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ID

Statement

No. of

ratings

High-low

rating*

Mean

rating

Rank

Critically Important

Opportunities for dialogue and collaboration
among faculty, administrators, and staff (e.g.,
convocations, orientations, presentations, retreats,

and workshops)

17

54

4.76

11

Leaders for the process who are well respected,
and are accepted by faculty, administrators, and

staff

17

54

4.76

Faculty champions willing to share what they have
learned about learning, reporting on assessment

and resulting curricular changes

17

53

4.53

11

Extremely Important

15

Presence of a core team, committee, or task force
comprised of selected college personnel who are
representative of the college to guide institutional

assessment

17

53

4.47

12

12

Administrators, faculty, and staff who form

partnerships and work in concert with each other

17

54

4.41

15

Department managers committed to working with
faculty to use assessment results to improve

programs

17

53

4.29

25
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ID

Statement

No. of

ratings

High-low

rating*

Mean

rating

Rank

55

Absence of a core team, committee, or task force
comprised of selected college personnel
representative of the college to guide institutional

assessment

17

53

4.29

25

21

A shared sense of responsibility for assessment

across the college

17

53

4.24

29

Rich, collegial conversations about learning,
assessment, and the roles of teacher and learner
that stimulate change in the way we approach

learning

17

53

4.24

29

Campus leaders with experience in a variety of
alternative assessment methods willing to mentor
and encourage faculty to try new approaches to

teaching and learning

17

53

412

37

Assessment process can lead to inter- and intra-
disciplinary conversations, yielding new and fresh

outcomes.

17

53

4.06

42

56

Lack of understanding and consensus about what

needs to be done

17

5,2

4.06

42

*Scale: 5-Critically Important, 4-Very Important, 3-Moderatly Important, 2-Minimally Important,
1-Not Important
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Leadership

From the statements in Table 16, it is reasonable to conclude that meaningful
assessment is facilitated when there is knowledgeable and respected leadership. Three of the
four statements that were rated as critically important for this theme identified faculty members
as having to be among the primary leaders of assessment. As expressed by two panelists, since
much of assessment is done by faculty (statement 25, panelist J and panelist A) and since the
product of assessment reflects heavily on them (statement 25, panelist B), it is critically
important that faculty members assume lead roles for student learning outcomes assessment.
Additionally, other faculty members are “more likely to join [the assessment effort] than be
spectators” (statement B, panelist V). Faculty need to hear from enthusiastic colleagues. “If
faculty are involved, it can be seen as a process that helps and is part of teaching and learning”
(statement B, panelist S) and not viewed as something imposed from outside.

Panelists’ comments regarding statements 68 and 25 reflected the view that
administrators have a supporting role in assessment. Their role was classified in the extremely
important range where the faculty role was rated as critically important. As described by
panelists, “Administrators who ‘lead from behind’ may be more important to getting a movement
started and sustaining it until critical mass is reached” (statement 25, panelist O). Administrators
are a key to this process particularly the support and leadership from college presidents
(statement 4) and vice presidents of instruction (statement 5). They give assessment credibility.
As a consequence deans and faculty are more likely to view assessment as worthwhile. With
active administrative leadership support for assessment, financial and personnel resources are
also more likely. Without administrative leadership an “assessment program will be weak”
(statement 68, panelist N), and without presidents’ and vice presidents’ support and leadership,
assessment efforts could die from lack of resources (statement 4, panelist R).

For an assessment culture to take hold, it is critically important that campus leaders of
assessment have the respect of administrators, faculty, and staff (statement 11 and 23). This

helps in “building a collaborative climate” (statement 11, panelist V) and “promotes comfort with
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change” (statement 11, panelist A). Without this respect, faculty members will not support the
process (statement 11 panelist U). It is critically important that these leaders also have
knowledge about learning outcomes, teaching methods, and learning theory (statement 14) and
have both knowledge and experience with a variety of assessment methods (statements 14 and
D). A critical barrier to a meaningful assessment process, as judged by panelists, was a lack of
knowledgeable faculty leadership (statement 68). Thus, it was critically important that
knowledgeable (statement 68) and respected (Statement 11) faculty were among the leaders
(statement 25) and that they were committed to sharing what they have learned (statement B).
One panelist commented “Leaders will earn their respect through their knowledge” (statement
14, panelist R).

This study identified two other aspects of leadership that are extremely important: (a) the
guidance of a core team with representatives of all segments and personnel groups of the
college, and (b) continuity of dedicated staff with lead responsibility for campus-wide
assessment. “Assessment needs a home and people identified to provide support for the
process” (statement G, panelist U). “Continuity is important, given the fact [that] it takes four to
five years” (statement G, panelist V) to complete an assessment cycle. Such teams lead by
highlighting the importance of an assessment program (statement 55, panelists R, and V),
spreading the word about its purposes, implementing staff development, assisting in research
related to assessment of outcomes, and providing guidance for the process (statement 55,
panelist R). Without these teams, it may be difficult to implement assessment at the institutional

and program levels (statement 55, Panelist N).
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ID

Statement

No. of

ratings

High-low

rating®

Mean

rating

Rank

Critically Important

11

Leaders for the process who are well respected
and are accepted by faculty, administrators, and

staff

17

5,4

4.76

14

People with lead responsibility who are
knowledgeable about learning outcomes,
teaching methods, learning theory, and

assessment methods

17

53

4.59

68

Lack of knowledgeable faculty leadership

17

54

4.59

Faculty champions willing to share what they
have learned about learning, reporting on

assessment, and resulting curricular changes

17

53

4.53

11

Extremely Important

15

Presence of a core team, committee, or task force
comprised of selected college personnel who are
representative of the college to guide institutional

assessment

17

53

4.47

12

23

Champions of the process who are well respected

and accepted by faculty and administrators

17

53

4.41

15

Vice presidents of instruction who are
knowledgeable about assessment, publicly

supportive of it, and visible in its implementation

17

53

4.35

21
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Table 16. Statements Associated with Leadership (continued)

ID | Statement No. of | High-low | Mean | Rank
ratings | rating* rating
55 | Absence of a core team, committee, or task force | 17 5,3 4.29 25

comprised of selected college personnel

representative of the college to guide institutional

assessment
25 | An assessment process that is led by faculty 17 52 4.18 31
G | Continuity of dedicated staff having lead 17 53 412 37

responsibilities for campus-wide assessment

activities

D | Campus leaders with experience in a variety of 17 5,3 412 37
alternative assessment methods willing to mentor
and encourage faculty to try new approaches to

teaching and learning

56 | Lack of understanding and consensus about 17 52 4.06 42

what needs to be done

4 | College presidents who are knowledgeable about | 17 5,3 4.00 45
assessment, publicly supportive of it, and visible

in its implementation

*Scale: 5-Critically Important, 4-Very Important, 3-Moderatly Important, 2-Minimally Important,
1-Not Important

Faculty Engagement
Two personnel groups emerged as particularly important to a meaningful assessment
process: faculty and administrators. There appeared to be a clear discrimination between the

critically important engagement of faculty and extremely important engagement of administrative
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personnel. Most of the statements related to faculty engagement received mean rating in the
critically important range, while those statements in which administrative personnel were
specifically identified received mean ratings in the extremely important range.

It is critically important that faculty be engaged in the assessment of student learning
(see Table 17). This was evidenced by the fact that statement 27, participation of faculty,
received the highest mean rating of the 100 statements rated by panelists in the final round, and
that at least five of the top 11 ranked statements were related to the critical importance of faculty
being actively engaged in the assessment of student learning outcomes. From the mean ratings
of the statements and panelists’ comments, it is critically important that faculty view assessment
as worthwhile (statement 18) and assume prominent leadership roles (statements H, 27, 68, and
25). Meaningful assessment depends on active participation and communication from faculty
who are respected (statement 3), knowledgeable about assessment (statement 68), willing to
analyze data (statement N), use the results (statement H), and share what they have learned
(statement B). Faculty champions sharing what they have learned is key to facilitating a culture
of assessment on a campus. Faculty members are the “driving force behind meaningful
assessment and data-driven decisions with regard to student learning outcomes” (statement 27,
panelist V). Meaningful assessment needs “faculty buy-in to move the process forward”
(statement 27, panelist M). “They are the ones who can facilitate improvement” (statement 27,
panelist A). If respected and knowledge faculty champions are involved, other faculty members
“are more likely to join than be spectators” (statement B, panelist V). One panelist reminded the
other panelists that assessment should not be limited to full-time faculty. Based on the mean
rating of statement P, panelists agreed that including adjunct faculty in the process was
extremely important. The reasons given for this importance were that at many campuses “most
faculty members are [part-time]” (statement P, panelist N) and “part-time faculty put together
deal with more students and classes than full-time faculty” (statement P, panelist V).

Significant barriers to faculty engagement in learning outcomes assessment are

reflected in two statements rated in the critically important range. Statement 50 relates to issues
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of increased workload that diverts energy away from teaching. And statement 42 relates to a
major shift that is required in the way faculty members think about teaching and learning. In
response to statement 50, panelist V expressed that the concern about increased workload
could be reduced once assessment is clearly defined with individual roles and responsibilities
delineated. Panelists’ comments in response to statement 42 speak to the fact that many faculty
members are aware of the shift from a focus on teaching to a focus on learning but have not yet
internalized it or changed their behavior as a result (statement 42, panelist V). Panelist H stated
“the overwhelming tendency is for teachers to focus on what they are going to do in a class, not

what students will be able to do after the class.”

Table 17. Full Study Statements Associated with Faculty Engagement

ID | Statement No. of | High-low | Mean | Rank

ratings | rating* rating

Critically Important

27 | Participation by faculty 17 53 4.88 1

6 Opportunities for dialogue and collaboration 17 54 4.76 2
among faculty, administrators, and staff (e.g.
convocations, orientations, presentations,

retreats, and workshops)

H | Faculty committed to using assessment resultsto | 17 54 4.59 5

improve programs

N | Willingness of faculty and staff to analyze data--to | 17 5,3 4.59 5

derive meaning from assessment results

68 | Lack of knowledgeable faculty leadership 17 54 4.59 5
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permanent faculty and somehow extended to the
part-time faculty who may not have direct contact
with other faculty members. Some of our students
are only taught by part-time faculty in evening
courses. Unless the part-time faculty have
physical or virtual conversations about
assessment with the full-time faculty, we risk

having two castes of students.

ID Statement No. of | High-low | Mean | Rank
ratings | rating* rating
B Faculty champions willing to share what they 17 53 4.53 11
have learned about learning, reporting on
assessment and resulting curricular changes
Extremely Important

18 | Faculty who view assessment as worthwhile 17 54 4.47 12
3 Communication from respected faculty members 17 54 4.41 15

informing the campus community about the

assessment process
25 | An assessment process that is led by faculty 17 52 4.18 31
P | The assessment culture must be strong within the | 17 5,3 4.18 31
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Table 17. Full Study Statements Associated with Faculty Engagement (continued)

ID Statement No. of | High-low | Mean | Rank
ratings | rating® rating
50 | Concern that outcomes assessment leads to 17 5,2 418 31

increased workload, competes with other
workload priorities, and diverts energy from

teaching

42 A need to shift focus to learning, rather than 17 5,2 4.12 37

instruction, which requires a major cultural shift

*Scale: 5-Critically Important, 4-Very Important, 3-Moderatly Important, 2-Minimally Important,
1-Not Important

Administrator Engagement

Five statements related to administrator engagement had ratings that ranged from 4.35
to 4.00 (see Table18). Administrator engagement was judged as extremely important, because
administrators provide the necessary resources to support the process (statements 19 and 28,
panelists A and N) and facilitate “buy-in” (statement 19, panelist N). Vice presidents of instruction
have a substantial influence on how staff development dollars are allocated (statement 5,
panelist N), and they “link the work of assessment to the work of the college—keeping it in front
of managers and faculty” (statement 5, panelist S). “Faculty and deans will support assessment
if they know it is valued” (statement 5, panelist N) by the vice president of instruction.
Department managers’ engagement provides support for motivating others (statement I, panelist
V) and for using the results (statement I, panelist A). Finally, the college president’s support was
judged as extremely important because it “gives credibility to the process and, more importantly,
lends resources (human and financial) to manage the work” (statement 4, panelist S). Such
support positions assessment as an “institutional priority” (statement 4, panelist A) and “guides

budgeting [and] promotes non-duplication of college effort” (statement 4, panelist B). One



panelist advises, though, that the importance of the president’s support depends on the

president and the campus (statement 4, panelist L).

Table 18. Full Study Statements Associated with Administrator Engagement
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ID | Statement No. of | High-low | Mean | Rank
ratings | rating* rating
Extremely Important

5 | Vice presidents of instruction who are 17 5,3 4.35 21
knowledgeable about assessment, publicly
supportive of it, and visible in its implementation

19 | Administrators who view assessment as 17 53 4.35 21
worthwhile

28 | Participation by administrators 17 53 4.35 21

I Department managers committed to working with | 17 5,3 4.29 25
faculty to use assessment results to improve
programs

4 College presidents who are knowledgeable about | 17 5,3 4.00 45
assessment, publicly supportive of it, and visible
in its implementation

*Scale: 5-Critically Important, 4-Very Important, 3-Moderatly Important, 2-Minimally Important,

1-Not Important
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An Assessment Plan

Having an institutional plan that is linked to the college mission, is integrated into the
policies and practices of the institution, is manageable, and is periodically evaluated for its
effectiveness was classified in the extremely important range. This is evidenced by four
statements related to an institutional assessment plan being classified as extremely important
(see Table 19). The ratings of panelists reflect that an assessment plan was very important but
may be secondary to other aspects, or at least that other conditions may need to be in place
before a formal written assessment plan is considered.

Having an assessment plan provides a “framework for the process--whose responsibility
it is, what outcomes should be, the time frame and resources needed” (statement 34, panelist
R). “The act of writing a plan that involves the collaboration of administration, faculty, and staff
creates commitment; it will help ensure administrative support” (statement 34, panelist R). “It
gives a resource to look at for anyone seeking understanding and provides a rationale for
budgeting (statement 35, panelist B). A manageable plan incorporates small gradual “steps with
success that can be celebrated” (statement 36, panelist R), which reduces the feeling of being
overwhelmed (statement 36, panelist V). “Complicated plans never work” (statement 36, panelist
R); “Too much will result in ineffective... processes” (statement 36, panelist U). Finally, from the
rationales of two panelists (statement 37, panelists J and V) periodically evaluating the plan and

making appropriate changes to it may be just as important as the plan itself.



Table 19. Full Study Statements Associated with Assessment Plan
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ID | Statement No. of | High-low | Mean | Rank
ratings | rating* rating
Extremely Important

35 | An assessment plan that is linked to college 17 53 4.47 12
mission and integrated into the policies and
practices of the institution (e.g. program review,
strategic planning, and budgeting)

36 | A manageable plan (e.g., a few robust measures | 17 5,3 4.41 15
of learning)

37 | A plan that is periodically evaluated for its 17 5,3 4.29 25
effectiveness

34 | A formal written assessment plan 17 5,2 418 31

*Scale: 5-Critically Important, 4-Very Important, 3-Moderatly Important, 2-Minimally Important,
1-Not Important
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Communication Strategies

This theme relates to the methods of keeping campus personnel informed about
assessment activities. It is considered an extremely important theme since the statements that
support it received mean ratings between 4.41 and 4.00 (Table 20). Concepts that define this
theme are communications from campus leaders (statement 11) that are timely and keep college
personnel informed about assessment practices and the results of assessment (statement 2), as
well as communications from respected faculty (statement 3, mean 4.41), vice presidents of
instruction (statement 5, mean 4.35), and college presidents (statement 4, mean of 4.00) who
are knowledgeable about assessment and visibly supportive of it. A written institutional
philosophy of assessment that defines the purpose of assessment and the uses of the results
(statement 1, mean of 4.18) and a formal written assessment plan (statement 34) were seen by
panelists as forms of communication. One panelist expressed that these documents could serve
as a venue for collaboration (statements 1 and 34, panelist R). Also, they provide the needed
framework (statement 34, panelist R) and “direction” (statement 1, panelist B) for the process, as
well as serving as resources for anyone seeking understanding (statement 34, panelist B) about

assessment.



Table 20. Full Study Statements Associated with Communication Strategies
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ID

Statement

No. of

ratings

High-low

rating*

Mean

rating

Rank

Extremely Important

Communication strategies in place that are
timely and that keep faculty, administrators, and
staff informed about assessment practices and

the results of assessment activities

17

53

4.41

15

Communication from respected faculty members
informing the campus community about the

assessment process

17

5,4

4.41

15

Vice presidents of instruction who are
knowledgeable about assessment, publicly

supportive of it, and visible in its implementation

17

53

4.35

21

A written institutional philosophy of assessment
that defines the purpose of assessment and the

uses of the results

17

53

4.18

31

34

A formal written assessment plan

17

5,2

4.18

31

College presidents who are knowledgeable
about assessment, publicly supportive of it, and

visible in its implementation

17

53

4.00

45

*Scale: 5-Critically Important, 4-Very Important, 3-Moderatly Important, 2-Minimally Important,
1-Not Important
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Using Assessment Results

Among the critically important themes of a meaningful assessment of student learning
was the use of assessment results. Of 10 statements grouped under this theme, five received
mean rating in the critically important range (see Table 21) and were among the top 10 ranked
statements. Five other statements under this theme received mean ratings in the extremely
important range. Comments from panelists emphasized that the purpose of assessment was to
use the results to make more informed decisions to improve education (statements 31, 13, 73,
H, N and 72) and not to use them in punitive ways (statement 13). “It's not the assessment in
itself that makes the process meaningful, it's how the results are used that makes it so”
(statement 31 and N, panelist R), “The whole reason we’re all engaged in student learning
outcomes assessment is to promote improvement. If we don’t use the results... [it] is a waste of
energy and time” (statement 31, panelist M), so “why bother” (statement 31, panelist A). It will
end up being “pretty much a paper exercise” (statement 31, panelist O) and “assessment will
fade away” (statement 31, panelist K). According to one panelist, the “ultimate proof that [student
learning outcomes assessment] is working” (statement H, panelist V) is when faculty use the
results of assessment to make improvements. If results are not incorporated into campus
decision-making “faculty will believe that...student learning outcomes assessment work has no
value” (statement 72, panelist M). These sentiments were reiterated in responses to several of
the statements grouped under this theme.

Three statements that were classified in the extremely important range highlight the
importance of institutional support for evidence based decisions: Statement K, commonly held
belief that decisions are better made on evidence; statement 1, a written institutional philosophy
that defines the purpose of assessment and the uses of results; and statement |, department
managers committed to working with faculty to use assessment results. Also, rationales offered
by panelists to statement F--ongoing research support for analyzing student outcomes

assessment data--reinforce the importance of a campus valuing the processes that support
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evidenced-based decisions: “Data is useless unless properly analyzed” (statement F, panelist J)

and “faculty don’t have the time to do the statistical analysis” (statement F, panelist B).

Table 21. Full Study Statements Associated with Using Assessment Results

ID | Statement No. of High-low | Mean | Rank

ratings | rating® rating

Critically Important

31 | Use of assessment results to improve 17 5,4 4.76 2
programs, services, and the classroom

teaching and learning experience

13 | Trust that the results will be used in positive 17 53 4.65 4
ways for institutional and program improvement

and not in punitive ways

73 | Assessment results that are not used to 17 5,3 4.59 5
improve the college, its programs, or the

classroom teaching and learning experience

H | Faculty committed to using assessment results | 17 5,4 4.59 5

to improve programs

N | Willingness of faculty and staff to analyze data-- | 17 53 4.59 5

to derive meaning from assessment results




Table 21. Statements Associated with Using Assessment Results (continued)
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ID Statement No. of High-low | Mean Rank
ratings | rating* rating
Extremely Important

F | Ongoing research support for analyzing SOA 17 53 4.41 15
[student outcomes assessment] data and
providing findings in ways that guide
improvements in teaching, learning and
assessment.

K | Commonly held belief that decisions are better | 17 53 5.35 21
made on evidence

I Department managers committed to working 17 5,3 4.29 25
with faculty to use assessment results to
improve programs

72 | Assessment results that are not fed back into 17 53 4.29 25
the campus decision making process

1 A written institutional philosophy of 17 5,3 4.18 31
assessment that defines the purpose of
assessment and the uses of the results

*Scale: 5-Critically Important, 4-Very Important, 3-Moderatly Important, 2-Minimally Important,

1-Not Important
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Summary of the Results of the Full Study

The critical themes affecting a meaningful assessment process are summarized in this
section in three ways. First, a description of the themes related to the people engaged in
assessment and the themes related to the assessment process itself were presented. Second,
Table 22 lists the critically important and extremely important themes. Third, Table 23 presents
the themes that emerged from four successive stages of this research and shows the evolution
of these themes over the course of this study.

Themes Related to Characteristics of the People

This section summarizes the five themes that are related to characteristics of the people
involved in assessment of learning activities on community college campuses: knowledge and
experience of campus leaders, trust, leadership, faculty engagement, and administrator
engagement.

