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Abstract of Dissertation
Examining Institutional Support for Student Learning Assessment at
Historically Black Colleges and Universities

This study examined institutional support for student learning assessment
initiatives at accredited four-year historically Black colleges and wsitiess. Three
domains and one construct of institutional support for learning assessmerteviera t
of this two-part study (i.e., organizational and administrative practicepaictes, the
utility of assessment information, and the organizational climate fossansat.
respectively). A causal-comparative research design was employeduatevhE effect
of control type, institution type, and position type on these domains.

One senior officer per institutioMN(=44) most knowledgeable about student
learning assessment practices provided a profile of assessment practiqeolicies at
their respective institutions. Faculty and administratdrs (73), representing 55
accredited HBCUSs provided their perceptions about learning assessment mamage
practices and leadership support at their respective institutions.

Data were collected using two web-based instruments adapted from nationally
benchmarked postsecondary student learning assessment criteria.ay\WiN@VAS,
chi-square tests of independence, and Pearson product-moment correlationsdviere use
analyze the data. The Aspin-Welsh-Satterthwaite correction for unemyiehces was
employed. Effect sizes and the assumptions of statistical testseperted.

Despite significant differences between faculty and administratatisfaction
with assessment practices and leadership support, and their beliefs aboubmestitut

influences on assessment, Pearsaorrelations revealed a small relationship with their

Vi



involvement in assessment activities. By contrast, no significant difesdretween the
institutions’ use of organizational and administrative practices and pokridghe utility
of assessment information emerged. Over 86% of the institutions maihéaine
assessment plan or policy, of which 48% were formal, mandatory policiegoWoy
over 70% of the institutions’ mission priorities reflected emphasis on ercelin
undergraduate education. Self-study for accreditation emerged asiamperiant
purpose for conducting assessment for 63% of all institutions. Assessmantindor
was very influential in four decision areas for over 55% of the institutions, who also
realized positive impact on seven of eight institutional performance indicdtbrse
implications for practice, resources and policy were identified, and one mesaation

for future research was proposed.
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Chapter I: Introduction

The national debate about student learning assessment in higher education extends
throughout the halls of academia, federal and state governments, regioeditisce
agencies, and the public-at-large. Public and industry outcries that “colésyeatgs
were not readily employable after graduation” (Christ, 2006, p. 17; Gliner & Morgan,
2000) influenced federal and state legislators to mandate that institutioghef hi
learning be held accountable for student learning outcomes and other indicators of
institutional effectiveness (Banta, Lund, Black, & Oblander, 1996; Ewell, 2002b;
Lubinescu, Ratcliff, & Gaffney, 2001). In the late 1990s, regional accreditingiagenc
began evaluating the alignment of institutional missions with learning assgsians
(SACS, 2001). Currently six federally-recognized regional accreditqusree
assessment of student learning outcomes for public and private institutionsénsd re
federal funds (Commission on Higher Education Southern Association of Colleges and
Schools, 2001; Palomba, 2001). Moreover, in 2005 Department of Education (DOE)
officials recommended that accrediting agencies be held responsibleafaating
outcomes of postsecondary learning assessment plans. Department of Educats offic
have also rigorously promoted the use of standardized assessment systems in higher
education (Miller & Malandra, 2006).

Governmental recommendations to assess student learning outcomes represent
important practice and policy implications for historically Black cakegnd universities
(HBCUSs). Institutions of higher education that receive federal funds jecsto
regulatory learning assessment mandates. Consequently, assessindesttdegt

outcomes acquires heightened importance as an institutional priority, dydecial



public HBCUs that heavily rely on federal funds (Brown, Donahoo, & Bertrand, 2001b;
Jackson & Nunn, 2003; Jones & Weathersby, 1978; Willie, 1978). The student learning
assessment priority disproportionally affects HBCUs, 82% of which aredataxd by the
Southern Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS). It is important to not&@&t S
has emerged as the leader among the six regional accrediting agenitsesrfghasis on
student learning outcomes and assessment in their accreditation standéads.aloore
requirement of SACS’ Quality Enhancement Plan (QEP) requires instagutdocus on
“student learning outcomes and/or the environment supporting student learning and
accomplishing the mission of the institution” (SACS, 2008, p. 3). As a result, assessing
student learning outcomes represents a nonnegotiable institutional priority for the
majority of accredited four-year HBCUs.

An effective learning assessment initiative for HBCUs must accommadat
myriad of institutional priorities, including missions, strategic goalsadeyental and
division goals, and course learning objectives across all disciplines (Burnett, 2007)
Senior leadership, administrators, and faculty must maintain a delicateebb&ineen
adhering to state mandates, accreditation, and assessment requirementsawitdining
on-going operations management with historically inadequate resources. T susta
viable and effective assessment initiatives, HBCUs must effectivebhsynize three
organizational and management activities: (a) state, federal, and angradency
assessment mandates (Aper, Culver, & Hinkle, 1990; Aper & Hinkle, 1991; Assessment
Update, 1994), (b) assessment management practices and policies that align wit
institutional missions (Banta et al., 1996; Bogue & Others, 1993) , and (c) work

environments that promote faculty and administrators’ engagement and support of



assessment purposes and objectives (American Association for Higher &uuta®2;
Banta, 2004; Mentkowski, Astin, Ewell, & Moran, 1991; Wolff & Harris, 1994). The
latter activities comprise two major foci of this study: (a) orgaropaliand
administrative assessment practices and policies, and (b) faculty amdstidtars’
perceptions about learning assessment management practices andqulidezslership
support for learning assessment at their respective institutions. Faculty and
administrators’ perceptions reflect the organizational climate s@sasent, which
provide invaluable insight into “the environment supporting student learning....” (SACS,
2008, p. 8).
Overview of the Study

In 1999, the National Center for Postsecondary Improvement (NCPI) published
results of the first national study of institutional support for learnisgsssnent at
accredited, nonproprietary, postsecondary institutions in the N52(524). That
research established the first comprehensive benchmark of organizational and
administrative support practices for student learning assessment at uddsgc
institutions; thereby distinguishing it as a seminal body of empirisalreh in the
assessment literature. For this reason, the NCPI study provided the fonaldadisis for
the present study. Even though minority serving institutions (MSIs) were includee! i
NCPI population, information about HBCUs could not be disaggregated in the data (M.
W. Peterson, personal communication. December 8, 2005). Therefore, the present study
leveraged NCPI benchmark criteria to examine learning assessmeitgsrapecifically

for accredited four-year HBCUs.



Whereas assessment scholars have offered prescriptive guidance Vatioglti
effective learning assessment environments, few empirical studiesddnessed
specific organizational and administrative practices and policies that poxiseg
institutions use to support assessment initiatives. Moreover, even fewercahgudies
exist that have examined the organizational climate for learning assgsarhigher
education. Peterson (2001) acknowledged the deficit of aggregated research about
postsecondary learning assessment practices in the literature, amed dpatr
descriptions of assessment efforts on individual campuses made up the bulk of existing
knowledge about postsecondary student learning assessment. In addition, other scholars
maintained that a deficit in aggregated scholarly and empirical studies a®GutsH
existed (Brown & Freeman, 2004; Brown & Yates, 2005; Jackson & Nunn, 2003). An
exhaustive review of the literature revealed that no empirical studies abdents
learning assessment at HBCUs have been published to-date.

National Center for Postsecondary Improvement (NCPI) researdeeitsied
five multidimensional domains of institutional support for student learningsssat at
postsecondary institutions, three of which are the foci of this study: (a) patjanal and
administrative practices and policies, (b) the utility of learning agsssgsnformation,
and (c) the organizational climate for assessment. Although the NCPicalaly
framework originally included the organizational climate for assessraentianension
of the organizational and administrative practices and policies domain, iateas |
identified as a separate construct of institutional support for learningsasset.

Accordingly, the present study examined the organizational climate &Essassnt as a



separate construct. Two domains of the original research (a) extermahods, and (b)
approaches to learning assessment exceeded the scope of this study.

In the present study, the Carnegie Classification taxonomy for institutions
higher education was utilized to compare differences by institution typecanrol type.
One aspect of the latest version of the taxonomy categorizes institutionsr thycine of
control and highest degree awarded. Control type describes an institution’sgpublic
private control status, whereas institution type refers to the highest degneked, that
is, the associate, baccalaureate, master’s, doctoral, research, aaltyspegree (The
Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, 2009). In this study, all
participants were included in one category only. For example, even though doctoral and
research institutions award master’s and baccalaureate degreegpgragifrom these
institutions were not included in the master’s and baccalaureate iostityghe category.

A nonexperimental causal-comparative research design was empboybrs f
two-part study. Unlike true experimental designs in which the researchgrulades
independent variables, the causal-comparative design accommodates inquireas wher
certain conditions already exist, such as those in which the independent varalole ca
be manipulated (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2003). For example, institution type and control
type represent pre-established independent variables that could not be manipulated.
Therefore, the research objective was to determine if differenaestitutional support
for learning assessment could be attributed to the effect of institutiendyptrol type,
or the interaction effect of these factors. Similarly, the second cbseljective was to
determine if faculty and administrators’ perceptions about assessmiegit at$pective

institutions could be attributed to the effect of their membership in a given pogpmn t



their employment at a given institution type and control type, or the intaraxftthese
factors. Position type also represented an attribute variable that could not &érave be
manipulated.

Statement of the Problem

The problem addressed by this study is the paucity of scholarly and empirical
literature about learning assessment at HBCUs, which is problematcderreasons.
Foremost, because policymakers react based on their own perceptions, “regdrdles
how accurate or inaccurate they may be” (Ripley, 1997, pp. 4-5), HBCU stakeholders
must maintain continued awareness of the national student learning assegeméat a
Without a rudimentary working knowledge of current learning assessmentesaand
issues specific to HBCUSs, leaders of these institutions remain limitedipants in the
on-going national assessment discourse, and may unintentionally make uninformed
decisions about student learning assessment for their own institutions or detigions
affect the HBCU cohort. Moreover, the consistent lack of aggregated knowledge about
learning assessment practices at HBCUs perpetrates a vicioushayaeninishes
leaders’ effectiveness in setting assessment policy and practigoteatially creates
negative outcomes for institutions, students, and stakeholders.