Knowledge/experience of campus leaders. It is critically important that there are
knowledgeable campus leaders who have experience in a variety of assessment methods,
particularly knowledgeable faculty leaders. A lack of such leadership represents a critical barrier
to a meaningful assessment process. It is important to have leaders who have walked the walk.
Their knowledge and experience may foster trust in the process.

Trust. There are two facets to trust. First, it is critically important that leaders of campus
assessment of learning processes are respected and accepted by all campus constituent
groups. Trust in the leaders fosters comfort with the change process, helps build a collaborative
campus climate, and promotes buy-in for the process. Second, one of the greatest fears is that
assessment evidence will be used in punitive ways against faculty. It must be obvious and
transparent to faculty that the results will be used in positive ways for institutional and program
improvement and not in punitive ways. Trust is facilitated when this intent is put in writing on all
assessment documents.

Leadership. A culture of assessment is facilitated when there is knowledgeable and

respected leadership. It is critically important that faculty members are among the campus
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leaders in the assessment process. Other faculty members are more likely to participate when
led by knowledgeable, respected, and enthusiastic colleagues. Leadership from administrators
was classified in the extremely important range and characterized as having a support role in
assessment. Administrators give assessment credibility and make allocation of financial and
personnel recourses more likely. Without their leadership, assessment programs may be weak
and wither away from lack of resources. The presence of a core team broadly representative of
the college and the continuity of dedicated staff having lead responsibilities for assessment were
judged extremely important aspects of leadership. Without these conditions, it may be difficult to
implement assessment at the institutional and program levels.

Faculty engagement. Two personnel groups were identified by panelists as particularly
important to a meaningful assessment process: faculty and administrators. Faculty engagement
emerged as critically important while administrator engagement was judged to be extremely
important. Engagement of faculty, including adjunct faculty, was a driving force behind
meaningful assessment. This engagement was characterized by a willingness to learn about
assessment, analyze data, use results, and share what is learned.

Administrator engagement. Administrator engagement was judged to be extremely
important because administrators position assessment as an institutional priority and provide the
necessary personnel and financial resources to manage the work of assessment.

Themes Related to Characteristics of the Process

This section summarizes the five themes related to the characteristics of the process.
They are building campus knowledge, dialogue and collaboration, an assessment plan,
communication strategies, and using the results of assessment.

Building campus knowledge. Developing knowledge among college personnel was
judged to be extremely important. It is accomplished through faculty teaching other faculty and
through ongoing and consistent offerings of high-quality, motivating educational opportunities for

campus personnel. An assessment committee could serve as a vehicle for acquiring
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background knowledge, communicating it to the rest of the campus, and overseeing the
implementation of staff development activities.
Dialogue/collaboration. The presence of venues for dialogue, collaboration, and sharing
among campus groups was judged to be critically important. Such venues help to overcome a
substantial barrier: a lack of understanding and consensus among campus personnel of what
needs to be done. Dialogue and sharing can promote a collaborative climate and serve as the
glue that builds a strong and lasting process. One aspect of collaboration is the presence of an
assessment team, comprised of selected college personnel representative of the college. By
working together, team members develop a shared message, trust, and momentum.
Assessment plan. Having an institutional plan that is linked to the college mission, is
integrated into institutional policies and practices, is manageable, and is periodically evaluated
for its effectiveness was classified as extremely important. A plan provides a framework for the
process, a document for those seeking understanding about assessment, and a rationale for
budgeting. Also, writing an assessment plan can serve as a collaborative activity.
Communication strategies. Keeping campus personnel informed about assessment
activities was judged as extremely important. It is very important that communications are timely
and that they come from respected faculty, vice presidents of instruction, and college presidents.
Having both a written assessment plan and an institutional philosophy were important forms of
communication, because they can give structure and direction to the assessment process.
Using assessment results. Among the critically important themes of a meaningful
assessment process is the use of results. The whole purpose of assessment is to use the results
to make more informed decisions to improve education. If results are not incorporated into
campus decision-making, then student learning assessment work will be viewed as having no
value and being just a waste of time. One facet of using results is institutional support for
assessment research and data analysis. Assessment needs to be properly researched and data

correctly analyzed. Most faculty members do not have the time or expertise to do this.
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These results are further summarized in Table 22 and Table 23. In Table 22 themes are
organized into critically important and extremely important categories. This may be helpful in
understanding which themes were considered critically important and which ones were
extremely important. Table 23 presents the themes that emerged from four successive stages of
this research and shows the evolution of these themes over the course of this study. Each row in
the table can be considered roughly the same theme, even though the name may have changed
over time. In addition to name changes, there have been additions and deletions of themes as

well as changes in the number of themes.

Table 22. Critically Important and Extremely Important Themes of the Full Study

Critically Important Extremely Important
Knowledge/Experience of Campus Leaders Building Campus Knowledge
Trust Communication Strategies
Dialogue/Collaboration Administrator Engagement
Leadership Assessment Plan
Faculty Engagement
Using Assessment Results




Table 23. Influential Themes at Four Stages of the Research
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Themes Identified
from the Literature

Themes of the First
Round Questionnaire

Themes Emerging
from the Pilot

Themes Emerging
from the Full Study

Review Project
Knowledge Knowledge/ Lack of Knowledge/ Knowledge/Experience
Knowledge Experience of Campus Leaders
Building Campus
Knowledge
Valued Valued Process/Lack Value
of Value
Trust Trust Trust Trust
Participants Participation Participation Dialogue/Collaboration
Leadership Leadership
Faculty Faculty Engagement
Administrator
Engagement
Embedded Assessment Plan Assessment Plan Assessment Plan

Communication

Communication

Communication
Strategies

Communication
Strategies

Use of Results

Using Results/ Limited
Use of Results

Assessment Results

Using Assessment
Results

External Influence

Architecture of

Resistance to Change

Education

Competing Competition Among

Priorities Priorities

Resources Limitation of
Resources

Meaningful

Full Study Panelists’ Evaluation of the Results

Similar to the pilot project a write-up of the full study results was sent to the 22 panelists

who participated in the full study. In a verification process, panelists were asked to evaluate

three aspects of the results. They were asked to rate on a five-point Likert scale the degree to

which they agreed or disagreed that: (a) the statements under each theme were appropriately

grouped, (b) the titles given to each theme were appropriately descriptive, and (c) the narrative

accurately described the aggregated opinions of the panelists. The labels for each point on the

scale were: strongly agree, agree, unsure, disagree, and strongly disagree. After the initial

request for panelists’ evaluations, over a six week period two follow up requests were made of
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panelists who had not returned evaluation forms. The result was that 11 of the 22 panelists
(these included nine of the 17 panelists who completed round three) returned evaluation forms,
and Appendix G contains their compiled responses. Ten of the 11 panelists marked either agree
or strongly agree on each of the three aspects of the results that were being evaluated. The
eleventh panelist marked disagree for all three aspects that were being evaluated. However, this
panelist also indicated that the “process was thorough” and that the “presentation of the findings
was very readable and usable.”

Comparing the Results of the Pilot Project and the Full Study

To set a context for comparing the results of the pilot project and the full study, the
similarities and differences of the procedures between these two phases of the research are
described. Both studies used identical methods for collecting panelists’ responses, aggregating
their opinions, and categorizing statements into themes. Also, both studies showed similar
patterns of participation, which are presented in Table 24.

There were differences between the two sample groups. The pilot project panelists
numbered seven, represented three different campus groups, and came from seven different
institutions in California. Full study panelists numbered 22, represented six different campus
groups, and came from 12 different institutions throughout the United States. The major
procedural difference between the two studies was the format of the importance scale. The
labels on the rating scale used in the pilot project were critically important, moderate importance,
minor importance undecided, and not important. These labels were modified for the full study
based on the evaluation of the pilot project. The undecided point was eliminated, and the labels
of each point on the scale were changed to critically important, very important, moderately

important, minimally important, and not important.
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Table 24. Comparing Patterns of Participation between Pilot Project and Full Study

Pilot Project Full Study
The number and percentage of panelists Of 11 individuals Of 40 individuals
contacted who agreed to participated contacted, 7 agreed | contacted, 26 agreed to

to participate (64%) | participate (65%)

Number and percentage of panelists who 7 of 7 (100%) 22 of 26 (85%)
agreed to participate and who did participate

in at least one round

Number and percentage of panelists who 50f7 (71%) 16 of 22 (73%)

completed all three rounds

Number and percentage of panelists who 6 of 7 (86%) 21 of 22 (95%)

completed rounds one and two

Number of panelists completing rounds one | 1 panelist 1 panelist

and three but not round two

Number and percentage of panelists who 6 of 7 (86%) 11 of 22 (50%)

returned verification forms

Minimum, maximum, and median years of Min: 1. 5 years Min: 1 year
panelists experience with student learning Max: 10 years Max: 25 years

outcomes and assessment Median: 7.5 years Median: 8.25 years
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There were substantial similarities and only minor differences in the results of the two
panels. The critical important themes identified in the pilot project and the full study were similar
(see Table 25). Both studies identified the following six themes as critically important: (a)
knowledge/experience of campus leaders particularly faculty leaders, (b) trust that the results will
be used for improvement and not to punish faculty, (c) opportunities for dialogue/collaboration
(participation theme in the pilot project), (d) leadership, (e) faculty engagement (faculty theme in
the pilot project), and (f) using assessment results. The differences were that the pilot project
identified the following themes as critically important: (a) building campus knowledge, (b) seeing
value in assessment activities, (c) having an assessment plan, and (d) having communication
strategies in place. In comparison the full study classified three of these themes (a) building
campus knowledge, (b) an assessment plan, and (c) communication strategies as extremely
important but not among the most critically important themes. The value theme identified in the
pilot project was not used as a theme in the full study. However, value was reflected in several of
the other themes, particularly in the Using Assessment Results and Faculty Engagement
themes. These minor differences in the results may be a consequence of the variation in the
number and the characteristics of panelists in the two samples, the different formats of the rating
scale, or some interaction between the sample and the format of the rating scale. Now that the
results have been presented, in the next chapter, conclusions will be drawn about the meaning
of these results and recommendations will be made for future research and for professional

practice.
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Table 25. Themes Identified in the Pilot Project and the Full Study

Pilot Project

Full Study

Critically Important

Critically Important

Extremely Important

Knowledge/Experience of

Campus leaders

Knowledge/Experience of

Campus Leaders

Building Campus

Building Campus

Knowledge/Experience Knowledge/Experience
Value
Trust Trust
Participation Dialogue/Collaboration
among Campus Groups
Leadership Leadership
Faculty Faculty Engagement

Administrator Engagement

An Assessment Plan

An Assessment Plan

Communication Strategies

Communication Strategies

Assessment Results

Using Assessment Results
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CHAPTER FIVE: DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

This concluding chapter begins with a summary of chapters one through four. This is
followed by sections on the conclusions drawn from the results, the limitations of the study, the
validity of the findings, and recommendations for future research and for professional practice.

Summary of Chapters One through Four

This section begins with a comprehensive, yet concise, summary of chapters one
through four followed by a description of how the results of this study relate to the research
questions in chapter one and the research literature of chapter two.

In response to growing public concern about the ability of higher education to meet the
needs of American society, regional accrediting bodies have established standards for
developing and assessing student learning outcomes (Beno, 2004). For at least the past 15
years, community colleges across the nation have been implementing student learning
outcomes but seemed to have stalled at the assessment phase. Miles and Wilson (2004, p. 98)
reported that community colleges “universally identified assessment as the most difficult aspect”
of implementing student learning outcomes.

This research was a three-phase study investigating the critical factors that affect the
meaningful assessment of student learning outcomes. Phase one of this study consisted of a
thorough literature review, the development of a tentative taxonomy of influential factors, and the
construction of the first-round questionnaire for a pilot project. During the pilot project, which was
the second phase of this research, | became familiar with the research procedures, evaluated
the appropriateness of the method for answering the research questions, used the results to
refine the research procedures, and obtained preliminary answers to the research questions.
The first two phases of this research provided the foundation for the full study, which addressed
the following two research questions:

e What are the critical factors affecting the meaningful assessment of student learning

outcomes in the community college setting?
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o Why are these factors critical to the meaningful assessment of student learning

outcomes in the community college setting?

The significance of this study was based on several points. First, establishing student
learning outcomes and effectively assessing them were viewed as essential elements for
improving the quality of education and demonstrating institutional effectiveness (Copa &
Ammentorp, 1998; Lopez, 1999; O'Banion, 1999c). Second, many community colleges were
implementing student learning outcomes; however, it appeared that few of them were effectively
assessing these outcomes (Friedlander & Serban, 2004; Wilson et al., 2000). Third, there
appeared to be a lack of knowledge among faculty about assessment, a lack of expertise on
community college campuses to guide institutions in their assessment activities (Serban, 2004),
and an absence of models for developing and sustaining assessment efforts (Friedlander &
Serban, 2004). Knowing the factors that affect the assessment of student learning, community
colleges would be better able to evaluate and improve their capacity to assess learning
outcomes, document student learning, and meet the challenges established by accreditation
standards. Without this knowledge, community colleges may be ineffective in establishing
processes for the meaningful assessment of student learning outcomes.

From the literature review in chapter two, it was determined that the people who were
the least identified in the research literature but who potentially were the most informed about
the factors that influence a meaningful assessment process were those who were actively
involved in the day-to-day activities of assessment on community colleges campuses. In no case
had a study specifically targeted these individuals and aggregated their opinions. As a result, this
study used an electronic version of the Delphi method to solicit the opinions of individuals
identified as being actively involved in student learning outcomes. The Delphi is a flexible
method built on four basic features: “structured questioning, iteration, controlled feedback, and
anonymity of responses” (Lang, 1995, p. 3) and is most appropriately used when the “primary

source of information sought is informed judgment” (Ziglio, 1996, p. 21). The size of Delphi
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panels varies widely; however, typical Delphi studies use panels of 15 to 35 people (Gordon,
1994).

For the pilot study, seven individuals associated with the Research and Planning Group
of California were recruited from a list of 11 individuals who had been actively involved in student
learning and assessment activities for California community colleges. They represented seven
different community colleges or community college districts and offered diverse perspectives
about student learning outcomes and assessment. Two were faculty members, two were
campus researchers, and three were administrators.

The full study targeted the 16 colleges that participated in the 21% Century Learning
Outcomes Project (2002) and the 12 Vanguard Colleges of the 21% Century Learning College
Project (2002). These were two complimentary projects sponsored by the League for Innovation
in the Community College. A total of 26 individuals were recruited, and 22 of them participated
in one or more rounds of the three-round Delphi process. These 22 panelists represented 12
different community colleges or community college districts and offered different perspectives
about student learning outcomes and assessment. Seven were faculty members (including one
adjunct faculty member), three were campus researchers, eight were administrators, one was a
consultant, two were administrative support personnel, and one was a coordinator.

Based on the literature presented in chapter two, a tentative taxonomy of factors
affecting student learning assessment was developed and served as a starting point for this
study. Sixty-two statements were identified and refined for the first round questionnaire of the
pilot project. The process used to organize these statements into themes was the method used
in Critical Incident Technique (Flanagan, 1954; Russ-Eft, 1979). These 62 statements were
initially sorted according to the 11 categories of the tentative taxonomy and then separated into a
list of 33 statements describing facilitating conditions and a list of 29 statements describing
thwarting conditions. This served as a starting point for panelists of the pilot project. As a result
of contributions by panelists in the first round of pilot project, 12 additional statements were

added to the second-round questionnaire of the pilot study. This resulted in a list of 74
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statements, 37 facilitating statements and 37 thwarting statements, which panelists of the pilot
considered and rated during the remaining two rounds of the pilot. These 74 statements, with
revisions, also served as the first round questionnaire for the full study.

The procedures for conducting the pilot project and full study were similar. Panelists
participated in an orientation to the study followed by a three-round Delphi process. At the
conclusion of both the pilot project and the full study, panelists were given the results of the
project and were asked to complete evaluation forms. The site for posting the questionnaires
and collecting panelists’ responses for both the pilot project and the full study was the Human-
Environment Regional Observatory (HERO) e-Delphi system Website at Pennsylvania State
University, http://hero.geog.psu.edu/eDelphi/.

In the three-round Delphi process panelists reviewed statements and rated them on the
degree of importance they played in facilitating or thwarting a meaningful assessment process.
During session one, in an online threaded-discussion format, panelists reviewed statements
describing facilitating and thwarting conditions and added statements that in their opinion were
missing from the list. In session two, panelists reviewed a revised list of statements, which
included those added from session one; rated the importance, based on a five-point scale, that
each statement played in facilitating or thwarting meaningful assessment; and gave reasons for
why certain statements were rated critically important. In session three, panelists reviewed the
results of round two. This included the average rating, the high and low ratings for each
statement, and the rationales given by panelists. Panelist then re-rated each statement.

At the conclusion of both the pilot project and the full study, in a verification process,
panelists were asked to evaluate three aspects of the results. They were asked to rate on a five-
point Likert scale the degree to which they agreed or disagreed that (a) the statements under
each theme were appropriately grouped, (b) the titles given to each theme were appropriately
descriptive, and (c) the narrative accurately described the aggregated opinions of the panelists.
The labels for each point on the scale were: strongly agree, agree, unsure, disagree, and

strongly disagree. For the pilot project, four of the six panelists who returned evaluations agreed
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or strongly agreed with my analysis on these three aspects of the pilot project results. Two
panelists were unsure. Appendix D contains the complied responses of pilot project panelists.
For the full study 10 of the 11 panelists who returned evaluations agreed or strongly agreed with
my analysis of these three aspects of the full study results. One panelist marked disagree for all
three aspects that were being evaluated, however, this panelist also indicated that the results
were usable.

The method used in this study for aggregating the subjective judgments of panelists was
to average participants’ responses. This has been shown to be a robust method for aggregating
group judgments (Clemen, 1989; Clemen & Winkler, 1986; Larrick & Soll, 2003; Wallsten et al.,
1997; Winkler & Clemen, 2004). Group judgment was improved when the panel members
received “reasons” or “rationale” feedback as well as statistical feedback (Rowe & Wright, 1999).
A panel of experts who represent diverse perspectives also produced more accurate judgments
than experts who were more homogeneous (Lang, 1995; Wallsten et al., 1997; Winkler & Poses,
1993). In other literature on aggregating group opinions, groups of 6 to 12 members were
determined to be optimum (Hogarth, 1978; Mitchell, 1991).

The critically important themes identified in the pilot project and the full study were
similar (see Table 24). Both studies identified the following six themes as critically important: (a)
knowledge/experience of campus leaders, particularly faculty leaders, (b) trust that the results
will be used for improvement and not to punish faculty, (c) opportunities for
dialogue/collaboration (participation theme in the pilot project), (d) leadership, (e) faculty
engagement (identified as a “faculty” theme in the pilot project), and (f) use of assessment
results. Additionally, faculty engagement achieved a higher mean rating than administrator
engagement in both pilot project and full study. The differences were that the pilot project
identified the following themes as critically important: (a) building campus knowledge, (b) seeing
value in assessment activities, (c) having an assessment plan, and (d) having communication
strategies in place. In comparison, for the full study three of these themes (i.e., building campus

knowledge, an assessment plan, and communication strategies) were classified as extremely
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important but not among the most critically important themes. The value theme identified in the
pilot project was not used as a theme in the full study; however, value was reflected in several of
the other themes, particularly in the Using Assessment Results and Faculty Engagement
themes. These minor differences in the results may be a consequence of the variation in the
number and the characteristics of panelists in the two samples, the different formats of the rating
scale, or some interaction between the sample and the format of the rating scale.

The critically important and extremely important themes from the full study serve as the
factors associated with a process for meaningful assessment of student learning. Figure 2
presents these factors as a conceptual model and shows how the critically important and

extremely important factors are situated in relation to one another.

Figure 2. Factors Affecting the Meaningful Assessment of Student Learning Outcomes
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Conclusions Drawn from the Results

This dissertation builds from previous research and represents an aggregation of the
conditions and characteristics identified in a wide variety of literature associated with the
assessment of student learning. These conditions and characteristics were the bases of the
taxonomy presented in chapter two. They also served as the material for the statements used in
the first round questionnaire of the pilot project. My research was an investigation into the most
important of these conditions or characteristics to a meaningful assessment of student learning
process, which had not been investigated before. Additionally this research fills gaps in the
literature. It sampled those who were actively involved in the day-to-day activities of student
learning outcomes and assessment processes in community colleges. Further this research
contributed to the scholarship of assessment related to community college practices, of which
there is a paucity of research.

The analysis of the data focused on conditions that were judged as being critically
important. It should not imply that other factors were not important. In fact, from panelists’ ratings
only a few of the statements used in this study were rated minimally important or not important.
This study investigated the most essential factors to be addressed in a meaningful assessment
of student learning process. Thus, an analysis of statements rated below 4.50 in the pilot project
and 4.00 in the full study was not conducted. No doubt, there are other factors beyond those
identified in the research that contribute to a meaningful process, and that should be included
and addressed as a meaningful assessment process develops and matures over time. The
critical factors identified in this research represent a place to start and the minimum to be
included if a process is to be successful.