Second, limited research in this area diminishes full understanding of the
dynamics that create, influence, and sustain environments conducive to learning
assessment initiatives, an integral component of SACS accreditatiolagta (SACS,
2008). This avoidable threat jeopardizes valuable human and financial resources and
compromises intended objectives. Under either circumstance, wasting vaesahleces

IS unacceptable for any institution and not an option for resource-strapped HBCUs



(Brown & Davis, 2001a; Brown & Freeman, 2004; Jones, 2004; Jones & Weathershy,
1978).

A third issue emanates from a public climate that favors standardized asmsessm
testing in higher education. Accelerated by governmental and consumeenatefor
comparative outcome-based information for institutions of higher educatiorer(iill
Malandra, 2006), the Secretary of Education’s Commission on the Future of Higher
Education advocated the use of two standardized instruments, the Collegraiad-ea
Assessment (CLA), and the Measures of Academic Progress and Proficiekiel? kb
measure student learning outcomes in postsecondary education. Currently, 12 dccredite
four-year HBCUSs utilize the CLA instrument to assess student learnirhgglimg one
private HBCU (Council on Aid to Education, 2008). To the extent that these instruments
represent valid and reliable measures of student outcomes, add value to assessment
objectives, and are efficient and cost-effective alternatives for HBEuWsknown and
speculative at best.

Purpose

The purpose of this study was to examine institutional support for student learning
assessment initiatives at accredited four-year HBGUs §7). This study examined
three internal influences on institutional support identified in the first natstady to
address organizational and administrative assessment practices in postyeconda
education: (a) organizational and administrative practices and policiéise (ofjlity of
assessment information, and (c) the organizational climate for ass¢ssrhe primary
objective of this study was to examine differences between learningmssegpractices

at accredited four-year HBCUs, which to-date has not been empiricallyreechor



documented. The second objective was to explore the organizational climatenioglear
assessment at HBCUs based on faculty and administrators’ perceptionstatient
learning assessment and leadership support at their respective institutions
Research Questions
Five research questions guided this two part exploratory study:

1. What organizational and administrative practices and policies have HBCUs
adopted to support institutional learning assessment initiatives, and are there
differences by institution type and control type?

2. To what extent has assessment information influenced institutional decision-
making at HBCUs, and are there differences by institution type and control
type?

3. What impact has learning assessment information had on institutional
performance indicators, and are there differences by institution type and
control type?

4. What are faculty and administrators’ perceptions of student learning
assessment management practices and leadership support at theiveespec
institutions, and are there differences by institution type and position type, and
control type and position type?

5. Is there a relationship between faculty and administrators’ perceptions about
student learning assessment initiatives and their involvement in institution-

wide assessment activities at their respective institutions?



Statement of Significance

The significance of this study is threefold. First, it provides universitelsaand
stakeholders with an aggregated profile of organizational and administrativadear
assessment practices and issues at HBCUs that may supplementghgéaneent in the
national assessment discourse. Second, it fills a void in the literature aboytoatant
accountability and institutional effectiveness mandate for accreditegéam HBCUS,
and third, it illuminates the need for empirical research about studennassessment
and other institutional effectiveness initiatives at HBCUs.

Jackson and Nunn (2003) offered a timely perspective on the significance of
studying learning assessment at HBCUs. These scholars recogntadB@ids “need
research that is used as the basis for strategic planning...and pragessichestudies
to calculate the future for policies and practices...” (p. 153). Accordingly, daaimg
organizational and administrative practices and patterns in learnirsyaesd at
accredited four-year HBCUs should equip institutional leaders and stakehaittea
current base of knowledge to make informed decisions, contribute to the national
assessment discourse, and advocate on behalf of the HBCU cohort. Secondly, Brown
(2003) opined that by acknowledging HBCUs as units of significant study, valuable
contributions to the literature emerge. Brown and Freeman (2004), Brown and Yates
(2005), and Jackson and Nunn (2003) reported that empirical and scholarly research
about HBCUs as separate entities within the higher education landscapeatigs gre
limited. For these reasons, this study is significant because it regrasasritribution to
the body of empirical knowledge about student learning assessment at addicadit

year HBCUs that has not been previously available.



Third, this study may stimulate further quantitative and qualitative nes@dout
student learning assessment and institutional effectiveness initiatid8CdJs.
Countless opportunities exist to explore other student learning assessmenintopic
assessment research and evaluation, technical infrastructure reqsrémsipport
learning assessment systems, resource management issues, andgrhokitglent
learning assessment as an emerging discipline. These and other reffadsdhudd
capacity for policy, practice, and institutional effectiveness that befidiB&Us.

Conceptual Framework

Two domains and one construct established the conceptual framework for this
study: (a) organizational and administrative practices and policies, (blilibyeof
learning assessment information, and (c) the organizational clima®iftamt learning
assessment, respectively. Figure 1 depicts a conceptual model tatéldsé reciprocal

relationship between these internal influences on institutional support fosragses
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Assessment Information

_ Faculty and €———> | 'nstitutional Decision
Administrators’ Beliefs,

- - - Making
Satisfaction, Feelings, and Eerarmanee st
Involvement

Adapted from NCPI Conceptual Framework

Figure 1 This conceptual model depicts the interrelatigmsii three internal influences on institutional
support for learning assessment (i.e., organizatiand administrative practices, the utility ofessment
information, and the organizational climate foresssnent).

The apex of the model represents the domain of organizational and administrative

practices and policies. Optimally, synergies within this domaintregstiie effective use

of assessment information in institutional decision making. Assessment atimmm

resulting from changes in teaching methods, improvements in student performance
student pass rates on external licensure and graduate exams, allocatitenfohdiag,

and accreditation evaluations, represent the short list of benefits gainedfrlomirey
assessment information in institutional decision making (Peterson, EinarsontiAeigus

& Vaughan, 1999). More important, positive impact on institutional performance

indicators provides evidence of an effective alignment of learningssseas support
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strategies, management practices, and use of assessment informagameAt

between these domains create a continuous improvement cycle that should enhance
institutional effectiveness (American Association for Higher Edanati992; Astin,

1991; Boston, 2002).

The organizational climate for assessment represents a separatectonatr
develops concurrently. Faculty and administrators’ beliefs about the imppdanc
institutional influences, satisfaction with assessment managementesaatd policies
and leadership support, feelings about core values about student learning agsassine
involvement in assessment activities reflect institutional leadeikirskiromoting
internal support for assessment that ultimately cultivate environments comtiuci
learning assessment initiatives. Effectively, the organizationahtditmas the capacity to
promote or impede institutional effectiveness initiatives (Owens, 2004; T &gltitwvin,
1968b; Welsh & Metcalf, 2003).

Summary of Proposed Methodology

This two-part study employed a nonexperimental causal-comparasearch
design and utilized general linear univariate models. Although the causp&iaiime
design does not infer causality, this design provided empirical evidenetdnships
between independent variables that could not be manipulated or randomly assigned
(Fraenkel & Wallen, 2003) with nationally benchmarked dependent variables
representative of institutional support for learning assessment.

One senior officer per institution with first-hand knowledge of her or his
respective institutions’ learning assessment program (Peterson et al.ca8gd¢ted an

institutional student learning assessment profile. Accordingly, thieipants comprised
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directors of institutional assessment, research, evaluation and effediyeeesor
academic administrators; provosts; university presidents, academic sieains student
affairs administrators; department chairs and their designeesgtigfa that order.

One hundred-forty-three (143) individuals who met these criteria were iddrifi85
HBCU websites. Two HBCU websites did not provide staff email addresses.fofaere
of an assessible population (Gliner & Morgan, 2000) of 85 institutions, 44 participants
completed an institutional learning assessment profile, which représeb57%

(44/87) institutional response rate.

The organizational climate analyses required participation from yaauidt
administrators at accredited four-year HBCUs. Although a separatersgingine for
faculty and administrators could not be located, the sampling frame ccibenarised
full-time and adjunct faculty and administrators. The assessible popul@tioar &
Morgan, 2000) comprised 2,910 faculty and administrators at accredited four-year
HBCUs of which 1,446 participants constituted the selected sample (GliMerdan,
2000). One hundred seventy-three (173) participants completed the survey; which
represented an 11.96% response rate (173/1,446). Details of the sampling statiegy
are discussed in chapter 3.

With permission, the researcher created two new instruments from a subset of
guestions and items in two NCPI instruments. Two directors of assessment from one
public HBCU and one private HBCU evaluated the new instruments for contentyalidi
Instrumentation, reliability, and data handling procedures are also shscimschapter 3.

The two domains and one construct included multi-dimensional dependent

variables that were measured on 4-point Likert and 5-point ordinal ratess In this
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study, ordinal scales were treated as interval data to support the usentétpara
statistics. Although 5- and 7-point Likert scales are commonly used as ilataa
many researchers refrain from using 3-point Likert scales for this putpeseid
departures from the assumption of normality (Garson, 2009d). However, Jaccard and
Wan (1996) explained that the “critical issue is the extent to which a set of seasur
approximatesnterval level characteristics” (p. 3). These researchers stébedany
statistical tests, rather severe departures [from intervalness] deemots affect Type |
and Type Il errors dramatically” (p. 4). Therefore, 4-point Likertescavere also treated
as interval data in part two of this analysis. All dependent variables anedléfi
chapter 3. Additionally, of 6,896 items, 992 (14.39%) values were imputed to replace
missing values (see chapter 3 and Supplemental Tables, Appendix A, Tables Al.and A2)
Parametric and nonparametric statistics were used to analyze thd datavay
analyses of variance were conducted to evaluate the effect of institygeartg control
type on the organizational and administrative practice and policy and theatftility
assessment information domains. The chi-square test of independence was céoducted
identify the relationship between assessment plan and policy types atudiamsand
control types. For the organizational climate analyses, two-waysasaty variances
were conducted to analyze the effects of control type and position type, andiamsti
type and position type on faculty and administrators’ perceptions about learning
assessment practices and leadership support at their respective instittdditeonally,
the Pearson product-moment correlation was used to identify statissicgiffcant
relationships between faculty and administrators’ involvement in institutide-w

assessment activities with their perceptions about learning assesasthent respective
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institution. For statistically significant ANOVA results, composite meames were
compared to assess pairwise differences between variables betmdepahdent
variables included only two levels. The Aspin-Welsh-Satterthwaite adjustarent
unequal variances was also used (Toothaker & Miller, (n.d.)). Effect sizes and
assumptions of statistical tests were reported for all results. pwsestatistics (i.e.,
frequency distributions, medians, means, and standard deviations) were reported and
presented in tables and figures in chapter 4 and in supplemental appendices.
Limitations

This study’s findings are limited to accredited four-year HBCUs irUthiged
Statesl = 87). Accordingly, findings from part one of this study may not be
generalized to two-year accredited HBCUs; to nonaccredited, propyieta- and four-
year institutions; Predominately Black Colleges and Universities (R®ther
Minority Serving Institutions (MSIs); and Predominately White Insttosi (PWIs).