A second point is that this research did not investigate how to implement a meaningful
assessment of student learning process. However, the results identified a set of factors that
form potentially important pillars on which to build a meaningful process and provided clues

about why these factors were important.
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A third point to keep in mind is that it is difficult to consider one factor without taking into
consideration other factors. There was considerable overlap or interaction among the factors.
For example, | could not consider leadership as an isolated factor without also considering that
faculty be among the leaders, that leaders require knowledge and experience, and that they
have the respect of a wide range of college personnel. Although the following sections
addressed each factor separately, it is important to keep in mind that these factors may work in
concert with one another, rather than as discrete factors. The thematic analysis of the data from
the full study produced ten themes. For each theme, related literature is presented followed by
the results of this study. The purpose is to situate the findings of the current study in relation to
the results of previous research and to the opinions of assessment professionals.

Knowledge and Experience of Campus Leaders

McClenney (Defining and teaching learning outcomes, 2001) made the observation that
one of the major barriers to assessing student learning outcomes was a lack of knowledge about
assessment. Salvador (1996) concluded that executive administrators and research/assessment
coordinators knew the most about assessment and faculty the least. Serban (2004) emphasized
that community colleges require knowledgeable leadership in the assessment of student
learning. Several authors (Serban, 2004; Seybert, 2004; Suskie, 2004; Walvoord, 2004)
suggested that capturing the necessary knowledge and experience is best achieved through a
team or committee approach. Data from this study indicates that it is critically importance to have
knowledgeable and trusted leadership, particularly knowledgeable and respected faculty
leadership.

Building Campus Knowledge

Several authors (Banta et al., 2004; Beno, 2004; Brown et al., 1998; Maki, 2004;
Palomba & Banta, 1999; Suskie, 2004; Volkwein, 2003) stressed the importance of having
professional development opportunities to build knowledge and experience about assessment.
Further, Waite (2004) and Koslowski (2005) suggested that resistance to the implementation of

assessment of the student learning process would be reduced through such opportunities.
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However, Peterson and associates reported that associate of arts institutions provided faculty
and administrators with limited opportunities to learn about assessing student learning
(Peterson, Augustine et al., 1999b) and suggested that institutions consider increasing the
number and variety of professional growth activities for faculty to learn about and develop new
assessment techniques (Peterson, Einarson et al., 1999). The results of the current study
indicate that building campus knowledge about assessment was extremely important and was
classified just below knowledge and experience of campus leaders in importance.
Trust

From several sources trust was cited as an important condition associated with a
meaningful process. Having trust in and respect for those guiding the process was important to
both faculty and administrators (Creating an organizational culture for learning, 2001; Waite,
2004). In addition, faculty must feel secure that the results of assessment would not be used in
punitive ways (Bers, 2004; McClenney, 2003; Volkwein, 2003; Waite, 2004), and that the
purpose of assessment was to improve the organization and student learning (Brown et al.,
1998). The data from this study suggests that trust is critically important and that it is fostered by
having leaders with knowledge and experience, venues for dialogue and collaboration, and an
explicit understanding that the results of assessment will be used in positive ways for
improvement and not in punitive ways.

Dialogue and Collaboration

This research indicated that dialogue and collaboration are closely tied to establishing
trust in the process, implementing effective communication strategies, and building knowledge
about the assessment of student learning. Waite (2004) and others (Davis, 2002; Maki, 2004;
Meier, 2001; Webster, 2001) identified dialogue and collaboration as important elements when
implementing learning outcomes and assessment processes. However, Peterson, Augustine,
Einarson and Vaughan (1999b) reported that associated of arts institutions offered limited

opportunities for professional development in the assessment of student learning.
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Leadership

Assessment professionals cite the importance of the chief executive officer (Maki, 2004;
Morante, 2002; Nichols & Nichols, 2005) and the chief instructional officer (Morante, 2002) to a
successful assessment of student learning process. Further, Bresciani, Zelna, and Anderson
(2004) and Diaz-Lefebvre (as cited in Rouseff-Baker & Holm, 2004) stated that effective
assessment programs were faculty owned and driven. In a review of the assessment literature,
Peterson, Augustine, Einarson and Vaughan (1999a) concluded that there was little research
about the effect of campus leadership on institutional practice. Later in the results of their nation-
wide survey, they reported that chief instructional officers were the most supportive of
assessment and that chief executive officers were only somewhat supportive (Peterson,
Augustine et al., 1999b). Also, based on their survey and case studies of two community college
(Peterson et al., 2001), Peterson and associates indicated that leadership for assessment was
most often provided by administrators.

Literature on organizational change indicated that the support and leadership of top-level
management is crucial to institutional change initiatives (Buchanan et al., 2005; Collins, 2001;
Elenkov & Manev, 2005; Fernandez & Rainey, 2006; Longenecker, Papp, & Stansfield, 2006).
This study confirms those finding in that the support and leadership from the college president
and the chief instructional officer were classified as extremely important by panelists of this
study. The results also indicated that, in the case of assessment of student learning, the
leadership and buy-in from faculty may be more important than top-level administrators and
program managers. In both the pilot project and the full study, the engagement and leadership of
faculty were rated as critically important. These results may be related to the organizational
structure of higher education. Koslowski (2005) observed that in higher education,

faculty and administrators typically function independently of one another. The

faculty feels that all activities that have to do with the transmission of

knowledge—teaching, learning, assessment, etc. —are their domain...[and] defer

the responsibility of running the organization to the administration. Outcomes
assessment is largely an instructional matter. (p. 13)
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The assessment of learning may be a special case requiring faculty leadership because
assessment of learning has a direct impact on faculty instructional roles. Faculty members serve
as a direct link to student learning. From panelists’ comments in this study, it was learned that
faculty could implement assessment of student learning within their own courses without
administrative support or leadership. Further, the data from the current study suggested that, if
the assessment of student learning was to be successful, faculty must be among the campus
leaders. However, panelists also indicated that assessment of student learning at the program
and institutional level would be problematic without management support and leadership. From
the current study it was learned that leadership from both faculty and administrators was
important, because each group fulfilled different functions in a meaningful assessment process.

Alternately, the results may be an artifact of the characteristics of the panel of
participants. Of the 17 participants, who completed round three of the Delphi, seven were
faculty and another seven were administrators. One of the faculty members also identified
themselves as a researcher, as did one of the administrators. An analysis of the differences
between the faulty group and the administrator group was not conducted, since this was not the
focus of this study.

Another aspect of leadership was the presence of an assessment team representative of
the college. Several authors (Nichols & Nichols, 2005; Serban, 2004; Seybert, 2004; Suskie,
2004; Walvoord, 2004) suggested that such a team was necessary to support and sustain
assessment. Peterson, Augustine et al. (1999b) reported that only half of the institutions
surveyed indicated that they had a governance committee that regularly addressed assessment
issues. The current research suggested that an assessment committee is an important aspect of
the critically important factor of leadership. Such a committee can provide leadership,
educational, and collaboration functions.

Faculty Engagement
Assessment professionals suggested that an assessment process benefits from the

input of a wide variety of stakeholders, internal and external to the college (Banta, 2002a; Maki,
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2004; Stiehl & Lewchuk, 2004). Volkeim (2003) and Palomba and Banta (1999) stated that the
active participation of faculty was essential to a successful assessment process. Brown, Keeton
and McMorrow (1998) concluded that successful organizations took a decentralized approach to
assessment by including it as a “responsibility for each member of the organization” (p. 10). The
data from the current research indicate that among five groups (i.e., students, faculty members,
administrators, staff, and stakeholders from the community) studied; faculty member
participation in the assessment of student learning is critically important and may be more
important than participation from other campus constituent groups.
Administrator Engagement
Several assessment professionals wrote about the importance of administrator
involvement in assessment of student learning activities (Maki, 2004; Morante, 2002; Nichols &
Nichols, 2005; Volkwein, 2003). Also, studies confirmed the prominent role that academic affairs
administrators play in successful student learning outcomes and assessment initiatives (Meier,
2001; Peterson, Augustine et al., 1999b; Peterson et al., 2001; Salvador, 1996; Webster, 2001).
Waite (2004) concluded that college presidents who were visible early in the development of the
assessment process helped overcome resistance. However, Peterson, Augustine et al. (1999b)
found that chief executive officers were only somewhat supportive of student assessment. Of
five groups studied in this research, two emerged as most important to a meaningful process:
faculty and administrators. The findings of this study indicate that participation by administrators
was extremely important. The results also indicate that administrator engagement may not be as
critical as participation by faculty.
An Assessment Plan
Several authors (Angelo, 2002; Banta, 2002a; Maki, 2004; Nichols & Nichols, 2005;
Palomba & Banta, 1999; Suskie, 2004) indicated that an essential element to a meaningful
assessment process is the presence of an assessment plan. In case studies of two community
colleges, Peterson, Vaughan, and Perorazio (2001) found that assessment was not integrated

into campus policies and procedures.
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In this study, a classification of extremely important was given to having an institutional
plan that is linked to the college mission, is integrated into institutional policies and practices, is
manageable, and is periodically evaluated for its effectiveness. Such a plan may serve as a form
of communication. It can provide a framework for the assessment process, a document for those
seeking understanding about assessment, and a rationale for budgeting. Also, writing an
assessment plan can serve as a collaborative activity.

Using Assessment Results

Several authors (Bailey & Mariana, 2005; D'Amico, 1996; McClenney, 2003; Peterson,
Augustine et al., 1999a) reported that assessment of student learning is limited, and when it is
done, the results are not often used. This limited use of results is not just an issue with the
assessment of student learning. According to Patton (1997), it is a persistent and “critical
concern across the different knowledge sectors of society” (p. 6). The data from this research
suggest that a critical factor associated with the sustainability of a meaningful assessment of
student learning process is the use of assessment results. From panelists rationales, | learned
that the perceived purpose of assessment is to use the results to make more informed decisions
to improve education. If results are not incorporated into campus decision-making, then student
learning assessment work will be viewed as having no value and being just a waste of time.

Communication Strategies

Koslowski (2005), Salvador (1996), Waite (2004), and Brown, Keeton, and McMorrow
(1998) reported on the importance of effective communication strategies in sustaining
assessment and overcoming resistance to it. Support and communication from the college
president was essential for success according to Waite (2004), Maki (2004), and Nichols and
Nichols (2005). From this research, having an assessment plan and philosophy were extremely
important forms of communication. As well, communications from respected faculty, vice
presidents of instruction, and college presidents who kept the campus informed about

assessment activities were classified as extremely important to a communication strategy.
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Summary of Study Conclusions

The finding from this study confirm much of what assessment professionals and
research studies have identified as important conditions to a meaningful assessment process.
These included

o Knowledgeable campus administrative leadership

¢ An assessment team to guide college efforts that is representative of the college

e Professional development opportunities to build knowledge and experience about

assessment of student learning

e Trustin the leaders and confidence that the results of assessment will be used to

improve the college and student leaning

e Opportunities for dialogue and collaboration

o A written assessment philosophy and plan

o Use of the results of assessment to improve the college and student learning

e Communications from respected faculty and chief administrators to keep the

campus informed about assessment activities.

Drawing on past research that identified conditions related to meaningful assessment of
student learning, this study was designed to extend those results by identifying the most
important of these conditions. Past literature suggested the importance of faculty and
administrator involvement in assessment activities and administrative leadership in this process.
This study confirmed those findings. What became clear from the current research is the critical
importance of knowledgeable faculty leadership. This condition was mentioned by a few
assessment professionals but was not identified in the research literature. Further, the findings of
this study suggested that the lack of knowledgeable and respected faculty leadership
represented a critical barrier to successful assessment.

The literature on student learning assessment suggested that successful assessment
initiatives had wide participation from campus constituent groups. The current study identified

only two groups as among the most important to a meaningful assessment process: faculty and
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administrators. Also. factors identified from the literature (i.e., architecture of education,
competing priorities, and limited resources) did not emerge among the most important factors in
this study. However, they may come into play as a result of one of the critically important or
extremely important factors. Clues about this relationship came from the rationales of panelists.
For example, the extremely important theme of administrator engagement is related to the
factors of competing priorities and limited resources. If administrative personnel, particularly the
chief executive and the chief instructional officers, are engaged in the assessment process, then
appropriate restructuring of institutional priorities occurs along with the redistribution of
resources.

When considering the findings of this study in light of the research results of Peterson
and associate’s (Peterson, Augustine et al., 1999a, 1999b; Peterson, Einarson et al., 1999;
Peterson et al., 2001) and others (Bailey & Mariana, 2005; D'Amico, 1996; McClenney, 2003)
on community college assessment practices, there may be a disconnect between the factors that
are most important to a meaningful process and the absence of these conditions in current
community college practices. Specifically, the current study indicated that the following were
either critically important or extremely important to a meaningful assessment of student learning
process: (a) professional development opportunities to learn about assessment, (b) venues for
dialogue and collaboration, (c) faculty being among the leaders of student learning assessment
initiatives, (d) engagement of chief administrative officers, (e) integration of the assessment plan
into college policies and practices, and (f) use of assessment results in campus decision-making
processes. However it appears that

o Community colleges offer only limited opportunities to learn, dialogue, and

collaborate about assessment (Peterson, Augustine et al., 1999b),
o Chief executive officers were only somewhat supportive of assessment (Peterson,
Augustine et al., 1999b),
o Most assessment efforts were led by administrators, assessment plans were not

integrated into the policies and practices of the college (Peterson et al., 2001),
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o Assessment of student learning was limited, and when it was done the results were
not often used (Bailey & Mariana, 2005; D'Amico, 1996; McClenney, 2003;
Peterson, Augustine et al., 1999a).

Finally, one panelist from the pilot project offered the opinion that the results of the pilot
project reflected a “very California community college” focus. However, the results of the pilot
project and the full study were very similar. It appears that the opinions of a small group (seven
panelists) representing seven institutions from California are not that different from a larger
group (22 panelists) representing 12 colleges from across the continental United States.

Limitations of the Study

Although measures were taken to assure a rigorous investigation of the research
questions, to conduct a systematic analysis of the data, and to present a plausible interpretation
of the results, limitations remained. These limitations are discussed in terms of the influence of
the research methods, the scope of the analysis, and the deficit of the two samples used in this
research.

The data from a Delphi process reflect the views of the group being studied. The results
of this study may not predict the responses of a larger population or even different Delphi panels.
They represent a synthesis of the opinions of the panelists in this study. The statements that
were rated as most important were organized into a set of factors. However, this
conceptualization may not be the only interpretation that can be made. Review of the results by
a community of peers is an element of research to which postpositvists subscribe. In keeping
with this worldview, the results of this study were reviewed by study panelists, many of whom
held research positions. A verification process was conducted whereby panelists were asked to
evaluate three aspects of the results: the grouping of the statements, the titles given to each
group, and the accuracy of the narrative in describing the results. For the most part panelists
agreed with my organization and interpretation of the results.

The scope of this investigation was limited to identifying the critically important factors

that affect a meaningful assessment of student learning outcomes and determining why these
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factors were critically important. Thus the analysis of the data focused on those statements that
were rated as critically important or bordering on being critically important (rated 4.00 and above
in the full study and 4.5 and above in the pilot project). Statements that did not fall into these
categories were not analyzed; and thus, the analysis may have missed certain factors
considered important to assessing of student learning outcomes.

Although the results yielded a set of thought-provoking factors, the process may not
have identified an exhaustive set of factors. One missing factor might be time. It was not
included in the original list of statements to be considered by panelists, and it was not added as
a statement by panelists during the Delphi process; however, it was mentioned by two panelists
(one in the pilot and one in the full study) in their rationales. They commented that it takes time
for an assessment of student learning process to develop and mature. There may be other
factors as well.

Through the design of the study, | was able to determine consensus about which
conditions were critically important to a meaningful assessment of student learning outcomes,
and | was able to identify possible reasons why these conditions were judged to be important.
However, | was not able to solicit consensus from panelists on these reasons. Also, the method
of having panelists submit rationales for the statements they rated as critically important
benefited those panelists who liked to write, as opposed to those who might have been more
comfortable expressing themselves in interviews. As used in this study, the Delphi process held
an intermediate position between the breadth of a survey and the depth of an interview. The
study methods used here did not facilitate an in-depth investigation of the reasons why factors
were important, whereas interviews with panelists may have produced a more in-depth
examination.

The participation of panelists was good, but not complete. Of seven panelists who
participated in the first round of the pilot project, five completed round three (71%), and of the 22
panelist who participated in the first round of the full study, 17 completed round three (77%).

Even with this participation rate and even though fatigue was not mentioned by any of the
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panelists, | suspect that panelist fatigue may have been an element that limited full participation
throughout the length of the study. Fatigue could have occurred as a result of the length of the
study (six weeks) and of the amount of material panelists were asked to review (rating 110
statements and reading the rationales offered by other panelists). This could have limited the
range and depth of explanation as to why certain factors were critically important.

In the full study, an interesting pattern was observed for the ratings of certain facilitating
statements and a set of corresponded thwarting statements. Five statements in the facilitating
list described the presence of certain conditions while five corresponding thwarting statements
described the absence of these conditions. The mean ratings for all five thwarting statements
were lower than for the corresponding statements in the facilitating list. This pattern was similar
but not identical in the pilot project. This may be a characteristic related to the administration of
the questionnaire and may also be another indication of panelist fatigue. For both the pilot
project and the full study the facilitating statements appeared at the beginning of the
questionnaire followed by the thwarting statements.

There were also limitations associated with the purposive sample. Since it was not a
random sample, it may limit the ability to generalize beyond the sample. The factors emerging
from this study may only reflect the opinions of the panelists. Also, since this was a sample taken
at one point in time, it does not examine critical factors associated with the development of an
assessment process over time.

Finally, the method for recruiting panelists was to identify those who were actively
involved in student learning outcomes on each of the participating campuses, regardless of
campus constituent group membership. As anticipated, this strategy resulted in a sample that
included people from a variety of campus constituent groups. However, conspicuously missing
were student affairs (services) personnel. Thus, their views are not represented in this study.

Factors Affecting the Validity of the Findings
According to Creswell (2002) “validity means that researchers can draw meaningful and

justifiable inferences from scores about a sample population” (p. 184). In this section the validity
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of the findings is discussed in terms of the support for and the threats to internal and external
validity. For this research internal validity is the extent to which the data collection methods of
the research accurately captured the critical factors associated with the meaningful assessment
of student learning and accurately represent panelists’ opinions. External validity refers to the
extent to which the sample of panelists used in this study represents a larger population and the
extent to which their opinions can be generalized to a lager population.

There were several aspects of the study that contributed to internal validity. First, there
was congruence between the research literature, the pilot project questionnaire, and the full
study questionnaire. The statements used to develop the initial questionnaire were gathered
directly from the literature and reflected the results of previous studies and the opinions of
assessment professionals. The pilot project and full study used similar procedures with different
sample populations and produced similar findings. Second, from the evaluation of the pilot
project, it was determined that the Delphi process was a good method for capturing the type of
data desired. Further, the questionnaire and communication strategy for the full study were
refined and clarified as a result of the pilot. Third, the study followed standardized procedures:
panelists’ orientations were scripted, all panelists received the same material, and each of the
three rounds of the Delphi were similar in format with communications occurring at four specific
times each round. Fourth, the study employed additional Delphi and survey procedures to
maximize panelists’ participation and to ensure accurate data collection. Specifically, panel
members were selected on the basis of their active involvement in student learning outcomes
assessment. Panelists came from different campus constituent groups, thus contributing diverse
perspectives. In addition, during the Delphi process, the panelists’ open-ended responses were
not interpreted or summarized by the researcher. Instead, the full text of panelists’ responses
was returned unedited to all panelists in the study. Further, my account (as the researcher) of
the results and my organization of the statements into themes were verified by asking panelists

to evaluate the accuracy of the thematic analysis.
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Three aspects of the study could serve as threats to internal validity. They were
described in the previous section on limitations of the study and are mentioned here again.

¢ Panelist fatigue: The length of the questionnaire may have affected how panelists

rated each statement and the depth of the rationales panelists provided for
statements that they rated as critically important.

o Panelist attrition: The participation rate was good except at the evaluation stage.

The 14-week delay from the conclusion of the data collection phase to the request
for an evaluation of the results may have contributed to a loss of momentum and
panelist interest, which in turn may have affected the return rate for evaluations.

e Missing factors: Although the results yielded a set of thought-provoking factors, the

process may not have identified an exhaustive set of factors.

Elements that contributed to the external validity of this research relate to the
characteristics of the samples in two successive phases of this research. This study was limited
to community colleges within the continental United States. Colleges in the pilot project were
from California, and colleges for the full study were targeted based on the college’s participation
in either the 21* Century Learning Outcomes Project (2002) or the 21> Century Learning Project
(2002). These were two companion projects sponsored by the League for Innovation in the
Community College and had as one of their purposes the creation of assessment of student
learning processes. The sample of panelists in both the pilot project and the full study were
community college personnel who had a practical knowledge of student learning assessment
practices through their active involvement with such activities on their campus and who
represented diverse campus constituent groups. The procedures for the pilot project and full
study were similar, and as such the full study could be considered a replication of the pilot
project, using a different sample population and producing similar results. This replication
contributes to the ability to generalize the results to the larger population of community colleges.