A second limitation occurred due to the low response rate for doctoral and
research institutions. Despite the high institutional response rate, 50.57%u#le act
sample of senior officer respondents from doctoral and research instit(riens)
(response rate, 5/12 = 41.66%) may have contributed to the lack of statistical gower f
statistical tests by institution type, which increased the probabilityé Il errors.
“Power is the ability to detect a statistically significant diffexe or the ability to detect a
false null hypotheses” (Gliner & Morgan, 2000, p. 373). Type Il errors suggest the
absence of a significant relationship between variables, when in facistlaesegnificant
relationship (Garson, 2009c). Whereas increasing sample size is one technique to

increase power (Gliner & Morgan, 2000), this was not an option for the present study.
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A second limitation was the unavailability of a separate sampling frambd
population of HBCU faculty and administrators. A reliable source of informatithn w
faculty and administrators’ names and email addresses could not be locatéadrehanre
oversampling strategy was employed to randomly select evBratalty and
administrators’ name and email address from HBCU websites. Although over 2,900
names and email addresses were collected, this sampling technique wakaome
flawed, because one database containing faculty and administrators was rextbate
than two separate databases for faculty and administrators. Thisiimpeecluded
reporting individual response rates for faculty and administrators, andaorgla chi-
square goodness of fit analysis, which would have assessed the represasatvehe
sample to the population of faculty and administrators at HBCUs.

The paucity of empirical studies about organizational and administrativecpsacti
and organizational climate issues specific to student learning assesspesed the
fourth limitation that shaped the review of literature for this studyspide the plethora
of prescriptive and anecdotal literature regarding assessment apgtaabhies, and
case study research about learning assessment on individual campuses, P&terkon’
and collaboration with other researchers (1997a, 1997b, 1997c, 1999, 2000a, 2000b,
2000c, 2001, 2002, and 2003), dominated the body of empirical literature specific to
organizational and administrative practices for learning assessmeniviestiaa higher
education. These and other tangentially related studies established theidouodahe
review of literature.

Inherent limitations included participant bias, forthrightness, and motivation t

participate in this study.
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Definition of Terms
Accredited InstitutionsColleges and universities that meet quality standards prescribed
by national, regional, and professional accrediting agencies and recognibed by
Department of Education (Roebuck & Murty, 1993).
Actual sample Participants who completed the survey and whose data are used in the
data analyses and results (Gliner & Morgan, 2000).
Assessible populationtThe group of participants to which the researcher has access”
(Gliner & Morgan, 2000, p. 146). Also called the sampling frame.
Historically Black Colleges and UniversitigdBCUS): Institutions established prior to
1964 whose principal mission was exclusively, and still is the education of African
Americans (Alliance for Equity in Higher Education, 2006).
Organizational behaviorBoth a field of scientific inquiry that seeks to understand the
behavior of people in organizational contexts and a field of professional practice tha
seeks to apply that knowledge from the social sciences to practical problems of
organizational leadership and administration (Owens, 1995, 2004).
Organizational climate The characteristics of the total environment; often referred to as
the atmosphere or tone (Blake, 2003; Owens, 1995, 2004; Peterson & Spencer, 1990); or
the personality of an institution (Johnston, 1976; Schneider, 1975, 1990).
Organizational culture“The culture of an organization is grounded in the shared
assumptions of individuals participating in the organization...assumptions that can be
identified through stories, special language, norms, institutional ideology, and attitude

that emerge from individual and organizational behavior” (Tierney, 1988, p. 4).
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Organizational subclimatesOrganizational work groups who share common interests,
coalesce, and exhibit different behaviors at given times (Litwin, 1968; Moran &
Volkwein, 1988).
Selected sampleThe smaller group of participants selected from the assessible
population who are solicited to participate in the study (Gliner & Morgan, 2000).
Strata Variables, such as race, geographical region, age, etc., used to divide the
population into segments (Gliner & Morgan, 2000).
Student learning assessmeiithe activities, other than traditional end-of-course grading,
focused on measuring undergraduate student performance (Peterson et al., 1999).
Organization of Remaining Chapters

The remaining chapters synthesize contemporary learning asse$itsmaie;
describe the research design, methodology, and results, offer conclusions and
implications for practice, resources, policy, and future research. ChaptenRarizes
the seminal body of assessment literature that supports the conceptuallgnchbna
framework for this study. In chapter 3, the research design, instruraentita
collection, data management, statistical analyses, and consideration of pamizpants
are discussed. Results of statistical analyses are presented in 4haphepter 5
discusses conclusions and observations in the data that support implications fo,practic
policy, resources, and recommendations for future research in student learning

assessment at HBCUs.

18



Chapter 2: Review of the Literature

The literature review is organized in four sections. First, an ope&htilefinition
of student learning assessment is established, followed by a discussiomefithgonal
context of contemporary HBCUSs. In the third section, the study context, (i.e.,
foundational basis) is discussed. In the fourth section, two domains and one construct of
institutional support for assessment (i.e., organizational and administrairtegsand
policies, the utility of assessment information, and the organizationaltelifor
assessment) explain the analytical framework of the researgani@ational climate and
subclimate theories are discussed to explain the influence of human pexept
support for institutional effectiveness initiatives such as student leaasgggsment.

Operational Definitions of Student Learning Assessment

Although variations on the theme exist, several definitions of student learning
assessment share striking commonalities. Preeminent assessmens settblar
practitioners suggested that the definition of assessment originated insteeyma
learning tradition of observing a student’s mastery of complex abiliti@stéBs
Associates, 2002). Note Banta’s (2005) definition aligns with the early mastdition,
and contains key terminology frequently cited in contemporary definitions of student
learning assessment, namely, objectives, goals, measures, and curricgi&scha

Simply put, learning outcomes assessment requires a professor to

define learning goals and objectives and then devise a way to tell

whether or not students have mastered those objectives. Perhaps students

write papers or give oral presentations to show what they've learned.

If they haven’t achieved the explicit goals, the professor may make

19



changes in the way the course is taught until tests and other measures

show that students are learning. (p. 36)

With the increased emphasis on accountability in higher education and student
learning outcomes, (Aper & Hinkle, 1991; Astin, 1991; Banta, 1993; Banta & Assciates
1993) a more encompassing definition expanded the scope of learning assessment to
include student mastery, curricula, departmental, and institution-wide stademnhb
assessment goals and objectives. Peterson, et al., 1999 defined institutional student
learning assessment as the activities, other than traditional end-eégvading, focused
on measuring undergraduate student performance. Palomba and Banta’'s (1999)
definition has been frequently cited: “the systematic collection, reviewsadf
information about educational programs undertaken for the purpose of improving student
learning and development” (p. 5). Both definitions share a common purpose that
accommodates the diversity of institutional missions, educational valuesntea
objectives, and intended student outcomes that shape the American higher education
landscape.

Institutional Context

“Recognizing the context in which HBCUs operate is significantly aiffefrom
that of most other institutions has become a ground rule for research, policymaking a
analysis of the contemporary HBCU” (Freeman and Minor as cited in Minor, 2008, p. 5).
In this respect, institutional context undergirds the importance of eadpgnd scholarly
research about the small cohort of HBCUs (Brown & Yates, 2005; Coaxum, 2001;

Jackson & Nunn, 2003).
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With respect to studying student learning assessment, Peterson, et 8)., (199
found that extensive differences by institution type warranted more in-degiijsas of
assessment initiatives. Clearly, Peterson referred to the Carrlagg#fiCation
taxonomy that categorize institutions by the highest degree awarele@gsociate,
baccalaureate, master’s, doctoral, and research). However, cgtieslahat “using the
Carnegie Classification system to examine HBCUs limits higher @doagasearch to
solely examining the role, scope, and mission of these institutions while ignoring the
special qualities” (Coaxum, 2001, p. 576).

Because of their special qualities, in 1980 HBCUs were officiallggeized and
designated as special mission institutions through an Executive OrderQifittesof the
President (White House Initiative on Historically Black Colleges andessities, 2009).
Subsequently, the Carnegie Classification taxonomy was expanded to iadpdeial
mission category for HBCUs and other MSls (The Carnegie Foundation for the
Advancement of Teaching, 2009). All MSIs represent the cohort of special mission
institutions (Kezar & Kinzie, 2006; Seifert, Drummond, & Pascarella, 2006). Kedar a
Kinzie (2006) explained that special mission institutions serve a multipbiCity
constituents; accordingly, their missions must accommodate unique institutional
objectives dependent upon sector and institution type.

Contemporary HBCUSs represent antecedents from a historic movement to uplift
disenfranchised Black masses from th& aid 18' century imprints of slavery,
ignorance, and poverty, whose singular focus was teaching and learning (Anderson,
1988; Derbigny, 1947; DuBois & Dill, 1910; Roebuck & Murty, 1993). The early HBCU

faculty believed that all students were educable regardless of readirdsigyto learn
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(Colson, 1933; DuBois, 1995; Willie, 1978). Perhaps their beliefs influenced Seifert,
Drummond, and Pascarella’s (2006) perspective that the HBCU emphasis ongteachin
“‘communicates the primary institutional value, student learning” (p.196). HB@\e

been traditionally characterized by their nurturing campus environment, deated sty
strong student-faculty interactions inside and outside of the classroom (Anderson, 1988;
Brown & Davis, 2001a; Browning & Williams, 1978; Fleming, 1984; Gallien &

Peterson, 2005; Jordan, 1975; Newby, 1982; Roebuck & Murty, 1993). This high teacher
immediacy speaks to the close teacher-student interactions that prdldecrirturing

and supportive learning environments now trademarks of the HBCU (Hedgepeth,
Edmonds, & Craig, 1978; Lundberg & Schreiner, 2004; Rucker & Gendrie, 2003). More
important, these special qualities align closely with good practices ingradeate

education (Chickering & Gamson, 1987). As Siefert, et al., (2006) explained, the HBCU
milieu reflects a purposeful, social-psychological environment with uncomgiranmi
attention to dedicated missions of student learning founded upon good practices in
undergraduate education.