Aspects of the study that could serve as threats to external validity relate to the

characteristics of the samples used in the study and the fact that the study was conducted at one
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point in time and different institutions could have been at different stages of the process. With
regard to the samples, student services personnel were not among the panelists, and thus their
opinions are not represented. Panelists were volunteers; random selection of colleges and
panelists was not used, which could have lead to distortion of the findings. Finally, since the
samples were taken at one point in time, critical factors associated with the development of an
assessment process were not examined in a longitudinal fashion. These aspects could limit the
ability to generalize the findings to community colleges throughout the continental United States.

When considering the support for versus the threats to internal and external validity, on
balance it appears that the validity is sufficiently strong to have confidence in the results of this
study and to draw “meaningful and justifiable inferences” (Creswell, 2002, p. 184) for community
colleges in the continental United States. With some confidence, recommendations can be made
for college personnel, accreditors and researchers about the critical factors that affect the
meaningful assessment of student learning.

Recommendations for Future Research and Professional Practice

This section is divided into two subsections. The first provides recommendations for
future research. The second provides recommendations for professional practice. It includes
recommendations for community college personnel who are working to establish assessment of
student learning processes on their campus and for accreditors and accreditation teams who
have the responsibility to evaluate community college progress in the assessment of student
learning.

Recommendations for Future Research

This study represents the discovery phase of what is hoped to be further research in this
area. Through the methods of this research, factors have been identified, and tentative reasons
why these factors are critically important have been proposed. However, in the words of one of
the panelist in the pilot project, the study did “not address the ‘how to’ problem.” This prompts
the question: Could the process of implementing the assessment of student learning be just one

of many instances of leading and managing organizational change? Do concepts from such
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authors as Kotter (1996), Collins (2001), and Robinson and Stern (1998) in the business sector
apply to this situation? Are the concepts formulated by evaluators, such as Utilization-Focused
Evaluation (Patton, 1997) or Evaluative Inquiry (Preskill & Torres, 1999) appropriate? Several
authors have described principles for transforming American higher education. Eckel, Green,
and Hill (2001) identified four factors associated with transforming institutions. Kuh, Kinzie,
Schuh, Whitt, and associates (2005), based on their investigation to document effective
educational practice from 20 colleges and universities, offered recommendations to higher
education about “organizing for student success.” Johnson (2006) described 10 bellwether
principles for transforming American higher education and Kezar (2001) described six different
models for facilitating institutional change. Are one or more of these principles or models
appropriate for addressing the “how to implement” question? This may be a worthy area for
further research.

This study provided a foundation to move to the next phase of this research, which could
be a larger quantitative study similar to the study conducted by Peterson and his associates
(Peterson, Augustine et al., 1999b; Peterson, Einarson et al., 1999). Such a study could begin
with the statements and the rating scale used in this research to design a survey to solicit the
opinions of those who are actively involved in the assessment of student learning at a large
number of community colleges. An analysis of the responses from a large sample of college
personnel could determine if participants rate the statements in a pattern similar to or different
from the panelists in this study. With a larger sample, participant responses could be
disaggregated by personnel group to determine if campus groups rate the factors differently.
Research by Koslowski (2005) suggests that faculty and administrators may have different
perceptions about campus efforts to assess student learning.

Other validation studies could also be conducted. The factors of this study could be
validated against institutions that have exemplary learning assessment practices and those that
are making very little progress in establishing meaningful processes. The thought being that

exemplary colleges will exhibit these critically important factors and those colleges that are not
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making progress will not exhibit the factors. In other investigations, researchers could replicate
the procedures of this study with a different sample of community colleges or with samples from
colleges and universities representing other sectors of higher education (e.g. baccalaureate,
doctoral/research, public or private). The latter type of research could determine if college
personnel from different sectors identify similar or different critically important factors.

A previously mentioned limitation of the current study was that it did not examine critical
factors associated with the development of an assessment process over time. Certain factors
may be critically important at specific points in the development and maturation of a meaningful
assessment process and less important at other times. This may be worthy of further research.

Another limitation of the current research was that the samples did not include student
services personnel. They were not intentionally excluded; instead they were not identified by any
of the lead individuals on each campus as being actively involved in student learning
assessment. This phenomenon may be worth researching. Were student services personnel
involved in student learning assessment but not represented in this study, or are they not
actively involved in student learning and assessment activities? If they are not involved, do they
exclude themselves, are they excluded as a function of the expectations established by the
various accrediting bodies, or is there some other mechanism operating that limits their
participation?

Recommendations for Professional Practice

The results of this study provide guidance as to which factors to address first and
suggest that these factors are potential pillars on which to build meaningful processes for the
assessment of student learning. The following are recommendations for campus leaders who
are attempting to implement student learning assessment processes.

e Learn about assessment. Campus leaders would be well served by learning as

much as possible about assessment of student learning since the findings of this
study suggest knowledgeable leadership is a critical factor for success and the lack

of such knowledge represents a critical barrier.
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e Engage campus personnel in assessment activities. These are likely to build trust in
the assessment process and could serve leadership, collaboration, communication,
and education functions.

0 Engage faculty and administrators in assessment activities. Each group
serves different and extremely important roles in the success of assessment
initiatives.

o Form an assessment team that is representative of the college constituent
groups.

o0 Provide professional development opportunities for campus constituent
groups to learn about assessment.

o Offer venues for dialogue and collaboration about assessment.

0 Have faculty and administrators collaborate in creating an assessment plan.

o Keep the campus informed with timely information about assessment activities.
Communications may be most effective when they come from college presidents,
chief administrative officers, and respected and knowledgeable faculty leaders.

e Use the results of assessment in campus decision-making processes. If this is not
done, assessment activities may be viewed as a waste of time and of no value.

This study also provides leaders of the assessment initiatives a place to start in

evaluating progress on their campus. Using the results of this study, an inventory or rubric could
be constructed and used by personnel at community colleges to evaluate the degree to which
their college possesses these critically important factors. The results could represent a picture of
institutional strengths and limitations with regard to the implementation of a meaningful learning
assessment process. These could in turn be opportunities for dialogue about what is occurring
and not occurring in campus efforts to establish meaningful learning assessment processes.

The results of this study further provide accreditors and accreditation site visit teams a

better understanding of the critically important factors associated with a meaningful assessment

of student learning. With this knowledge, accreditors and accreditation site visit teams may be
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better prepared to give a formative evaluation of community college progress. In addition to
looking at the number of courses or programs in which student learning has been assessed,
accreditors could conduct a deeper evaluation. The critical factors identified in this research
could serve as a basis for evaluating the strengths and limitation of the infrastructure of a
community college’s student learning assessment processes.

Finally, the Delphi process was useful in this research to determine agreement among
panelists about the critically important factors associated with the meaningful assessment of
student learning. The Delphi process may be a useful tool for professional practice as well. It can
be used as a method to determine what a group believes is important. The points of highest
agreement have the potential for widespread collaboration.

Summary

The purpose of the study was to identify the critical factors affecting a meaningful
assessment of student learning and to determine why the factors were important. The research
was carried out as a three-phase study by (a) conducting a through review of the literature,
developing tentative taxonomy of important factors, and constructing an initial questionnaire; (b)
conducting a pilot project using a three-round Delphi method with seven panelists representing
seven different California community college districts; and (c) conducting the full study using a
similar three-round Delphi process with 22 panelist representing 12 community colleges from
across the continental United States. This study sample included college personnel who were
actively involved in assessment of student learning activities on community college campuses.
These people were the least identified in the research literature but were potentially the most
informed about the factors that influence the meaningful assessment of student learning on
community college campuses.

The study compiled a more comprehensive list of factors to consider than had been
aggregated to date and identified from among many conditions which were the most important.
The research identified six critically important factors followed by four extremely important

factors. The six critically important factors were (a) knowledge/experience of campus leaders, (b)
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trust, (c) opportunities for dialogue/collaboration, (d) leadership, (e) faculty engagement, and (f)
use of assessment results. The four factors that were classified as extremely important were (a)
building campus knowledge, (b) having an assessment plan, (c) having communication
strategies in place, and (d) having administrators engaged in assessment. These factors may
not be new to those who are actively involved in the assessment of student learning. However,
this research tapped the knowledge of those with practical experience about the assessment of
student learning so that their ideas could be shared with others who have an interest in the
meaningful assessment of student learning. It is important to identify the critical factors
associated with a meaningful process for the assessment of student learning before addressing
how to implement such a process.

The results of this study can provide guidance into which factors to address first and
suggest that these factors are potential pillars on which to build meaningful processes for the
assessment of student learning. This study provides campus leaders with an increased
understanding of the critical factors related to meaningful assessment of student learning so that
they are better prepared to guide their campus in the development of effective assessment. Also,
the results offer accreditors and accreditation site visit teams a foundation to understand the
meaningful assessment of student learning. With this knowledge, they can provide a more
focused evaluation of community college progress in developing meaningful assessment of
student learning processes. Further, this study adds to the scholarship of assessment related to
community colleges and offers researchers recommendations for future study that could confirm
these critical factors and extend the ability to generalize the results. Finally, this dissertation has
deepened my understanding of the meaningful assessment of student learning and has
expanded my professional expertise in this area. As a result, | am better prepared to guide

others in student learning outcome assessment initiatives.



186

REFERENCES

21st century learning outcomes project. (2002). Retrieved July 18, 2004, from
www.league.org/league/projects/pew/about.htm

21st century learning project. (2002). Retrieved July 18, 2004, from
www.league.org/league/projects/Icp/index.htm

Accrediting Commission for Community and Junior Colleges. (2002). 2004 standards for
accreditation. Novato, CA: Accrediting Commission for Community and Junior Colleges,
Western Association of Schools and Colleges.

Adams, C., & O'Brien, H. (2004). Delphi method. Retrieved December 12, 2004, 2004, from
www.arches.uga.edu/~cadamrun/7320/delphi.htm

Alfred, R., Ewell, P. T., Hudgins, J., & McClenney, K. M. (1999). Core indicators of effectiveness
for community colleges. Washington, D.C.: Community College Press.

Alverno College. (2004). Ability-based curriculum. Retrieved April 13, 2005, from
www.alverno.edu/about_alverno/ability _curriculum.html

American Association of Community Colleges. (2002). Number of community college 2002.
Retrieved February 23, 2005, from
http://www.aacc.nche.edu/Template.cfm?Section=Statistical Guide&template=/Content
Management/ContentDisplay.cfm&ContentID=8920&InterestCategorylD=244&Name=St
atistics&ComingFrom=InterestDisplay

Angelo, T. A. (2002). Engaging and supporting faculty in the scholarship of assessment:
Guideline from research and best practice. In T. W. Banta (Ed.), Building a scholarship
of assessment (pp. 185-200). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Astin, A. W. (1991). Assessment for excellence: The philosophy and practice of assessment and
evaluation in higher education. New York, NY: American Council on
Education/Macmillan.

Bailey, T. R., & Mariana, A. (2005). Paths to persistence: An analysis of research on program
effectiveness at community colleges. Indianapolis, IN: Lumina Foundation for Education.

Banta, T. W. (2002a). Characteristics of effective outcomes assessment: Foundation and
examples. In T. W. Banta (Ed.), Building a scholarship of assessment (pp. 261-283).
San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Banta, T. W. (Ed.). (2002b). Building a scholarship of assessment. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-
Bass.

Banta, T. W. (Ed.). (2004). Community college assessment. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Banta, T. W., Black, K. E., Kahn, S., & Jackson, J. E. (2004). A perspective on good practice in
community college assessment. In A. M. Serban & J. Friedlander (Eds.), Developing and
implementing assessment of student learning outcomes. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-
Bass.


http://www.league.org/league/projects/pew/about.htm�
http://www.league.org/league/projects/lcp/index.htm�
http://www.arches.uga.edu/~cadamrun/7320/delphi.htm�
http://www.alverno.edu/about_alverno/ability_curriculum.html�
http://www.aacc.nche.edu/Template.cfm?Section=Statistical_Guide&template=/ContentManagement/ContentDisplay.cfm&ContentID=8920&InterestCategoryID=244&Name=Statistics&ComingFrom=InterestDisplay�
http://www.aacc.nche.edu/Template.cfm?Section=Statistical_Guide&template=/ContentManagement/ContentDisplay.cfm&ContentID=8920&InterestCategoryID=244&Name=Statistics&ComingFrom=InterestDisplay�
http://www.aacc.nche.edu/Template.cfm?Section=Statistical_Guide&template=/ContentManagement/ContentDisplay.cfm&ContentID=8920&InterestCategoryID=244&Name=Statistics&ComingFrom=InterestDisplay�

187

Barr, R. B., & Tagg, J. (1995). From teaching to learning: A new paradigm for undergraduate
education. Change, 27, 13-25.

Barribeau, P., Butler, B., Corney, J., Doney, M., Gault, J., Gordon, J., et al. (2005). Survey
research. Retrieved May 23, 2005, from
http://writing.colostate.edu/references/research/survey

Bennett, W. J. (1988). Secretary's procedures and criteria for recognition of accrediting
agencies. Federal Register, 53(127), 25096-25099.

Beno, B. A. (2004). The role of student learning outcomes in accreditation quality review. In A.
M. Serban & J. Friedlander (Eds.), Developing and implementing assessment of student
learning outcomes. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Bers, T. H. (2004). Assessment at the program level. In A. M. Serban & J. Friedlander (Eds.),
Developing and implementing assessment of student learning outcomes. San Francisco,
CA: Jossey-Bass.

Bettis, P. J., & Gregson, J. A. (2001). The why of research: Paradigmatic and pragmatic
considerations. In E. |. Farmer & J. W. Rojewski (Eds.), Research pathways: Writing
professional papers, theses, and dissertations in workforce education (pp. 1-21).
Lanham, MD: University Press of America.

Black, K. E., & Kline, K. (2002). Program review: A spectrum of perspectives and practices. In T.
W. Banta (Ed.), Building a scholarship of assessment (pp. 223-239). San Francisco, CA:
Jossey-Bass.

Bloom, B. S. (1968). Learning for mastery. UCLA Evaluation Comment, 1(2), 1-12.

Bloom, B. S. (Ed.). (1956). Taxonomy of educational objectives, Handbook 1: Cognitive domain.
New York: Longman.

Boggs, G. R. (1995). The learning paradigm. Community College Journal, 66(3), 24-27.
Boggs, G. R. (1999). What the learning paradigm means for faculty. Learning Abstracts, 2(4).

Borg, W. R., & Gall, M. D. (1983). Educational research: An introduction (4th ed.). New York:
Longman.

Bresciani, M. J., Zelna, C. L., & Anderson, J. A. (2004). Assessing student learning and
development: A handbook for practitioners. Washington, DC: National Association of
Student Personnel Administrators.

British Columbia Ministry of Advanced Education. (2007). An overview of B.C.'s public post-
secondary institutions. Retrieved April 8, 2007, from
http://www.aved.gov.bc.ca/institutions/welcome.htm

Brown, M., Keeton, M., & McMorrow, J. (1998). Assessing learning outcomes: Executive
summary. Houston, TX: American Productivity and Quality Center.


http://writing.colostate.edu/references/research/survey�
http://www.aved.gov.bc.ca/institutions/welcome.htm�

188

Buchanan, D., Fitzgerald, L., Ketley, D., Gollop, R., Jones, J. L., Lamont, S. S., et al. (2005). No
going back: A review of the literature on sustaining organizational change. International
Journal of Management Reviews, 7(3), 189-205.

Burke, J. C., & Minassians, H. P. (2004). Implications of state performance indicators for
community college assessment. In A. M. Serban & J. Friedlander (Eds.), Developing and
implementing assessment of student learning outcomes. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-
Bass.

Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching. (2007). Basic classification system.
Retrieved April 8, 2007, from
http://www.carnegiefoundation.org/classifications/index.asp?key=798

Carroll, J. B. (1963). A model for school learning. Teachers College Record, 64, 723-733.

Chou, C. (2002). Developing the e-Delphi system: A web-based forecasting tool for educational
research. British Journal of Educational Technology, 33(2), 233-236.

Clayton, M. J. (1997). Delphi: A technique to harness expert opinion for critical decision-making
tasks in education. Educational Psychology, 17(4), 373-384.

Clemen, R. T. (1989). Combining forecasts: A review and annotated bibliography. International
Journal of Forecasting, 5, 559-583.

Clemen, R. T., & Winkler, R. L. (1986). Combining economic forecasts. Journal of Business and
Economic Statistics, 4(1), 39-46.

Collins, J. C. (2001). Good to great: Why some companies make the leap and others don't. New
York, NY: HarperCollins.

Copa, G. H., & Ammentorp, W. (1997). A new vision for the two year institutions of higher
education: Preparing for a changing world. Retrieved January 21, 2004, from
http://newdesigns.oregonstate.edu/Newpages/research_reports.html

Copa, G. H., & Ammentorp, W. (1998). New designs for the two-year institution of higher
education: Final report. Retrieved June 16, 2003, from
http://newdesigns.oregonstate.edu/Newpages/research_reports.html

Council for Higher Education Accreditation. (2003). Statement of mutual responsibilities for
student learning outcomes: Accreditation, institutions, and programs. Retrieved October
4, 2004, from www.chea.org

Council for Higher Education Accreditation. (2004). CHEA at a glance. Retrieved April 28, 2005,
from www.chea.org

Creating an organizational culture for learning. (2001). Retrieved May 14, 2005, from
www.league.org/league/projects/pew/Issue%20Sessions.pdf

Creswell, J. W. (1998). Qualitative inquiry and research design: Choosing among five traditions.
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.


http://www.carnegiefoundation.org/classifications/index.asp?key=798�
http://newdesigns.oregonstate.edu/Newpages/research_reports.html�
http://newdesigns.oregonstate.edu/Newpages/research_reports.html�
http://www.chea.org/�
http://www.chea.org/�
http://www.league.org/league/projects/pew/Issue Sessions.pdf�

189

Creswell, J. W. (2002). Educational research: Planning conducting, and evaluating quantitative
and qualitative research. Upper Saddle River, NJ: Pearson Education.

Crowley, J. K. (2002). Analogies constructed by students in a selective high school. Retrieved
May 10, 2004, from http://adt.curtin.edu.au/theses/available/adt-
WCU20030923.135720/unrestricted/03chapter2.pdf

D'Amico, C. (1996). A study of the relationship between assessment and curriculum on selected
college campuses. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Indiana University, Bloomington.

Davis, M. (2002). Community college faculty expectations with learner outcomes and the
influence on professional practice. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Oregon State
University, Corvallis, OR.

Defining and teaching learning outcomes. (2001). Retrieved May 14, 2005, from
www.league.org/league/projects/icp/lcp3/Learning_Outcomes.htm

Denzin, N. K., & Lincoln, Y. S. (2000). Handbook of qualitative research (2nd ed.). Thousand
Oaks, CA: Sage.

Eaton, J. S. (2003). Is accreditation accountable? The continuing conversation between
accreditation and the federal government. Washington, DC: Council for Higher
Education Accreditation.

Eaton, J. S. (2006). Statement of Judith S. Eaton, president, Council for Higher Education
Accreditation before the Secretary of Education's Commission on the Future of Higher
Education. Retrieved April 16, 2006, from http://www.chea.org/ia/lA_041006.htm

Eckel, P., Green, M., & Hill, B. (2001). On change V-riding the waves of change: Insights from
transformational institutions. Washington DC: American Council on Education.

Elenkov, D. S., & Maneyv, |. M. (2005). Social cultural intelligence, top-level leadership and
innovation influence: An international study. Proceeding of the Academy of
Management, F1-F6.

Erlich, R. (2005). Historical development of the "student learning outcomes" requirements by
regional accrediting bodies and their implications for educational policy (Unpublished
manuscript). Oregon State University, Corvallis.

Erwin, D. T., & Wise, S. L. (2002). A scholar-practitioner model for assessment. In T. W. Banta
(Ed.), Building a scholarship of assessment (pp. 67-81). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-
Bass.

Ewell, P. T. (2001). Accreditation and student learning outcomes: A proposed point of departure.
Washington, DC: Council for Higher Education Accreditation.

Ewell, P. T. (2002a). An emerging scholarship: A brief history of Assessment. In T. W. Banta
(Ed.), Building a scholarship of assessment (pp. 3-25). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Ewell, P. T. (2002b). Grading student learning: You have to start somewhere. Retrieved March
22, 2005, from http://measuringup.highereducation.org/2002/articles/peterewell.htm


http://adt.curtin.edu.au/theses/available/adt-WCU20030923.135720/unrestricted/03chapter2.pdf�
http://adt.curtin.edu.au/theses/available/adt-WCU20030923.135720/unrestricted/03chapter2.pdf�
http://www.league.org/league/projects/lcp/lcp3/Learning_Outcomes.htm�
http://www.chea.org/ia/IA_041006.htm�
http://measuringup.highereducation.org/2002/articles/peterewell.htm�

190

Fernandez, S., & Rainey, H. G. (2006). Managing successful organizational change in the public
sector. Public Administration Review(March/April 2006), 168-176.

Fischer, F. (1998). Beyond empiricism: Policy inquiry in postpositive perspective. Retrieved May
10, 2004, from http://www.cddc.vt.edu/tps/e-print/PETER.htm

Fischer, R. G. (1978). The Delphi method: A description, review, and criticism. Journal of
Academic Librarianship, 4(2), 64-70.