High teacher immediacy continues to uphold the HBCU tradition and legacy of
teaching, learning, and successful student outcomes (Gallien & Peterson,d2@35; J
2004; Kuh, Kinzie, Schuh, Whitt, & Associates, 2005; Spellings, 2007). Their reputation
as supportive teaching and learning environments suggests that HBC @b eaay
possess an inherent educational value system needed to cultivate conducive entsronme
for student learning assessment, consistent with the first Americamtiason of Higher
Education principle: “Assessment begins with educational values” (America

Association for Higher Education, 1992, p. 2).
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Currently, the number of accredited, degree-granting HBCUSs totals 105 public
and private, two-year and four-year institutions (The White House: Offiteed?ress
Secretary, 2010). See Appendix A. Even though HBCUs constitute 3% of the nation’s
institutions of higher education (Brown & Freeman, 2004; Jackson & Nunn, 2003), “they
enroll 18 percent of African Americans in higher education and graduate 30 pdrcent o
those who persist to graduation” (Redden, 2007, p. 1). Over 50% of African American
professionals graduate from HBCUs (United Negro College Fund, 2009). Moreover,
recent trends indicate that HBCUs are increasingly achieving prodygiaiits on par
with PWIs with far fewer resources (Kim, 2002). Clearly, these patirnmsnate the
HBCU dedication to teaching, learning, and affirm these institutionstcagga produce
successful student outcomes.

A recurring theme in the assessment management literature sdgteste
institutional mission emphasis and educational values undergird the effeativiede
assessment initiative (American Association for Higher Education, 19923, B24t4;

Banta & Associates, 1993; Kuh et al., 2005; Loacker & Mentkowski, 1993; Mentkowski
et al., 1991; Palomba & Banta, 1999). Absent these fundamentals, learning assessment
initiatives operate direction-less, navigating without a clearlynddfpath to strategic
institutional goals and objectives. Perhaps the HBCU milieu (e.g., its legssypns

and educational values) facilitated these institutions’ capacity to produ@ssfutc

student outcomes despite the challenges and obstacles that accompareedltiien.

It is highly likely therefore, that HBCUs will draw upon that same cépaad internal

dynamic to achieve institutional learning assessment objectives.
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Study Context

The National Center for Postsecondary Improvement (NCPI) conducted the firs
comprehensive research to examine institutional support for student learrsgnassst
initiatives at postsecondary institutions in the United States (Peterabnl€t99). The
NCPI assessible populatioN € 2,524) included accredited, two and four-year, public
and private, degree-granting, nonproprietary institutions. No sampling was involved, and
the total number of usable surveys represeNtedl,393 institutions. This seminal work
produced the first comprehensive benchmark of organizational and administrative
assessment practices and policies for postsecondary student leasessant
initiatives. The present study utilized these benchmark criteria to eedha
organizational and administrative practices and policies HBCUs use to nsindget
learning assessment initiatives.

After an exhaustive review of the literature, no follow-up or comparable studies
about organizational and administrative learning assessment practicdseinddgcation
could be located. However, several researchers published related jolictesd €Dy,

Cook, ziskin, & Vaughan, 2000; Dey, Ziskin, Landreman, & Grunwald, 2000; Grunwald
& Peterson, 2003; Peterson, 2000a; Peterson & Augustine, 2000b, 2000c; Peterson,
Brugler, Vaughan, & Mayhew, 2000e; Peterson & Einarson, 2001; Peterson et al., 1999;
Peterson, Einarson, Trice, & Nichols, 1997a; Peterson, Matney, Brugler, & Hengra
2000d; Peterson & Vaughan, 2002; Peterson & White, 1992; Peterson, Ziskin, Zabriskie,
& Wang, 2000). These articles comprised the bulk of scholarly and empiricdlligera
about postsecondary learning assessment practices in higher educationtbited i

review. Clearly, Peterson and his work with other scholars have dominated thd body o
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scholarly and empirical literature about organizational and administratiders
learning assessment practices in higher education.

The NCPI analytical framework included five multi-dimensional domains of
institutional support for student learning assessment, three of which wermeadamthe
present study: (a) organizational and administrative assessmentggactd policies, (b)
the utility of assessment information, and (c) the organizational teliffteassessment.
In subsequent discussioritglics are used to distinguish terms specific to the domains
and construct from regular text.