Flanagan, J. C. (1954). The critical incident technique. Psychological Bulletin, 51(4), 327-358.
Flynn, W. J. (2003). The learning decade. Learning Abstracts, 6(1), 1-4.

Friedlander, J., & Serban, A. M. (2004). Meeting the challenges of assessing student learning
outcomes. In A. M. Serban & J. Friedlander (Eds.), Developing and implementing
assessment of student learning outcomes. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Gall, M. D., Gall, J. P., & Borg, W. R. (2003). Educational research: An introduction (7th ed.).
San Francisco, CA: Allyn and Bacon.

Garrod, B. (2004). Lecture notes on the Delphi technique. Retrieved December 12, 2004, from
www.irs.aber.ac.uk/bgg/rmdt.htm

Gilbert, G., Brewster, L., Near, D., Rudmann, J., & Sine, C. (2004). The 2002 accreditation
standards: Implementation. Sacramento, CA: The Academic Senate for California
Community Colleges.

Gordon, T. J. (1994). The Delphi method. Washington, DC: American Council for the United
Nations University.

Gray, P. J. (2002). The roots of assessment: Tensions, solutions, and research directions. In T.
W. Banta (Ed.), Building a scholarship of assessment (pp. 49-66). San Francisco, CA:
Jossey-Bass.

Guba, E. G., & Lincoln, Y. S. (1994). Competing paradigms in qualitative research. In N. K.
Denzin & Y. S. Lincoln (Eds.), Handbook of qualitative research (pp. 105-117).
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Hasson, F., Keeney, S., & McKenna, H. (2000). Research guidelines for the Delphi survey
technique. Journal of Advanced Nursing, 32(4), 1008-1015.

Helmstadter, G. C. (1964). Principles of psychological measurement. New York: Appleton-
Century-Crofts.

Hjelm, M., & Baker, R. L. (2001). Evaluating individual student learning: Implications from four
models of assessment. Retrieved May 3, 2004, from
www.league.org/publication/learning/index.cfm

Hogarth, R. M. (1978). A note on aggregating opinions. Organizational Behavior and Human
Performance, 21, 40-46.


http://www.cddc.vt.edu/tps/e-print/PETER.htm�
http://www.irs.aber.ac.uk/bgg/rmdt.htm�
http://www.league.org/publication/learning/index.cfm�

191

Human-Environment Regional Observatory. (2001). The HERO e-Delphi system: Overview and
implementation. Retrieved December 22, 2004, from
http://hero.geog.psu.edu/products/Delphi_white_paper.pdf

Johnson, J. A. (2006). Beyond the learning paradigm: Customizing learning in American higher
education: 10 bellwether principles for transforming American higher education.
Community College Journal of Research and Practice, 30, 97-116.

Kezar, A. J. (2001). Understanding and facilitating organizational change in the 21st century:
Recent research and conceptualization (No. 4). San Francisco: ASHE-ERIC Higher
Education; Jossey-Bass.

Kinnick, M. K. (2005). 2005 annual update on the journal of applied research in the community
college. The Journal of Applied Research in the Community College, 13(1), 99-101.

Koslowski, F. A. (2005). Expectations, challenges, and frustrations: Faculty and administrator
perceptions of quality and assessment. Academic Leadership: The Online Journal, 3(3).

Kotter, J. P. (1996). Leading change. Boston, MA: Harvard Business School Press.

Krebsbach, S. G. (1998). A set of learning outcomes for the learner in the two year institution of
higher education, in order to function in work, community, and family at the beginning of
the 21st century. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of Minnesota,
Minneapolis, MN.

Kuh, G. D., Kinzie, J., Schuh, J. H., Whitt, E. J., & Associates. (2005). Student success in
college: Creating conditions that matter. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Lang, T. (1995). An overview of four futures methodologies, from
http://www.futures.hawaii.edu/jrnls.htmi

Larrick, R. P., & Soll, J. B. (2003). Intuitions about combining opinions: Misappreciation of the
averaging principle. Retrieved March 25, 2006, from
http://knowledge.insead.edu/doc.cfm?cd=1265

Larson, E., & Wissman, J. R. (2000). Critical academic skills for Kansas community college
graduates: A Delphi study. Community College Review, 28(2), 43-57.

Lazerson, M., Wagener, U., & Shumanis, N. (1999). What makes a revolution: Teaching and
learning in higher education, 1980-2000. Stanford, CA: National Center for
Postsecondary Improvement, Stanford University.

Lazerson, M., Wagener, U., & Shumanis, N. (2000). What makes a revolution? Retrieved
September 6, 2005, from http://wiscinfo.doit.wisc.edu/teaching-
academy/About/what_makes_a_revolution.htm

Lee, B. R. (2002). Reaching consensus on quality of a multi-campus technical college.
Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of Minnesota, Minneapolis, MN.


http://hero.geog.psu.edu/products/Delphi_white_paper.pdf�
http://www.futures.hawaii.edu/jrnls.html�
http://knowledge.insead.edu/doc.cfm?cd=1265�
http://wiscinfo.doit.wisc.edu/teaching-academy/About/what_makes_a_revolution.htm�
http://wiscinfo.doit.wisc.edu/teaching-academy/About/what_makes_a_revolution.htm�

192

Lerman, R. |., & Schmidt, S. R. (1999). Futurework: Trends and challenges for work in the 21st
century: An overview of economic, social and demographic trends affecting the US labor
market, full report. Retrieved August 11, 2003, from
http://www.dol.gov/asp/programs/history/herman/reports/futurework/conference/trends/tr
ends_toc.htm

Lincoln, Y. S., & Guba, E. G. (2000). Paradigms controversies, contradictions, and emerging
confluences. In N. K. Denzin & Y. S. Lincoln (Eds.), Handbook of qualitative research
(2nd ed., pp. 163-187). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Linstone, H. A. (1975). Eight basic pitfalls: A checklist. In H. A. Linstone & M. Turoff (Eds.), The
Delphi method: Techniques and applications. Boston, MA: Addison-Wesley.

Linstone, H. A., & Turoff, M. (Eds.). (1975). The Delphi method: Techniques and applications.
Boston, MA: Addison-Wesley.

Longenecker, C. O., Papp, G., & Stansfield, T. C. (2006). Characteristics of successful
improvement initiatives. Industrial Management, 48(5), 25-30.

Lopez, C. L. (1999). A decade of assessing student learning: What we have learned; What's
next? Chicago, IL: North Central Association of Colleges and Schools, Commission on
Institutions of Higher Education.

Maki, P. L. (2004). Assessing for learning: Building a sustainable commitment across the
institution. Sterling, VA: Stylus.

McClenney, K. M. (1998). Community colleges perched at the millennium: Perspectives on
Innovation, transformation, and tomorrow. Leadership Abstracts, 11(8), 1-7.

McClenney, K. M. (2003). Becoming a learning college: Milestones on the journey. Learning
Abstracts, 6(3), 1-7.

McClenney, K. M. (2004a). Keeping America's promise: Challenges for community colleges.
Denver, CO: Education Commission of the States.

McClenney, K. M. (2004b). Learning from the learning colleges: Lessons from the journey.
Retrieved July 9, 2004, from www.league.org/projrcts/icp/lessons_learned.htm

Measuring up 2000. (2000). Retrieved March 22, 2005, from
http://measuringup.highereducation.org/2000

Measuring up 2002. (2002). Retrieved March 22, 2005, from
http://measuringup.highereducation.org/2002

Measuring up 2004. (2004). Retrieved March 22, 2005, from
http://measuringup.highereducation.org/2004

Meier, R. A. (2001). Outcomes-based curriculum reform in a community college: A discipline
based inquiry. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Oregon State University, Corvallis, OR.


http://www.dol.gov/asp/programs/history/herman/reports/futurework/conference/trends/trends_toc.htm�
http://www.dol.gov/asp/programs/history/herman/reports/futurework/conference/trends/trends_toc.htm�
http://www.league.org/projrcts/lcp/lessons_learned.htm�
http://measuringup.highereducation.org/2000�
http://measuringup.highereducation.org/2002�
http://measuringup.highereducation.org/2004�

193

Mentkowski, M., & Loacker, G. (2002). Enacting a collaborative scholarship of assessment. In T.
W. Banta (Ed.), Building a scholarship of assessment (pp. 82-99). San Francisco, CA:
Jossey-Bass.

Miles, C. L., & Wilson, C. D. (2004). Learning outcomes for the twenty-first century: Cultivating
student success for college and the knowledge economy. In A. M. Serban & J.
Friedlander (Eds.), Developing and implementing assessment of student learning
outcomes. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Miller, M. A. (2002). Measuring up and student learning. Retrieved March 22, 2005, from
http://measuringup.highereducation.org/2002/articles/margaretmiller.htm

Mitchell, V. W. (1991). The Delphi technique: An exposition and application. Technology
Analysis & Strategic Management, 3(4), 333-358.

Mitroff, I. I., & Turoff, M. (1975). Philosophical and methodological foundations of Delphi. In H. A.
Linstone & M. Turoff (Eds.), The Delphi method: Techniques and applications (pp. 17-
34). Boston, MA: Addison-Wesley.

Morante, E. A. (2002). A handbook on assessment for two year colleges. Palm Desert, CA:
College of the Desert, CA.

National Center for Higher Education Management Systems. (2000). Knowledge and skills
needed to succeed in the 21st century workplace. NCHEMS News, 16, 1-6.

National Commission on Excellence in Education. (1983). A nation at risk: The imperative for
educational reform. Washington, DC: National Commission on Excellence in Education.

National Governors' Association. (1986). Time for results: The governors' 1991 report on
education. Washington, DC: National Governors' Association Center for Policy Research
and Analysis.

National Research Council. (1999). The changing nature of work: Implications for occupational
analysis. Retrieved August 17, 2003, from
http://books.nap.edu/html/occup_analysis/exec_summ.htmi

Nettles, M., & Cole, J. (2001). A study in tension: State assessment and public coleges and
universities. In D. E. Heller (Ed.), The states and public higher education policy:
Affordability, access, and accountability (pp. 198-218). Baltimore, MD: The Johns
Hopkins University Press.

Nettles, M., Cole, J., & Sharp, S. (1997). Assessment of teaching and learning in higher
education and public accountability. Stanford, CA: National Center for Postsecondary
Improvement, Stanford University.

Neuman, W. L. (2003). Social research methods: Qualitative and quatitative approaches (5th.
ed.). Boston, MA: Pearson Education.

Nichols, J. O., & Nichols, K. W. (2005). A road map for improvement of student learning and
support services through assessment. Flemington, NJ: Agathon Press.


http://measuringup.highereducation.org/2002/articles/margaretmiller.htm�
http://books.nap.edu/html/occup_analysis/exec_summ.html�

194
O'Banion, T. (1996a). Learning communities, learning organizations, and learning colleges.
Leadership Abstracts, 9(9), 1-4.

O'Banion, T. (1996b). The learning revolution comes to the community college. Community
College Week, 9(2), 4-6.

O'Banion, T. (1997a). Creating more learning-centered community colleges. Mission Viejo, CA:
League for Innovation in the Community College.

O'Banion, T. (1997b). A learning college for the 21st century. Westport, CT: Oryx Press.

O'Banion, T. (1997c). The purpose, process, and product of the learning revolution in the
community college. Leadership Abstracts, 10(7), 1-4.

O'Banion, T. (1998a). The center of the learning revolution. Community College Week, 15(24), 4-
6.

O'Banion, T. (1998b). The learning revolution: Perched at the millennium. Community College
Week, 10(12), 4-5.

O'Banion, T. (1999a). An inventory for learning-centered colleges. Community College Journal,
71(1), 14-23.

O'Banion, T. (1999b). Launching a learning-centered college. Mission Viejo, CA: League for
Innovation in the Community College.

O'Banion, T. (1999c). The learning college: Both learner and learning centered. Learning
Abstracts, 2(2).

O'Banion, T., & Kaplan, J. (2003). A learning-centered Ph. D. for community college leaders.
Leadership Abstracts, 16(9), 1-6.

O'Banion, T., & Milliron, M. D. (1998). Conversations on learning. Learning Abstracts, 1(1), 1-3.

Qertel, B. J. (2001). Identifying the essential characteristics of curricular learning communities in
higher education: A Delphi study. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of
Minnesota, Minneapolis, MN.

Oka, T., & Shaw, I. (2003). Philosophical backgrounds of qualitative research. Retrieved May 31,
2004, from http://pweb.sophia.ac.jp/~t-oka/papers/2000/grsw/grsw.html

Palomba, C. A., & Banta, T. W. (1999). Assessment essentials: Planning, implementing, and
improving assessment in higher education. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Palomba, C. A., & Banta, T. W. (Eds.). (2001). Assessing student competence in accredited
disciplines: Pioneering approaches to assessment in higher education. Sterling, VA:
Stylus.

Patton, M. Q. (1997). Utilization-focused evaluation: The new century text (3rd ed.). Thousand
Oaks, CA: Sage.


http://pweb.sophia.ac.jp/~t-oka/papers/2000/qrsw/qrsw.html�

195

Pellegrino, J. W., Chudowsky, N., & Glaser, R. (Eds.). (2001). Knowing what students know: The
science and design of educational assessment. Washington, DC: National Academy
Press.

Peterson, M. W. (2001). Student learning and assessment. Retrieved April 24, 2005, from
http://ncpi.stanford.edu

Peterson, M. W., Augustine, C. H., Einarson, M. K., & Vaughan, D. S. (1999a). Designing
student assessment to strengthen institutional performance in associate of arts
institutions. Stanford, CA: National Center for Postsecondary Improvement.

Peterson, M. W., Augustine, C. H., Einarson, M. K., & Vaughan, D. S. (1999b). Improving
student assessment at associate of arts institutions. Stanford, CA: National Center for
Postsecondary Improvement, School of Education, Stanford University.

Peterson, M. W., & Einarson, M. K. (2001). What are colleges doing about student assessment:
Does it make a difference? The Journal of Higher Education, 72(6), 629-669.

Peterson, M. W., Einarson, M. K., Augustine, C. H., & Vaughan, D. S. (1999). Institutional
support for student assessment: Methodology and results of a national survey. Stanford,
CA: National Center for Postsecondary Improvement, School of Education, Stanford
University.

Peterson, M. W., & Vaughan, D. S. (2002). Promoting academic improvement: Organizational
and administrative dynamics that support student assessment. In T. W. Banta (Ed.),
Building a scholarship of assessment (pp. 26-46). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Peterson, M. W., Vaughan, D. S., & Perorazio, T. E. (2001). Student assessment in higher
education: A comparative study of seven institutions. Ann Arbor, MI: Center for the
Study of Higher and Postsecondary Education, National Center for Postsecondary
Improvement, University of Michigan.

Powell, C. (2003). The Delphi technique: Myths and realities. Journal of Advanced Nursing,
41(4), 376-382.

Preskill, H., & Torres, T. R. (1999). Evaluative inquiry for learning in organizations. Thousand
Oaks, CA: Sage Publications, Inc.

Robinson, A. G., & Stern, S. (1998). Corporate creativity: How innovation and improvement
actually happen. San Francisco: Berrett-Koehler.

Rouseff-Baker, F., & Holm, A. (2004). Engaging faculty and students in classroom assessment
of learning. In A. M. Serban & J. Friedlander (Eds.), Developing and implementing
assessment of student learning outcomes. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Rowe, G., & Wright, G. (1999). The Delphi technique as a forecasting tool: Issues and analysis.
International Journal of Forecasting, 15, 353-375.

Russ-Eft, D. (1979). Identifying components comprising neighborhood quality of life. Social
Indicators Research, 6(3), 349-372.


http://ncpi.stanford.edu/�

196

Russ-Eft, D., & Preskill, H. (2001). Evaluation in organizations: A systematic approach to
enhancing learning, performance, and change. Cambridge, MA: Perseus.

Sackman, H. (1974). Delphi assessment: Expert opinion, forecasting and group process. Santa
Monica, CA: Rand Corporation.

Salvador, S. M. (1996). The effects of institutional characteristics and accreditation association
assessment guidelines on perceptions of assessment practices in community colleges.
University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, MI.

Scheele, D. S. (1975). Reality construction as a product of Delphi interaction. In H. A. Linstone &
M. Turoff (Eds.), The Delphi method: Techniques and applications (pp. 35-67). Boston,
MA: Addison-Wesley.

Scheuren, F. (2004). What is a survey. Alexandria, VA: American Statistical Association.

Schray, V. (2006a). Assuring quality in higher education: Key issues and questions for changing
accreditation in the United States. Retrieved June 8, 2006, from
http://www.ed.gov/about/bdscomml/list/hiedfuture/reports.html

Schray, V. (2006b). Assuring quality in higher education: Recommendations for improving
accreditation. Retrieved June 8, 2006, from
http://www.ed.gov/about/bdscomm/list/hiedfuture/reports.html

Schulze, S. (2004). Views on the combination of quantitative and qualitative research
approaches. Retrieved May 10, 2004, from
http://www.unisa.ac.za/contents/faculties/service_dept/bld/progressio/docs/schulze.pdf

Schuyler, G. (1997). A paradigm shift from instruction to learning. Retrieved July 16, 2004, from
www.ericdigests.org/1998-2shift.ntm

Secretary's Commission on Achieving Necessary Skills. (1991). What work requires of schools:
A SCANS report for America 2000. Washington, DC: The Secretary's Commission on
Achieving Necessary Skills, US Department of Labor.

Serban, A. M. (2004). Assessment of student learning outcomes at the institutional level. In A. M.
Serban & J. Friedlander (Eds.), Developing and implementing assessment of student
learning outcomes. New Directions for Community Colleges, 128 (pp. 17-28). San
Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Serban, A. M., & Friedlander, J. (Eds.). (2004). Developing and implementing assessment of
student learning outcomes. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Seybert, J. A. (2002). Assessing student learning outcomes. New Directions for Community
Colleges, 117, 55-65.

Seybert, J. A. (2004). How to initiate an assessment program. In T. W. Banta (Ed.), Community
College Assessment (pp. 7-9). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Shulock, N., & Moore, C. (2002). An accountability framework for California higher education:
Informing public policy and improving outcomes. Sacramento, CA: Center for California
Studies, California State University, Sacramento.


http://www.ed.gov/about/bdscomm/list/hiedfuture/reports.html�
http://www.ed.gov/about/bdscomm/list/hiedfuture/reports.html�
http://www.unisa.ac.za/contents/faculties/service_dept/bld/progressio/docs/schulze.pdf�
http://www.ericdigests.org/1998-2shift.htm�

197

Simpson, H. (2003). The new accreditation standards: Guidelines for the field. Sacramento, CA:
Academic Senate for California Community Colleges.

Somerville, J. A., & Russ-Eft, D. (2006). Assessing Student Learning Outcomes: Development
of a Taxonomy (Unpublished manuscript): Oregon State University, Corvallis.

Spady, W. G. (2001). Beyond counterfeit reforms: Forging an authentic future for all learners.
Maryland, MD: The Scarecrow Press.

Spady, W. G. (2002). Outcomes based education. In J. W. Guthrie (Ed.), Encyclopedia of
Education (2nd ed., pp. 1827-1831). New York: Macmillan Reference USA.

Spady, W. G., & Marshall, K. J. (1991). Beyond traditional outcome-based education.
Educational Leadership, 49(2), 67-72.

Spencer, L., Ritchie, J., Lewis, J., & Dillion, L. (2003). Quality in qualitative evaluation: A
framework for assessing research evidence. Retrieved April 22, 2006, from
http://www.policyhub.gov.uk/docs/qqe_rep.pdf

Stewart, T. R. (1987). The Delphi technique and judgmental forecasting. Climatic Change, 11,
97-113.

Stiehl, R., & Lewchuk, L. (2002). The outcomes primer: Reconstructing the college curriculum
(2nd ed.). Corvallis, OR: The Learning Organization.

Stiehl, R., & Lewchuk, L. (2004). The mapping primer: Tools for reconstructing the college
curriculum. Corvallis, OR: The Learning Organization.

Stoops, J. A., & Parsons, M. D. (2003). Accreditation in the United States. In J. W. Guthrie (Ed.),
Encyclopedia of Education (2nd ed., Vol. 1, pp. 28-35). New York: Macmillan Reference
USA.

Study group on the conditions of excellence in American higher education. (1984). Washington,
DC: National Institute of Education, United States Department of Education.

Sunell, S. (2003). Learning outcomes approach in British Columbia's colleges and university
colleges. Dissertation Abstracts Online, 64(10A), 2500.

Suskie, L. (2004). Assessing student learning: A common sense guide. Bolton, MA: Anker
Publishing.

The College Board. (2005). History. Retrieved June 29, 2005, from
http://www.collegeboard.com/about/association/history.html

The University of Texas at Austin. (2005). US community colleges by state. Retrieved February
25, 2005, from www.utexas.edu/world/comcol/state/

Trochim, W. M. K. (2002). Positivism & post-positivism. Retrieved May 10, 2004, from
http://www.socialresearchmethods.net/kb/positvsm.htm


http://www.policyhub.gov.uk/docs/qqe_rep.pdf�
http://www.collegeboard.com/about/association/history.html�
http://www.utexas.edu/world/comcol/state/�
http://www.socialresearchmethods.net/kb/positvsm.htm�

198

Turoff, M., & Hiltz, S. R. (1996). Computer based Delphi processes. In M. Adler & E. Ziglio
(Eds.), Gazing into the oracle: The Delphi and its application to social policy and public
health. London, England: Jessica Kingsley.

Uhl, N. P. (1983). Using the Delphi technique in institutional planning. In N. P. Uhl (Ed.), Using
research for strategic planning (pp. 81-94). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Volkwein, J. F. (2003). Implementing outcomes assessment on your campus. Retrieved
February 20, 2005, from http://rpgroup.org/publications/ejournal/volume_1.htm

Waite, L. (2004). Implementing student learning outcomes: The link to accreditation in California
community colleges. Unpublished dissertation, University of San Diego, La Jolla, CA.

Wallsten, T. S., Budescu, D. V., Erev, |., & Diederich, A. (1997). Evaluating and combining
subjective probability estimates. Journal of Behavioral Decision Making, 10, 243-268.

Walvoord, B. E. (2004). Assessment clear and simple: A practical guide for institutions,
departments, and general education. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Walvoord, B. E., & Anderson, V. J. (1998). Effective grading: A tool for learning and assessment.
San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Webster, J. (2001). Faculty development for outcome-based curriculum reform in the community
college. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Oregon State University, Corvallis, OR.

Wiggins, G., & McTighe, J. (2001). Understanding by design. Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice-
Hall.

Wilson, C. D. (2002). The learning college journey. Basic Education, 46(6).

Wilson, C. D., Miles, C. L., Baker, R. L., & Schoenberger, R. L. (2000). Learning outcomes for
the 21st century: Report of a community college study. Phoenix, AZ: League for
Innovation in the Community College.

Wingspread Group on Higher Education. (1993). An American imperative: Higher expectations
for higher education. Racine, WI: Wingspread Group on Higher Education, The Johnson
Foundation.

Winkler, R. L., & Clemen, R. T. (2004). Multiple experts vs. multiple methods: Combining
Correlation assessments. Decision Analysis, 1(3), 167-176.

Winkler, R. L., & Poses, R. M. (1993). Evaluating and combining physicians' probabilities of
survival in an intensive care unit. Management Science, 39(12), 1526-1543.

Wright, B. D. (2002). Accreditation and the scholarship of assessment. In T. W. Banta (Ed.),
Building a scholarship of assessment (pp. 240-258). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Yolles, M. I. (2004). Philosophic perspectives and the autonomous holon. Retrieved May 10,
2004, from http://cwis.livim.ac.uk/socrates/Chapter02.pdf


http://rpgroup.org/publications/ejournal/volume_1.htm�
http://cwis.livjm.ac.uk/socrates/Chapter02.pdf�

199

Ziglio, E. (1996). The Delphi method and its contribution to decision-making. In M. Adler & E.
Ziglio (Eds.), Gazing into the oracle: The Delphi and its application to social policy and
public health. London, England: Jessica Kingsley.

Zumeta, W. (2001). Public policy and accountability in higher education: Lessons from the past
and present for the new millennium. In D. E. Heller (Ed.), The states and public higher
education policy: Affordability, access, and accountability (pp. 155-197). Baltimore, MD:
The Johns Hopkins University Press.



200

APPENDICES

Appendix A. Summary of Panelists’ Evaluations of Pilot Project Procedures

Appendix B. Results of Round Two and Three of the Pilot Project

Appendix C. Statements Rated as Critically Important in the Pilot Project

Appendix D. Verification of the Results of the Pilot Project

Appendix E. Results of Rounds Two and Three of the Full Study

Appendix F. Critically Important and Extremely Important Statements in the Full Study

Appendix G. Verification of the Results of the Full Study



201

Appendix A
Summary of Panelists’ Evaluations of Pilot Project Procedures

The purpose of this form is to provide a method for you to give a candid evaluation of the study in
which you just completed. Your evaluation will be used in the design of a larger study on the
same topic. Also, your evaluation will be shared with the other pilot project panelists. However.
your name will not be associated with your evaluation.

1. Orientation to the Study
It was originally planned that all panelists would participate in an online orientation to the
study. As it worked out, three panelists participated in this online orientation and four
participated in one-on-one orientations.

In your opinion was the orientation (either online or one-on-one) necessary? Did you
have enough information to participate in the study with only the written documents?

Comments:

Panelist K -- Yes, | think the orientation was helpful in clarifying your study and the
expectations of those who were invited to participate.

Panelist M -- The orientation was helpful.

Panelist N -- | liked having my one-on-one orientation because there was a log-in
problem and Jerry worked to fix it. | would have gotten frustrated with that part of things if
he hadn't been on the phone with me.

Panelist Q -- | had never participated in an online survey using e-Delphi, so | found it
helpful. The material describing the design of the study, your dissertation research, etc.
could probably be read by the participants. However, covering that information during the
session makes it more personal and guarantees that the participants actually read/see
the material.

Panelist P -- The orientation was useful. It clarified purpose and defined terms. It
increased buy-in. And the discussion among participants was stimulating, further
increasing buy-in and enthusiasm to complete the project.

Panelist O -- The one-on-one was very helpful.

2. Navigation of the e-Delphi Site
a. Did you encounter any problems accessing the e-Delphi web site?
Yes3 No3

If yes, what problems did you encounter?

Panelist N -- See #1 above. Log in was my only problem?

Panelist P -- One round of submission was rejected by the system, and Scott
was not able to discover the source of the problem.

Panelist O -- Initial log-on didn't work.

b. Did you encounter any problems in the first round with adding themes, submitting
contributions, associating contributions to themes, or making comments?
Yes3 No3

If yes, what problems did you encounter?

Panelist K -- | had to figure out how the software worked. Once | did, it was easy
to use.

Panelist M -- The deterents were written in a positive voice, thereby not sounding
like deterents - so the choices were difficult to interpret - if | agree it is a negative
do | say yes or no?

Panelist O -- It took a little experimenting and roaming around to figure out how it
worked.
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c. Did you encounter any problems in the second round with rating items or submitting
rationales for those items you rated as critically important?
YesO0 Nob6

If yes, what problems did you have?
Panelist Q -- One thing about the second and third rounds: | noticed that the
lightning bolt icon appeared on the items that | hadn't commented on. Is there a

way to activate the lightning bolts only for those items that a participant rates a
57

d. Did you encounter any problems in the third round with re-rating the factors?
Yes1 Nob

If yes, what problems did you have?

Panelist Q -- One thing about the second and third rounds: | noticed that the
lightning bolt icon appeared on the items that | hadn't commented on. |s there a
way to activate the lightning bolts only for those items that a participant rates a
5?

Panelist P -- Marking answers did not cause the "lightning bolt" to go away, so |
could not determine if | had answered the question or not.

3. Use of the Importance Rating Scale
a. Were the instructions for using the importance rating scale clear?
Yes6 NoO

If no, what was unclear?

Panelist Q -- You might want to switch the location of the "don't know" and "not
important" ratings -- so it reads critical - moderate - minimal - none - don't know.
| think | marked "not important" on several factors in the second round because
the "minimal" option got lost. Also, | noticed that the rating scale is somewhat
inconsistent -- in that it says "importANT" for some and "importANCE" for other
ratings.

b. Was the five-point format appropriate for the task?
Yes5 No 1

If no, what format would have been more appropriate?

Panelist Q -- You might want to review the responses to help make this
determination.

Panelist O -- It appeared to me that most respondents used a yes/no type of
response, and didn't provide appropriate justifications in the first round for their
ratings. In this regard, the instrument became used as an opinion survey rather
than a constructive tool.

4. Clarity of Instructions
a. Were the instructions for each round clear?
Yes6 NoO

If no, what was unclear?
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5. Clarity of the Statements
a. Were the items succinct and clearly stated?
Yes4 No2

If no, which items should be revised?

Panelist M -- Again; the negative comments were hard to interpret in relation to
the choices. And couldn't the negatives simply be the opposite of the positives or
supportive elements. For instance if having a budget line for assessment is
important - wouldn't not having a budget line be a deterent? Having the
conditions which negatively impact the process more clearly defined is helpful.
Panelist Q -- Feedback provided during all 3 rounds.

Panelist P -- 16, J

If you have suggestions for revisions, please make them here.
Panelist Q -- Review the feedback from all 3 rounds -- | think | had some
suggestions in round 3 (that didn't occur to me until that round!).

b. Did you encounter any “double barreled” items? These are items where you felt
forced to make two decisions with one response.
Yes0O No5

If yes, which items were they?
Panelist Q -- | think we identified them in round 1. Example: separating out the
roles of faculty, administration, and staff.

If you have suggestions for revisions, please make them here.

6. Identification of the Critical Factors
a. Did this process identify the critical factors?
Yes5 No1

If no, what critical factors were missed?

If no, please comment on how the method could be improved to better identify
the critical factors

Panelist Q -- | had one concern about the factors under "results/using results." |
think most of the statements under this theme were rated as critical. However,
this finding might not be as interesting as those related to other themes like
communication, valued process, participation, etc. The reason | think this is that
an assessment process (or a good one, at least) by definition is one that uses the
results to make improvements. So, this theme might just be defining what
assessment is -- and without those factors, assessment doesn't really exist (at
least not in the way it is intended in the SLO world).

Panelist O -- | think that the statements were somewhat provincial, i.e., "very
California community college/current experience/politically-based." | think they
should include a more broadly based perspective from the literature, from non-
California-community college experts, and from noted national assessment
experts, including those involved in accreditation and higher level leadership.
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7. Opportunity for General Comments:
a. What was well done?
Panelist K -- The structure was most helpful. Having the website record and make
available input from others was also most helpful. It was interesting to participate in an
asynchronous conversation and see that it actually can be done.
Panelist M -- Good job. Loved the web site and ease of use.
Panelist N -- | appreciated how you revised some factors in response to comments
Panelist Q -- Instructions were clear. You were very open to the ideas and suggestions
of participants. The process itself was informative to participants.
Panelist P -- Simple process, yield a lot of information in low impact way.
Panelist O -- It is a noteworthy effort. The online dialogue among participants was
interesting.

b. What needs to be improved?

Panelist K -- | don't know. | did notice that a lot of the items were tied. It would be nice to
be able to made further distinctions among the factors, but I'm not sure that would really
be more meaningful.

Panelist P -- Does not address the "how to" problem. For example, how do you get an
influential factuly leader to take the point on SLOs? How do you get the CEO to be
informed and involved?

Panelist O -- Some of the thwarting statements were confusing, with double negative
connotations

c. Do you have any additional comments not already covered?

Panelist Q -- See comments above -- on some items that | marked "no," | still provided
comments.

Panelist P-- No.

Panelist O -- Your results could be extremely valuable. They could also potentially
further politicize the topic, putting our accreditation commission in any even more difficult
spot than they are now, warding off strong cries for increased accountability as the HEA
is reauthorized..
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Appendix B
Results of Round Two and Three of the Pilot Project
Factors that Influence the Meaningful Assessment of Student Learning Outcomes

Statistical information for rounds two and three is presented to the right of each statement and the
rationales submitted by panelists in round two are listed below each statement. The numbered
statements are those from the original list at the beginning of the project, and the lettered items are
those submitted by panelists as a results of the first round activity. To maintain an audit trail each item

has retained its number or letter designation.
Section 1, Factors that Facilitate a Meaningful Process

Legend:
Mean rating The average rating of those who rated the statement
Range of ratings The highest and lowest ratings given by panelists (e.g. 5, 3)
NR This statement was not moved to round Ill and thus was not rated
5 Critically Important
4 Moderate importance
3 Minor Importance
2 Undecided
1 Not Important
Round Il Round Il
'§ 3 é)’ o & é)’ )
S £ 5 £ £ 5 £
£ g & & 8 o5 8
o Y s} - Yo O o
8 s 38 58 8
= f=
§ = S = S
Communication
1 A written institutional philosophy of assessment that defines the 6 5,1 3.67/ 6 5,3 4.17
purpose of assessment and the uses of the results
No responses
53 417 6 5,4 4.83

2 Communication strategies in place that are timely and that keep 6
faculty, administrators, and staff informed about assessment

practices and the results of assessment activities
Response #0
This is essential. If no one knows what is going on, identification and
assessment of SLOs will simply die out.

Response #1
This is how trust is developed in the process and those who are leading it. It

also results in buy-in.

Pilot Project conducted by Jerry Somerville
April and May, 2006
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3 Communication from respected faculty members informing the 6 5,1 4336 5,3 4.50
campus community about the assessment process
Response #0
Faculty leadership is important because it lends credibility to the process.
Communication is critical because implementing SLOs, by definition, requires
all faculty and staff.
Response #1
Unless faculty credit the process and have experiences that meet faculty
expectations for improving learning - this will be dismissed as another
edubabble concern.
Response #2
Definitely need a lead faculty member to train, communicate, explain,
reassure, etc.
4 College presidents who are knowledgeable about assessment, 6 5,3 4006 5,3 4.17
publicly supportive of it, and visible in its implementation
Response #0
While CEO's don't have an active role, without their leadership and support,
assessment is not identified as a priority, for resources as well as attention.
6 5,4 433 6 5,4 433

A Vice presidents of instruction who are knowledgeable about
assessment, publicly supportive of it, and visible in its
Response #0
The individual in this position is often the person who provides resources and

links to expertise.

Response #1
It is vitally important that CIO's understand that they are not doing the
process. They must let faculty lead it. Administrative driving of the process is

the first sounds of assessment death hulls. Public support is helpful only if the
faculty are lauded and not controlled by the CIO.

Response #2
Yes, administration needs to be knowledgeable and supportive of this area.
But if the VP is not particularly skillful he/she will be more of an impediment

than a facilitator - the case at my institution.

Pilot Project conducted by Jerry Somerville
April and May, 2006
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5 Opportunities for dialogue and collaboration among faculty, 6 5,5 5006 5,
administrators, and staff (e.g. convocations, orientations,

presentations, retreats, and workshops)
Response #0
By definition, assessment requirements dialogue and collaboration in order to

take place.
Response #1
This is where the critical thinking, self analysis, and real learning occur.

Response #2
Yes, in fact identification, teaching methods, and assessment of SLOs can

easily become the centerpiece of all faculty development. This is what it
should have been the priority for flex and faculty development all along. Flex

offerings at my college often are not directly relevant to teaching, learning,

and assessment.
Response #3
Again, this is how buy-in is created and also how it is possible to develop a

faculty-owned assessment process

Response #4

Because one of the goals (explicit or otherwise) of SLOs and assessment is
to move away from the silos and get people talking and taking responsibility
for the overall product emerging from the college. Also, this helps with
communication, helps demonstrate the usefulness of assessment, prevents
others from reinventing the wheel, etc.

External Influence
6 Public criticism of higher education about the educational level 6 4,1 2.50

of graduates and a lack of data about their skills and knowledge

Response #0
| still see this as a thwarting factor
5,3 417 6

7 Requirements from accreditation agencies that colleges engage 6
in student learning assessment activities.

Response #0
This is the impetus, and whether we like it or not, | think it is very helpful to
have the leverage of accrediting agencies saying we must pay attention to

this area.
Response #1

| doubt that any campus would engage in this process without this form of
external pressure -- no matter how dedicated they are to student learning.

Pilot Project conducted by Jerry Somerville
April and May, 2006
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8 Demands from state and federal bodies that colleges 6 4,1 3.00 NA NA
demonstrate their effectiveness and efficiency
No responses
9 Concern that if colleges don’t begin to show evidence of student 6 4,1 317 NA NA
learning, state and federal bodies will impose assessment
requirements similar to those of the No Child Left Behind
legislation
No responses
Trust
10 Leaders for the process are well respected, and are accepted by 6 5,4 4836 5,5 5.00
faculty, administrators, and staff
Response #0
No effort can be successful without this, let alone assessment.
Response #1
This is sensitive data. Meaningful leaning improvement only occurs if the
conversations are honest and deep. Faculty that are respected, with integrity,
are the essence of the process and sustenance of the process.
Response #2
If they are not, | don't see how this will work exept on the few campuses
where there is a culture of evidence already instilled across the faculty.
Response #3
Otherwise, people will feel that this is being imposed from someone(s) who
are not part of the institution.
Response #4
Need strong, informed, and respected leaders to take responsibility for and
guide the process.
54 433 6 5,4 433

11 Administration , faculty, and staff form partnerships and work in 6

concert with each other
Response #0
By definition, assessment requires the breaking down of silos and

collaboration.

Pilot Project conducted by Jerry Somerville
April and May, 2006
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12 Trusting that the results will be used in positive ways for 6 5,4 467 6 5,4 483
institution and program improvement and not in punitive ways
Response #0
Typically, this is critical. However, in some private institutions, assessment
can take place without this.
Response #1
No one will be truthful or provide meaningful data, if the results are ever
associated with faculty evaluation or negative consequences.
Response #2
It won't work otherwise.
Response #3
| think this is critically important -- to overcome
fears/misunderstanding/misperceptions. At the same time, however, this kind
of trust should emerge once people are educated about the assessment
process, its purpose, etc.
5,5 5.00

Knowledge
13 Those with lead responsibility are knowledgeable about learning 6 5,4 467 6

outcomes, teaching methods, learning theory, and assessment

methods
Response #0

The blind can not lead the blind. False starts due to lack of knowledge will
also be thwarting. Additionally, the integration of learning learning and
teaching methods into assessment makes the process meaningful.

Response #1
Knowledgeable is not the correct term - knowledge by itself without

experience is useless. There are legions of people who feel they are
knowledgeable. The critical importance is EXPERIENCE - real experience
doing assessment. This means they will have both successes and failures to

share.
Response #2

| don't see how anyone could lead a campus through the process without
knowledge and a clear understanding of what we are supposed to be doing
and why, what others have done, etc. and how that relates to teaching

methods, learning theory, etc.

Pilot Project conducted by Jerry Somerville
April and May, 2006
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14 Presence of a core team, committee, or task force comprised of 6
selected college personnel who are representative of the college
to guide institutional assessment

Response #0

This core team helps to sustain and to validate the diversity of approaches
across the campus. Without an experienced core assessment falls to the
Iwest common denominator as it has in our nation. The easy way out -
copying someone else's methods and superficial analysis. The SAT's and
GRE's are perfect examples. What do they really assess? Above all they lead

to absolutley no imporvement in learning.

Response #1
This is important IF the right people are "on the bus" and are in the right

seats. If the core is composed of people who are dogged in their
determination to see SLOs implemented and sustained as an institutionalized

process, this may be the ONLY way SLOs will ever work. It is important that
those in the core group are self-effacing, clear thinking, devoted to the

institution, and don't suffer from large egos.
6 4,1 250 NR NR

15 Hiring a knowledgeable outside consultant to facilitate the

implementation process
Response #0
Outside consultants are more important in the initial phases of developing the

SLO process and in training the trainers.

Response #1
This can be deadly rather than a facilitating factor

Pilot Project conducted by Jerry Somerville
April and May, 2006
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16 Having a consistent offering of high quality and motivating 6 5,4 467 6 5,4 483
education and training opportunities for faculty, administrators
and staff on learning outcomes, assessment principles, teaching
methods, and learning theory
Response #0
Because community college faculty and staff are not always trained in
teaching and learning theory, and because these are critical components of
assessment, without such training and available information, the improvement
component of assessment can not take place.
Response #1
This would be critically important IF the faculty were ready to receive and
embrace the training opportunities.
Response #2
Crucial!
Response #3
Many of the themes that | have marked as "critically important" have to do
with educating the campus -- and faculty members in particular. If
assessment is to occur at the grassroot level in the classroom, then training
opportunities must be offered to faculty -- ongoing training, including sharing
results with each other (how assessment results helped improve the program,
what worked in terms of measurement, what didn't work, etc.)
5,5 5.00

Valued Process
17 Faculty view assessment as worthwhile

6 54 483 6

Response #0
Again, in private institutions, this is not as critical as in California publics.

Response #1
Faculty won't do it well without valuing it.

Response #2
Perhaps the most important factor. If the college doesn't have the right kind of

instructors, forget about it.

Response #3
If they don't, the whole effort will fall apart.

Response #4
If faculty don't view assessment as worthwhile, then you most likely won't get
good results (because assessment methods/materials are more appropriate
for the old approach to teaching and learning or the assessment instruments
aren't measuring what you think they are) or/and they won't be used to

improve programs.

Pilot Project conducted by Jerry Somerville
April and May, 2006
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Administrators view assessment as worthwhile 6 5,4 4506 5,3 4.17
Response #0
Assessment requires resources, including mere prioritization. Administrators
ultimately hold the key to prioritization.
Response #1
Faculty need time, money and recognition to do real assessment.
Administrators need to see this as quality assurance for the education in the
system. Businesses hire large number of people to do this and spend a great
deal on the process.
C Staff view assessment as worthwhile 6 4,1 3.00 NR NR
No responses
18 A shared sense of responsibility for assessment across the 5 5,4 440 6 5,4 467
college
Response #0
This speaks to having a strong institutional value supporting assessment as a
way of assuring that the college is fulfilling its responsibilty to its students.
5 534006 5,3 3.67

19 Incentives and recognition for assessment efforts (e.g. public
recognition, praise, stipends, and release time)

Response #0
Work beyond professional obligations should be compensated such as the
time of a facilitator/coordinator and work by adjunct faculty.

Response #1
programs or services - budget should flow there to increase the effectiveness

If it is of value, it will be supportive. If it results in improvement in particular
of the instittuion.

Response #2
This can only help.

Pilot Project conducted by Jerry Somerville
April and May, 2006
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20 Having champions of the process who are well respected and
accepted by faculty, administrators, and staff
Response #0
This helps create acceptance

Response #1
If the campus leaders are going to be effective and guide the entire campus
through the process, they must be respected by both groups (faculty and
administration). Having someone who isn't respected might threaten the
process -- by marginalizing it or demonstrating that the campus doesn't value

4,1 3.17 NR NR

the process.
D Faculty frustration with lack of student learning, particularly deep 6

learning

No responses
6 5,4 483 6 54 4.83

21 Having an assessment process that is led by faculty

Response #0
This is the interface of learning. Administrators have too many other concerns

which do not translate directly into real learning.
Response #1
| don't see how it will work without faculty leadership.

Response #2
It won't work otherwise!

Response #3
Must be led by faculty because assessment occurs in the classrooms. Faculty
are the most informed and knowledgeable about the instructional programs
as well as their students. They will be the ones assessing those students,
collecting the results, and participating in the dialogue centered around the

results to improve programs.

Pilot Project conducted by Jerry Somerville
April and May, 2006



214

S & §’ o & §’ o
8 S5 S| £F 5
£ g & & 5 <& O
c S o
3 52 8|58 §
£ 2 § = 2 § =
g 14 14
Participation
22 By students 6 5,1 3.00/ 6 5,1 3.33
Response #0
These must be assessed, not data about them.
Response #1
| suspect that colleges which have found ways to include students are making
faster and more meaningful strides regarding SLOs.
23 By faculty 6 5,4 4836 5,5 5.00
Response #0
These must be the leaders.
Response #1
Duh!
Response #2
They are the ones in the classroom.
Response #3
Critical or else it won't happen -- they are the ones in the classrooms; see
comment under item #21.
6 54 417 6 5,4 467
NR NR

24 By administrators
No responses
6 4,1 3.17

25 By staff
6 4,1 2.50 NR NR

No responses

26 By stakeholders from the community

No responses

Pilot Project conducted by Jerry Somerville
April and May, 2006
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Using Results
27 Results of assessment are used to improve programs, services, 6 5,5 500 6 5,5 5.00
and the classroom's teaching and learning experience
Response #0
By definition, assessment includes the component of the cycle that is
improvement.
Response #1
Closing the loop results in improvement - if not, there is no real purpose.
Response #2
Yes, if not, what is the point? This is the closing of the loop; the pot of gold at
the end of the rainbow.
Response #3
If the loop isn't closed, then it's an empty exercise.
Response #4
This relates to educating people about SLOs and the assessment process. If
results aren't used to improve programs, it is due to a lack of understanding
about the process -- or a lack of time to complete the circle/cycle of
assessment. If results aren't used to guide discussions and improve
programs, then it might lead to the belief that the process isn't important or it
doesn't work. Since this is one of the goals of SLOs and assessment, | see it
as critical -- otherwise, you aren't really doing it!
28 Results of assessment are designed specifically for particular 6 4,1 2.33 NR NR
audiences
No responses
6 4,2 3.50 NR NR

29 Results are used to provide evidence of learning and to
demonstrate the effectiveness of the college to various

stakeholders

evidence.

Pilot Project conducted by Jerry Somerville
April and May, 2006

Response #0
This may be critically important, and could certainly be a positive use of SLO



216

S v & v 5
£ g & & 5 <& O
c o o
3 S g § 5 3 §
£ 2 5 = 2 § =
L 14 o
An Assessment Plan
30 A formal written assessment plan 6 5,4 433 6 5,4 4.33
Response #0
So everyone sees the vision and knows where they fit in the process.
31 An assessment plan that is linked to college mission and 6 5,4 467 6 5,5 5.00
integrated into the policies and practices of the institution (e.g.
program review, strategic planning, and budgeting)
Response #0
It can not be a separate, parallel, or shadow project.
Response #1
This probably is the level of integration into the college that is needed for
SLOs to "take" and continue on as an institutionalized practice.
Response #2
I'm not sure if it's necessarily an assessment plan that is linked to these
things that is required, but in any case, processes like program review must
reinforce the assessment process -- by having SLOs and assessment and
evidence of student learning built into program review.
32 A manageable plan (e.g. a few robust measures of learning) 6 5,3 433 6 5,4 4.67
Response #0
Of course - or it is not meaningful.
Response #1
Perpaps critically important. | do notice that colleges which are moving on all
levels and trying to get faculty to use many measures, etc. will probably have
a great deal of trouble sustaining their efforts. It makes so much more sense
to focus on priority, robust outcomes at the degree and certificate level. This,
by the way, is what Barbara Beno says is being overlooked by the colleges
going through accreditation with the 2002 standards - NONE of them are
addressing AA and certificate level SLOS. But isn't this what the outside
critiques are most concerned about? l.e., non-literate students being
graduated.
Response #2
6 544506 5,5 5.00

This is how it is seen as useful bv facultv.
33 A plan that is periodically evaluated for its effectiveness

Response #0
Closing the loop on assessment is evaluating the process.

Response #1
It's always critical to evaluate the evaluation!

Pilot Project conducted by Jerry Somerville
April and May, 2006
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Section 2, Factors that Thwart a Meaningful Process
Based on your experience and the feedback from Round Il, how important are the
following factors in thwarting the implementation of a meaningful assessment process.
Please re-rate each factor as to the degree of importance it plays in thwarting a
meaningful assessment process.
Legend:
Mean rating The average rating of those who rated the
Range of ratings  The highest and lowest ratings given by
NR This statement was not moved to round Ill and thus was not
5 Critically Important
4 Moderate importance
3 Minor Importance
2 Undecided
1 Not Important
Resistance to Change
34 Colleges have had a traditional insulation from accountability for 6 5,1 3506 5,1 3.50
individual student learning
Response #0
Yup. This might be the largest thwarting factor of all. It is one of the brutal
51 317 6 5,1 3.50

facts we need to face and deal with.
35 Assessment is challenging for the community college because of 6
its structure and function: mission, curricular focus, governance

structure, faculty roles, and student climate.

Response #0
Assessment is contrary to the teaching paradigm that our colleges have
embraced. A 180 degree change in focus is often needed, which takes time.

Response #1
This can prevent or compete with meaningful assessment.

Pilot Project conducted by Jerry Somerville
April and May, 2006
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5,3 400 6 51 3.00

36 Negative attitude toward the imposed assessment requirements 6

by accreditation bodies

Response #0
Yes, but on the other hand, without the push from the accreditors, we
wouldn't be doing as much as we are today on thry to identify SLOs and

assess learning.

Response #1
With a negative attitude, assessment won't be conducted (at least not
meaningful assessment), results won't be used in the way they are intended,

and the purpose of SLOs and assessment will be defeated. A negative
6 53417 6 5,2 4.00

37 Limited evidence of the effectiveness of student learning
outcomes assessment on student performance or faculty

behavior
Response #0

Either it works and is worth doing, or it doesn;t work. The effectiveness
reflected in improved learnign and faculty practices must be the stimulant and

source of energy for the process.

Response #1
Because the processes are not public, and are done within department
circles, and there hasn't been a push to college and communicate success

stories, we are sort of in the dark regarding successful practices.

5,1 4.00

Response #2
The lack of evidence is seen as a reason not to do it and why this is just a
6 5,4 433 6

38 Thinking first about learning rather than instruction requires a

major cultural shift

Response #0
We are all most interested in our own roles. Changing the focus to learning is
not surprisingly difficult for those who have been engaged in their own roles of

providing instruction and services.

Response #1
Yes and that's why it's so exciting but can also be overwhelming to those first

being introduced to the concept.

Pilot Project conducted by Jerry Somerville
April and May, 2006
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39 Outcomes Based Education doesn’t fit well with the current 6 51 3176 4,1 3.00
structure of education in which a student is expected to learn
specific content within a specific time frame
Response #0
In some ways, assessment did not bring about this new focus alone. Over the
decades, the nature of higher education has changed from that of the
scholarly and academic to that for wage earners and all classes.
Response #1
We need to think of new ways of delivery and that is part of why it's a cultural
shift.
40 Faculty view assessment as encroaching on their academic 6 5,3 3.67/6 4,3 3.50
freedom
Response #0
Once faculty "get it" they won't worry about this, if in fact, anyone actually is.
Response #1
It's important to create assessment processes that don't do this.
5,4 483 6 5,5 5.00

E Negative college climate (i.e. a general lack of motivation, trust, 6

and commitment)

Response #0
A supportive climate is invaluable for evaluating one's own work, risk free.
Further, motivation to improve is a feature of a positive organizational climate,

whatever the organization's purpose.
Response #1

Lack of trust guarantees superficial processes and kimited usefulness.
Response #2

This is HIGHLY CRITICAL at SOCCCD. | cannot speak about other districts
and colleges regarding this factor, but | can tell you that years of disrespect

shown by the chancellor and board of trustees toward the faculty have just
about killed off any motivation, trust, and commitment to take on this

additional challenge (SLOs).
On the other hand, in many if not most districts this may not be important at

all.
Response #3
Need a commitment to student, their learning, and institutional improvement.

See comments under neaative attitude (#36).

Pilot Project conducted by Jerry Somerville
April and May, 2006
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Public criticism of higher education about the educational level 6 51 2505 4,1 2.40
of graduates produces resistance and diverts attention from
developing a process
Response #0
| am not sure about the double negative possible from this factor. Are you
saying that public criticism makes assessment more difficult--or facilitates
assessment? I'm getting confused. My answers above may need to be
changed, as well.
Response #1
Criticism may be annoying, it may even be correct, but it is hard to think that
the criticism is diverting attention from getting the job done.
Response #2
Yes!
G Negative leadership of external bodies 6 4,1 317 NR NR
Response #0
Certainly the Senate didn't get us off to a good start. Regardless of their lip
6 51383

service, faculty unions are hardly concerned about teaching excellence.
6 5,3 4.00

H Lack of a tradition of shared responsibility for student learning

Response #0

Can be overcome, however. I'm wondering if it might be a commitment to
shared responsibility for student learning that is a necessary prerequisite --
not necessarily a tradition. A campus might not have a tradition of this, but if
they develop a common commitment (or renew their commitment) to student

6

learning, then that might be enough to address this important factor.
5,4 433 6

I Lack of support and understanding of boards, CEOs and CIOs

No responses

Pilot Project conducted by Jerry Somerville
April and May, 2006
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Competition Among Priorities
41 Concern that outcomes assessment leads to increased 5 5,3 420 6 5,3 4.00
workload, competes with other workload priorities, and diverts
energy from teaching
Response #0
Although this concern is uninformed, none-the-less it exists and inhibits
progress.
Response #1
This is why it's important to develop a manageable assessment process.
42 Concern about the ability to balance institutional priorities with 5 4,3 3.60 NR NR
limited resources
no responses
43 Having to respond to both state and accreditation requirements 5 4,1 3.20 NR NR
create a competing demand on college resources
5 5,1 340 6 51 2.83

no responses
J Having students who are unprepared for college work (e.g.,
below college level reading and writing, little or no knowledge
about time management and effective study techniques) taking
up many of our seats because of resistance or inability to

implement prerequisites. How can such students really be
expected to achieve the robust outcomes of a general education

course indicative of deep learning?
This is a key problem. Use of pre and post tests may be one way around the

Response #0
problem posed by unprepared students, but the "intrusion" of unprepared

students certainly must detract from what can be accomplished by the

instructor and the prepared students

Pilot Project conducted by Jerry Somerville
April and May, 2006
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Lack of Knowledge
44 Campus leaders lack knowledge about learning outcomes,
teaching methods, learning theory, and assessment methods

Response #0
There are certain basics that faculty must understand and be given the
opportunity to learn to make a usefull process.

Response #1
Need the leaders on board to gain buy-in and to ensure that there is a
campus-wide commitment. | think their knowledge about assessment is also

necessary -- otherwise it feels like leaders are just repeating catch phrases
without understanding the work, commitment, and purpose behind them.
5,4 460 6 5,4 4.67

45 Absence of a core team, committee, or task force comprised of 5
selected college personnel who are representative of the college

to guide institutional assessment

Response #0
For the same reason as above concerning why this is important,

Response #1
be in the group, or it is difficult to foresee SLOs ever being embraced and

5,4 440 6

It would depend on the people serving in this "core." The correct people must
5,5 5.00

5

sustained.
K Lack of understanding and consensus about what needs to be

done
Response #0
Since the process is collaborative -- both within and between

departments/disciplines/service units, there needs to be a common
commitment and understanding about what is to be done and why.

Pilot Project conducted by Jerry Somerville
April and May, 2006
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Iltem identification

46 Limited opportunities for professional development in learning
outcomes, assessment principles, teaching methods, and

learning theory
Response #0
Faculty willing to do this must be given the opportunity to grow, learn and

become confident about doing assessment.

Response #1
If the opportunties for professional development in this area is limited on a
campus, then it is difficult to see how SLOs will "take".

Response #2
Training is absolutely necessary -- and it needs to be ongoing if we are to
continue the cycle of assessment and develop new methods or new
approaches to teaching and learning and use the results for improvement.

Initial training is critical, but it doesn't end there.
5 5,4 440 6

Lack of Value
47 Lack of appreciation that assessment is integral to the
improvement of programs, services, teaching, and learning.

Response #0
If this isn't seen, the process can't occur.

Response #1
This gets to the lack of education or understanding about the process. It also

relates to negative attitudes. This thwarts the process -- or, at least,
compromises the impact that assessment can have (because it most likely

won't be meaningful).
5 5,3 4.00 6

48 The view that student learning outcomes and assessment are

just another fad
5

Response #0
Critical to move beyond this in order to develop a meaningful process.
5,3 380 6

49 A perception that some important learning outcomes are not

measurable
No responses
50 Lack of an appreciation for outcomes-based 5 4,3 3.80

education
No responses

Pilot Project conducted by Jerry Somerville
April and May, 2006
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51 Faculty question their responsibility to assess anything outside 5 4,3 3.60 NA NA
their individual classes
Response #0
Probably there are too many faculty that fit this discription
52 Few incentives and recognition for assessment 5 5,3 4006 5,3 4.00
efforts
No responses
L Lack of venues available for dialogue 5 5,4 460 6 5,4 483
Response #0
Dialogue is the major benefit, without this it will not grow to maturity.
Response #1
This is a key problem, especially at colleges which are spread out, or in which
many of the instructors are part-time.
Limitation of Resources
53 Student learning outcomes and assessment are time consuming 5 5,3 4006 5,3 3.50
processes and there is little time for educational reform of this
magnitude
Response #0
Faculty must be given oppportunity. time, and resources within reason. True it
is part of their job, but it can not be done on top of an already overloaded
schedule or from their own pockets.
54 Trying to sustain outcomes and assessment efforts and to 5 533606 4,3 3.50
balance other institutional priorities with limited financial
resources
Response #0
If the institution isn't willing to put resources into this, the effort will fail.
5 4,4 4.00 NR NR

55 Lack of knowledgeable administrative leadership

No responses

Pilot Project conducted by Jerry Somerville
April and May, 2006
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5,4 467 6 5,

56 Lack of knowledgeable faculty leadership
Response #0
Important that faculty are knowledgeable - but most importantly faculty must

have experience.
Response #1

It is surprising how few faculty there appear to be capable of understanding
and taking the reins. It turns out that the majority of instructors, by and large,

were never prepared well for the process of assessing learning. It would be

interesting to know how many have ever made and used a rubric, or have
actually done a properly conducted item analysis for an objective format test
they have made. Assessment is not a strength among our faculty - they need

to be taught.

Response #2

Need faculty leaders, and they must be properly trained in order to train

others, address misperceptions, alleviate fears, provide examples, etc.
6 5,3 400 6

57 Lack of comprehensive, practical, and sustainable models that

practitioners in community colleges might use for assessing,
documenting, and using information about learning outcomes.

Response #0

| couldn't agree more. This is exactly what's missing.

Response #1

If the college can't see that it's possible, it's hard to develop a process.

6 4,1 3.00

58 Few sophisticated approaches for assessing skills like critical

thinking and problem solving
No responses
6 51 317 6

59 Lack of technology support for tracking student

progress
Response #0
The technology is there. It is just that SLO leaders don't know how to use

technology to help them efficietly assess, track, and archive SLO data.

Pilot Project conducted by Jerry Somerville
April and May, 2006
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Limited Use of Results
60 Assessment results are not fed back into the campus decision 6 5,4 450 6 5,4 4.50
making process
Response #0
If the results do not imply changes and produce system improvements - why
doit.
Response #1
The assessment cycle needs to be completed, and it should be tied into other
campus processes and campus decision making to demonstrate its
importance, to make it meaningful, to make sure it isn't lost, to guarantee that
it guides dialogue, etc.
61 Assessment results are not used to improve the college, its 6 5,4 467 6 5,4 483
programs, or the classroom's teaching and learning experience
Response #0
Same as above
Response #1
It is hard to know. Not many have assessment results yet.
Response #2
If this isn't happen, then what's the point?
Response #3
If this isn't done, then the point of assessment is lost.
6 5,3 433 6 5,3 4.17

62 Concern among faculty that the results of assessment will be

used in faculty evaluations

Response #0
This will kill the motivation, or generate assessment directed at verifying

faculty effectiveness rather than studying process and asking honest

answers.
Response #1
If this fear isn't assuaged, the process will be doomed to failure.

Pilot Project conducted by Jerry Somerville
April and May, 2006
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Appendix C
Statements Rated as Critically Important in the Pilot Project

Preliminary Results of a Three Round Delphi Process
This table presents in rank order the critically important facilitating factors followed by the
critically important thwarting factors. Only those statements that had a mean rating of 4.50 or
higher in either the second or third round were included.

Legend:

Mean rating The average rating of those who rated the statement
Range of ratings The highest and lowest ratings given by panelists (e.g. 5, 3)
Critically Important

Moderate importance

5
4
3 Minor Importance
2 Undecided
1 Not Important
Section 1, Factors that Facilitate a Meaningful Process
Round Il Round Il
s » »
2 0« 2 o | a £ .
£ g & £ g & £
5 { > R c O > R c
2 s & s &5 &2 5 &
.o 1
E o (] I (]
S 2 § = 2 § =
- T T
5 Opportunities for dialogue and collaboration 6 55 500 16 55 500 1
among faculty, administrators, and staff (e.g.
convocations, orientations, presentations,
retreats, and workshops)
27 Results of assessment are used to improve 6 55 500 16 55 500 1
programs, services, and the classroom's
teaching and learning experience
10 Leaders for the process are well respected, and 6 54 483 3 6 55 500 1
are accepted by faculty, administrators, and
staff
17 Faculty view assessment as worthwhile 6 54 483 3 6 55 500 1
23 Participation by faculty 6 54 483 3 6 55 500 1
6 54 467 7 6 55 500 1

13 Those with lead responsibility are
knowledgeable about learning outcomes,
teaching methods, learning theory, and

assessment methods

Pilot project conducted by Jerry Somerville
April and May, 2006
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Round Il Round Il
2] 2]
o)) o))
£

Iy

2

(o]

Mean ratipng,
Rank

£
—
o
3
Ne)

NO' of ra tings
Mean rating
Rank
No. of ratings

o o
< <
2 2
I I
6 54 467 76 55 500 1

Item identification

31 An assessment plan that is linked to college
mission and integrated into the policies and
practices of the institution (e.g. program
review, strategic planning, and budgeting)

6

33 A plan that is periodically evaluated for its

54 450 116 55 500 1

54 483 9

6 5,4 483 3 6

effectiveness
54 483 9

21 Having an assessment process that is led by
5,4 467 7.6

faculty
12 Trusting that the results will be used in positive 6

ways for institution and program improvement
54 467 7 6 54 483 9

and not in punitive ways
16 Having a consistent offering of high quality and 6
motivating education and training opportunities
for faculty, administrators and staff on learning
outcomes, assessment principles, teaching
methods, and learning theory
2 Communication strategies in place that are 6
timely and that keep faculty, administrators, and
staff informed about assessment practices and

the results of assessment activities
6

53 417 6 5,4 483 9

54 450 116 5,4 467 13

14 Presence of a core team, committee, or task
force comprised of selected college personnel

who are representative of the college to guide
5,4 440 146

institutional assessment
18 A shared sense of responsibility for assessment 5

5,4 4.67 13

across the college
32 A manageable plan (e.g. a few robust 6 5,3 433 6 5,4 467 13
measures of learning)

24 Participation by administrators
20 Having champions of the process who are well 5
respected and accepted by faculty,

administrators, and staff

3 Communication from respected faculty
members informing the campus community

about the assessment process
B Administrators view assessment as worthwhile

5,4 460 13

6
5,4 467 13

6

54 417
5,3 4.00

6

6 5,1 433 6 5,3 450 18

54 417

6 5,4 450 11 6

Pilot project conducted by Jerry Somerville
April and May, 2006
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Section 2, Factors that Thwart a Meaningful Process
E Negative college climate (i.e. a general lack of 6 54 483 1.6 55 500 1
motivation, trust, and commitment)
K Lack of understanding and consensus about 5 54 440 9 6 55 500 1
what needs to be done
46 Limited opportunities for professional 5 54 480 2 6 5,4 483 3
development in learning outcomes, assessment
principles, teaching methods, and learning
theory
56 Lack of knowledgeable faculty leadership 6 5,4 467 3 6 54 483 3
61 Assessment results are not used to improve the 6 5,4 467 3 6 54 483 3
college, its programs, or the classroom's
teaching and learning experience
44 Campus leaders lack knowledge about 5 54 460 5 6 54 483 3
learning outcomes, teaching methods, learning
theory, and assessment methods
L Lack of venues available for dialogue 5 54 460 5 6 54 483 3
5 54 460 56 5,4 467 8

45 Absence of a core team, committee, or task
force comprised of selected college personnel

who are representative of the college to guide
institutional assessment
47 Lack of appreciation that assessmentisintegral 5 5,4 440 9 6
to the improvement of programs, services,

5,4 467 8

5,4 450 10

teaching, and learning.
6 5,4 450 8 6

60 Assessment results are not fed back into the
campus decision making process

Pilot project conducted by Jerry Somerville
April and May, 2006
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Appendix D

Verification of the Results of the Pilot Project

The purpose of this form is to provide a method for you to give an evaluation of the results of the
study in which you participated last spring. Your evaluation serves as a form of verification called
member checking. The method is used to determine if the results described by the researcher are
accurate in the opinion of the panelists.

In a Delphi study, such as this one, the results can only represent the synthesis of the opinions of
a particular group. The results provided by any panel do not predict the response of a larger
population or even a different Delphi panel. You are being asked to evaluate three aspects of this
report: the grouping of the statements, the titles given to each group, and the accuracy of the
narrative in describing the results. Before responding to the following questions please read the
attached report and review the appendixes.

1. To what extent do you agree or disagree that the statements in Appendix C were
appropriately grouped by similarity? Please mark the one response that best reflects your

opinion.
Strongly Agree Agree Unsure Disagree Strongly Disagree
L] [l [] L] []
Panelists K MPQ LO

If you wish to make any comments about the grouping of the statements please provide
them here

O: I don't think it would make any difference. The themes that you have identified are
general and relevant to almost any organizational development activity any way they
are expressed.

Q: | appreciate that many of the statements apply to several themes/groupings, but it
might be nice to assign each statement to one area (theme/grouping) to avoid
redundancy. That's just a suggestion for the final write-up for your diss.

L: See #4



231

2. To what extent do you agree or disagree that the titles given to each group in Appendix C
were appropriately descriptive of the statements? Please mark the one response that best
reflects your opinion.

Strongly Agree Agree Unsure Disagree Strongly Disagree
[l [l [] Ll []
Panelists QPK M LO

If you wish to make any comments about the titles given to the groups please provide
them here.

K: | think the titles do capture the theme suggested by the various statements. "Faculty”
seems a bit vague. Maybe "Faculty Engagement” of "...Buy In" "Involvement” (in
SLOs) would be more appropriate. Just saying faculty seems odd to me; same as if
you had listed "Students."

P: Reserachers note-- The following comment was the texy in the email that was returned
with this evaluation on 11/21/06 from panelist P
"Jerry,
It is good to see consensus on so many of the items. In fact, it might
be worth citing as an important point in the narrative. In my
experience, "experts" in the field of SLOs rarely agree so well.
Panelist P"

L: See #4
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3. To what extent do you agree or disagree that the narrative accurately describes the
aggregated opinion of the group about the critical factors affecting the meaningful
assessment of student learning. Please mark the one response that best reflects you opinion.

Strongly Agree Agree Unsure Disagree Strongly Disagree
L] Ll [] Ll []
Panelists QK MP LO
a. Was something missing from the narrative that should have been included?

M: Nothing missing.
K: | didn't notice anything missing.

P: The narrative seemed to descriptive. In many cases, conclusions would certainly
be supported by the data. For example, the data support a statement that a
comprehensive Assessment Plan developed in collaboration with faculty is
essential for the SLO process to be successful.

O: The number of participants and other methodology topics should be addressed.
Also, | continue to be concerned about the unclear label of your topic:
"assessment", student learning outcomes assessment, SLOs mean three
different things to me and to others, and you use these terms interchangeably.
Outside of the current California community context, a reader would be confused,
as the nationwide effort of "assessment" has a somewhat different and broader
definition.

Q: | think the narrative needs more along the lines of an introduction (which might be
included in another section of your diss; if it is, feel free to ignore this suggestion)
-- more introductory information about the purpose of the study, the number of
participants, their positions within their respective institutions, etc. would be
helpful before you get to the discussion about the data analysis (the thresholds
for the mean ratings, etc.).

Was something included in the narrative that should not have been?
M: Nothing added, it was complete.
K: Not at all

O: Your last paragraph about faculty involvement detracts from the objectivity of the
narrative and your previous efforts.
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4. Additional Comments
If you have any additional comments, please provide them here.

M: The way the data was portrayed in the narrative was hard to follow. This is the
most difficult aspect of displaying data - the narrative requires so much time and
so many words. | think the actual statement responses are clear. Too bad there
was not a more engaging method to display the data. It does not lend well to
tables and graphs - but perhaps Venn Diagrams would have provdied a visual
image.

K: I think participation in this study was an excellent thinking exercise. | found the
findings to be both validating and informative. It would be interesting to extend or
replicate this study in a few years to see how and additional two years of
experience may have changed the views of the participants

O: A researcher's charge is to identify commonalities, trends and themes, and the
responses helped you to do this in that the Delphi exercises now seems like a
series of groupthinks, with the lowest common denominators emerging. It seems
like the same five or six participants and their same comments were used too
extensively in the narrative. No one could argue that trust, communication,
knowledge, experience, participation, etc. are critical to organizational change
and health. Is there anything more that you can find with these responses that is
unique/critical to SLO assessment?

We tend to study what we know--do you see anything else emerging, or are there
another "lenses"? For example, assessment at the classroom level is critical and
becoming common, fortunately, we all know--but who knows how to expand that
to an organizational, college level activity? We don't have much experience or
knowledge about this yet so we haven't identified this component as critical. (I
went back to the original comments and saw someone's note about Barb Beno
and gen ed level assessment.)

Your research has, so far, provided documented consensus about what we have
all probably experienced, discussed among ourselves, and professed, with little
variation and range. Perhaps that's exactly what you intended to do and the
problem is that | am looking for more insight.

L: Nuances and emphases vs. real disagreement are the basis of these comments.
Results, Table 1, pg. 7 summarizes some important points as we moved along.
"Use of " Assessment Results still seems a better heading. The distinction
between Participation/Leadership/Faculty seems to get a bit muddied. Pg 9. "a
shared sense of responsibility for assessment across the college" seems to be
undercut by the faculty heading as preeminent. Faculty are so very important but
it seems to dilute the difference between their understanding, leadership, and
participation and ownership of this professional role. The line on pg 19 "faculty
will not assume leadership roles" seems to come out of the blue and stand in
opposition to the heart of their professionalism which drives this endeavor. Is it
clear what the "faculty" heading means as a factor? Or is it simply that faculty
were mentioned in every area as important? Am not sure if it's an artifact of the
numbers responding. Back to pg 7: are faculty participation and leadership
particular emphases to be strongly noted but not necessarily a separate factor?
The reasons for this remains all those given.
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Apprndix E
Results of Rounds Two and Three of the Full Study

This table documents the results of Round Il and Ill. The items listed below are all of the
statements used in this study. Statistical information is presented to the right of each item and
the rationales submitted by panelists in Round Il as to why a statement is considered critically
important are listed below each item. To maintain an audit trail each item has retained its

number or letter designation from Round Il
V2 / 2/ /224 L Lz} . 02//4///,//4/44//444/444/44/ /22220064

Legend:

High-Low rating  The highest and lowest rating given by panelists (e.g. 5, 3)

Mean rating The average rating of those who rated the statement

Rank The rank of a statement among all statements that had a mean
rating of 4.00 or above in Round Il

NR This statement was not moved to round Il and thus was not rated

Critically Important
Very Important
Moderately Important
Minimally Important
Not Important



235

Round I Round Il
o] o
& S 2 S £ o
£ T .S £ T s
ID T ¥ © § 5 & x
r 2 X o 3 = &
5 3 § 5 4 & X
S < ()] s = E‘D
o = o)
z £ Z T

Section 1, Conditions that Facilitate a Meaningful Process
V2 //44:///2 /2, [ ]}/ rdddddd /.44 0/ /222, 4 /2, 222/ Z

Communication
1 A written institutional philosophy of assessment that

defines the purpose of assessment and the uses of the

results 21 5,2 419 17 5,3 418 31
Response #0, Panelist R. This reflects the value or importance of
assessment within the college providing a framework for the process
and results. The act of writting a philosphy statement that involves the
collaboration of administration, faculty and staff creates committment.

Response #1, Panelist B. A written institutional policy provides
direction and vision for the process. It provides "evidence" of the
value of the process.

Response #2, Panelist O. Since | believe the greatest challenges to
implementing a culture of assessment are conceptual, this is a key

component.
Response #3, PanelistA. A written institutional philosophy so that all
participants may operate from a common understanding.

Response #4, Panelist N. In order for assessment to be valued, it
needs to be tied to the institution's vision, values and philosophy.

Response #5, Panelist C. A written statement of some sort will allow
for uniformtiy and also allow for institution-wide access to the program

and its components.
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2 Communication strategies in place that are timely and
that keep faculty, administrators, and staff informed

about assessment practices and the results of
assessment activities 21 5.3 424 17 5,3 441 15
Response #0, Panelist O. | define "critically" as meaning "cannot

occur without." This is important but not critical.

Response #1, Panelist K. Communication is critical to keep faculty
informed and involved in the assessment process

Response #2, Panelist U. But needs to be just in time
communication to those involved in that step of assessment

Response #3, Panelist V. Communicating with all stakeholders and
constituencies is extremely important to keep the momentum of

assessment going.
Response #4, Panelist A. Participants will not engage if they are not

informed.

3 Communication from respected faculty members
informing the campus community about the
21 5,2 410 17 5,4 441 15

assessment process
Response #0, Panelist R. A meaningful institution-wide assessment

process will not occur in a vacume. The process needs to be talked
about, critqued, modified to meet individual's specific application. The
term "communication" as it's used here is broad, and hence covers a

lot of activities.

Response #1, Panelist F. Respect for a specific individual is not
uniform across an organization.

Response #2, Panelist V. The ore involved faculty become in the
assessment process the more successful and meaningful
assessment would be to the teaching learning cnnection.

Response #3, Panelist S. Faculty trust is hard to earn and easy to
lose, so having communication from trusted colleagues is essential to

the success of assessment efforts. When the message is collegial
and open for discussion, faculty welcome the opportunity to hear

about assessment efforts and a systematic process.

M
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4 College presidents who are knowledgeable about
assessment, publicly supportive of it, and visible in its
implementation

Response #0, panelist B. A vision and 100% support and
engagement in this topic by the college president is crucial. It guides
budgeting, promotes non-duplication of effort, and results can be
used by her/him in dealing with the external constituents.

21 5,1 410 17 5,3 4.00 45

Response #1, panelist R.  Without a president's support it will not
flourish and, as | have seen, can die due to lack of staff resource
support. On the other hand, a president shouldn't try to lead the
process. They don't have time and again, if sufficient time isn't
devoted to an assessment program, it will wither.

Response #2, panelist U. Have to have complete support or faculty
won't buy in.

Response #3, panelist A. Top leadership is crucial so that it seen as
an institutiona,| priority.

Response #4, panelist N. The leader can't lead a meaningful
assessment plan w/o understanding assessment.

Response #5, panelist L. depends on your presidents role and
involvement on the campus. on my campus, it would be critically
important but on other campuses the president may not play that type

of role

Response #6, panelist S. Leadership from the president's office
gives credibilty to the process, and more importantly, lends resources

(human and financial) to manage the work



5 Vice presidents of instruction who are knowledgeable
about assessment, publicly supportive of it, and visible
in its implementation 21 5 3 4.33
Response #0, Panelist B. same as for #4
Response #1, Panelist R. The process will not be seen as a
worthwhile endeavor by faculty if the VP of Instruction doesn't support
the process. VP's of instruction have a lot of influence on how faculty

and staff development dollars are allocated; seminars, inservices, etc.
on assessment will be require financial support from the instructional

side of the house.
Response #2, Panelist A. Same as above

Response #3, Panelist N. The VP needs to understand the
assessment process in order to get buy-in from every other level at
the college - - -other administrators as well as faculty. Faculty and

deans will support assessment if they know that it's valued.

Response #4, Panelist S. Vice presidents link the work of
assessment to the work of the college-- keeping it in front of

managers and faculty.
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17 5,3 435 21
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6 Opportunities for dialogue and collaboration among
faculty, administrators, and staff (e.g. convocations,

orientations, presentations, retreats, and workshops)
21 5,1 424 17 5,4 4.59

Response #0, Panelist F. In the end, our students needs to see that
the institution in its entirety is committed to students having some way
to demonstrate that post-secondary education has enhanced their
abilities. Without the faculty, staff, and administration convening,
discussing, and coming to concensus, the institution risks giving
inconsistent messages to students. A united, informed, and engaged
faculty, staff, and administation create an environment where
assessment of student learning becomes a cornerstone of the

institution.
Response #1, Panelist J. This is the hard one to balance with all the
other topics we must address during these workshops, etc
Response #2, Panelist R. This is the glue that helps to build a strong
and lasting process/program. It builds enthusiasm, willingness to try
something new and a venue for learning about assessment

techniques.

Response #3, Panelist B. Keeps everyone on the same page and
promotes mutual admiration for the role of each in the process.
Response #4, Panelist V. The dialogue that happens between faculty
should be the driving frce behind what is assessed and the data driver
Response #5, Panelist A. Critical for establishment of common grounc
Response #7, Panelist C. without communication | believe any progra

Dialogue/communication is the key for success, size of the compus d

Response #8, Panelist L. too much will kill a project

g

Rank

5
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A Assessment process can lead to inter and intra
disciplinary conversations yielding new and fresh
19 5,2 3.79 17 5,3 4.06 42

outcomes.
Response #0, Panelist J. This is the reason most faculty will even

consider assessment
Response #1, Panelist V. One of the bonuses of being involved in a
meaningful collaborative assessment process is that faculty come out
of their silos and get involved in conversations and discussion both in
the inter and intra disciplinary platforms.
Response #2, Panelist T. There's something wrong with the wording
here. Something about the verb. It's a sentence... others aren't.
Response #3, Panelist P. This is especially important for colleges
like ours that use learning communities and other integrated learning

approaches as part of the degree requirements.

g
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B Faculty champions willing to share what they have
learned about learning, reporting on assessment and
20 5,3 425 17 5,3 4.53

resulting curricular changes
Response #0, Panelist R. (For the same reasons as cited in #6

above.) This is the glue that helps to build a strong and lasting
process/program. It builds enthusiasm, willingness to try something

new and a venue for learning about assessment techniques.

Response #1, Panelist B. The "early adoptors", or those respected
faculty who champion the effort, lead the wagon train...

Response #2, Panelist U. Show data from assessment and
improvement in your college

Response #3, Panelist V. If faculty champioms become the key
players in the assessment game others are more likely to join than be

spectators.

Response #4, Panelist T. If faculty are involved it can be seen as a
process that helps and is part of teaching/learning. If it's imposed, or
viewed as imposed, it's viewed as an outside requirement just for

looks.

Response #5, Panelist S. Faculty need to hear from enthusiastic
colleagues. The teachable moment comes when a faculty member

learns about the ways another faculty member approaches the
analysis of why students learn and why they don't

g

Rank

11
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External Influence
7 Public criticism of higher education about the
educational level of graduates and a lack of data about
their skills and knowledge 20 4,1 2.80
Response #0, Panelist T. good opportunity for visibility.
Important in that the visibility may lead us down a path we

don't like. (standardized tests.)

NR

8 Requirements from accreditation agencies that
colleges engage in student learning assessment
21 5,1 3.62 17 5,2 3.76

activities
Response #0, Panelist J. If there isn't a mandate some faculty will

not jump on board. It is easier to do the same old thing.

Response #1, Panelist R. Unfortunately, this is often needed to get a
program started but not enough to sustain it and make it flourish. The

cycle of commitment to the process will wax and wane if this is the
only motivating factor. Across the country, accreditation agencies can

and do provide helpful guidelines, consultation and share best
practices of colleges within their associations.

Response #2, Panelist N. If a system needs to be developed, it
should be developed using the standard and criteria for which it will

be evaluated.
Response #3, Panelist M. Helps to have an outside agency driving
the need from change.

Response #4, Panelist L. this is viewed negatively now
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9 Demands from state and federal bodies that colleges
demonstrate their effectiveness and efficiency
21 5,1 319 17 5,2 3.41

Response #0, Panelist R. In a college were the president and other
administrators were not knowledgeable nor particularly support of

assessment, external forces, such as these, might be more
important. At the moment I'm finding it hard to consider some of these

factors, such as this one, in isolation.

Response #1, Panelist A. Tied to funding and/or accreditation

Response #2, Panelist M. Data, data, data....decisions are
increasingly being made based on data.

Response #3, Panelist L. unless funding mirrors this, it is completely

irrelevant

10 Concern that if colleges don't begin to show evidence
of student learning, state and federal bodies will
impose assessment requirements similar to those of

the No Child Left Behind legislation
20 5,1

Response #0, Panelist L. again funding needs to be the key

3.15/ 17 4,2 3.18
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Trust
11 Leaders for the process who are well respected, and

are accepted by faculty, administrators, and staff
20 5,2 440 17 5,4 476 2

Response #0, Panelist B. For a process that requires this much
effort, leaders must be well respected to provide authentic carisma for

a successful product.

Response #1, Panelist R. Without respect from all sides, employees
won't support the process nor participate.

Response #2, Panelist K. must have visible, respected faculty to lead

the assessment effort

Response #3, Panelist U. Otherwise faculty just do not buy in!

Response #4, Panelist V. This would help in building a collaborative
climate that is essential in sustaining a culture of assessment.

Response #5, Panelist A. Promotes comfort with change

Response #6, Panelist C. Trust in addition to communication are

major components.
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12 Administrators, faculty, and staff who form partnerships
and work in concert with each other
20 5,2 420 17 5,4 441 15

Response #0, Panelist B. This is the fun part of it...getting to network
with individuals outside my rut. The various points of view add to the

"music" of the process.

Response #1, Panelist V. Same as 11
Response #2, Panelist A. Broad-based engagement

Response #3, Panelist N. Administrators, facuty and staff need to be
working together to gain momentum and trust, campus-wide. The
same message should be shared. One message - same standards

and criteria.
Response #4, Panelist M. Facilitating student success is everyone's

responsibility. Determining how to work together, to support each
other, and implement changes will be everyone's responsibility.
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13 Trust that the results will be used in positive ways for
institutional and program improvement and not in
21 5,2 462 17 5,3 4.65

punitive ways
Response #0, Panelist B There is an initial fear that assessment
"evidence" will be used in terminating faculty. Without trust that this
will not happen, the assessment process is invalid.

Response #1, Panelist K. Assessment won't happen unless this is

the case
Response #2, PanelistU. Must put this in writing on all assessment

documents
Response #3, Panelist V. The use of results for student success
purposes should be the sole factor and must be extremely obvious

and transparent.
Response #4, Panelist A. Addresses one of greatest fears

Response #5, Panelist N.  Without trust you have no assessment

program.
Response #6, Panelist M. Many of our faculty were concerned that
the results would be used punitively---it's important that the message
gets out that the results will be used to facilitate institutional and

program improvement to better educate students.

Response #7, Panelist S. In order to be brutally honest about the

efficacy of a curriculum or pedagogy, faculty need to be fearless.
When punishments loom, the anxiety about "looking good" skews the
analysis, and may cause real problems to be minimized or overlooked

entirely.
Response #8, Panelist G. lts very importan that preople see
themselves as a part of a solution not as

a "problem" to be solved
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Knowledge
14 People with lead responsibility who are knowledgeable
5

about learning outcomes, teaching methods, learning
17 5,3 4.59

theory, and assessment methods
21 5,1 414

Response #0, Panelist R. These leaders will earn their respect
through their knowledge. (This is related to item 11 above.)

Response #1, Panelist U. Faculty are looking for support on
assessment with someone who's walked the talk.

Response #2, Panelist A. Won't be worthwhile if leadership doesn't

know what they're doing

Response #3, Panelist M. This is very important. You want someone
or people in the lead who are knowledgeable about SLOACS.
Response #4, Panelist L. this is a lot to ask of one person who

probably teaches a full load already
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15 Presence of a core team, committee, or task force
comprised of selected college personnel who are

representative of the college to guide institutional
20 5,2 4.15

assessment
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