Analytic Framework

The first phase of the NCPI project was an extensive two-year reviéw of t
literature on institutional support for student learning assessment. Thispediduced
the analytical framework that guided subsequent phases of that projactcoRolusions
emerged from the NCPI project team’s review of over 245 publications about
postsecondary student learning assessment relevant to the present stidye Firs
majority of the literature did not focus on institutional level dynamics. Secewd, f
systematic examinations of organizational, administrative, and assgssianagement
practices and policies to support student assessment initiatives were fdurd. T
anecdotal evidence comprised the bulk of evidence about the utility of assessment
information in decision making and its impact on institutional accountability and
improvement, and fourth, assessment efforts were mostly influencedegisation
requirements, state level initiatives, and national efforts (National Clente

Postsecondary Improvement @ The University of Michigan, 2006).
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The NCPI literature review identified five multidimensional domaihs
institutional support for assessment from which data elements, definitiong,gedles,
and variable names were derived for the NCPI instruments. Extensivediaalgses
were conducted to reduce the number of variables, and many items that did not load
above .40 were maintained as individual items due to their relevance to thelhre$earc
example, the two domains and one construct examined in the present study included over
100 items and derived variables that were identified in the NCPI data structure
Therefore, the researcher and the panel of HBCU assessment dinemtiers substantial
effort to streamline the domains, categories, and items. Accordinglyoticeptual and
analytic framework discussed below represents a synthesis of infonncatisidered
appropriate for an introductory examination of institutional support for learning
assessment at HBCUs. The two domains and one construct of institutional support for
learning assessment identified from this effort are discussed.

Organizational and Administrative Practices and Policies

The first domain, organizational and administrative practices and policies,
hereafter referred to as OAPP, comprised two dimensionsis(aytional support
strategiesand (b)assessment management practices and palidieese domains
include dependent variables that comprise multiple items representaitiesr of
respective domains. The first dimension of the OAPP donmetitutional support
strategiesis discussed below.

An institutional support strateggepresents an institutions’ strategic choice of its
intended function and purpose for conducting student learning assessmensiofiP&t

Einarson, 2001); it must accommodate both external and internal requiremeertsaffPet
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& Einarson, 1997c). Thrdastitutional support strategief®r learning assessment are
examined: (ajnission priorities (b) purposes for conducting assessmeant (c)
assessment plans and policiesn effectiveinstitutional support strategfor assessment
reflects the institutions’ capacity to integrate assessment guhlsbgectives with
existing institutional priorities. Senior leaders must balance suppateges for
assessment and remain responsive to multiple and often opposing philosophies and
approaches for the emerging discipline of learning assessment. Thigsamiyned
threeinstitutional support strategies

Institutional support strategies

Mission priorities A clearly defined institutional mission that emphasizes student

learning outcomes represents an important first-step toward developéffgetive
institutional support strategfor learning assessment (Banta, 2004; Mentkowski et al.,
1991; Palomba & Banta, 1999). Kezar and Kinzie (2006) went further to stress that
“successful campuses allocate resources and make strategic cheextsm#heir
mission statements” (p. 153).

Moreover, an institutions’ emphasis on internal rather than external purposes
conveys leadership support for the assessment effort (Banta, 1993; Mentkoavski et
1991; Palomba, 2001). These experts and practitioners argued that internal support for
assessment is encouraged when institutional missions focus on internal imgmbvem
rather than external influences suctsel-study for accreditatioandmeeting state
reporting requirements

However, NCPI research contradicted these practitioners’ opinions. Hrstiney

of NCPI institutions, Peterson and Einarson (2001) found that senior officers cedsider
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mission emphasisf ‘minor importance’ for fouinstitutional support strategies
examined. Based on a 4-point scale where 1 = no importance, 2 = minor importance, 3 =
moderate importance, and 4 = very important mean scores for baccalaMreatesd,
SD=0.77,n = 315), master'sM = 1.64,SD= 0.84,n = 313), doctoralNl = 1.50,SD=
0.87,n = 65), and research institutiord € 1.27,SD= 0.73,n = 79) suggested that
mission emphasisn assessment was, at best of minor importance to these institutions’
assessment support strategy. Moreover, results of a two-way ANP¥A,.320,p
<.001, %=.005, which evaluated group differences by institution typeigsion
emphasisndicated that despite significant differences, 0% of the variability emme
rating scores could be accounted for by institution type. In other words, 100 % of the
variability in mean scores could be attributed to unknown variables.

Other assessment scholars maintained that an institution’s mission emphasis
“establishes the tone of a college and conveys its educational purppsisy direction
to all aspects of institutional life, including the policies and practicesdhtdrfstudent
success” (Kuh et al., 2005, p. 25). Thus, it could be argued that the HBCU legacy of high
teacher immediacy and nurturing learning environments have estabtsimestitutional
tone, conveying an educational value system that emphasizes student learning and
successful student outcomes. One expectation is that the present studyth#iHBCU
continued focus on legacy educational values, such as, excellence in undergraduate
education, teaching, and student learning, each of which support environments conducive
to effective student learning assessment efforts.

Purposes for conducting assessmefih institution’spurpose for conducting

student learning assessmendy or not align with itenission emphasisEven though
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Kezar and Kinzie (2006) maintained that an institution’s purpose for conductingntpa
assessment should align with its mission emphasis, Peterson and Einarson (2001) found
inconsistencies between theory and practice, as evidenced by theichiesear

For example, Peterson and Einarson (2001) found statistically significant
differences by institution type for thmirposes for conducting student learning
assessmerat 1,312 NCPI institutions. Results of a one-way analysis of variance for
institution type were statistically significant feelf-study for accreditatigrF = 11.300p
<.001, *=.007. Based on a 4-point rating scale where 1 = no importance, 2 = minor
importance, 3 = moderate importance, and 4 = very important mean scael-fbudy
for accreditation(M = 3.60,SD= 0.65,N = 1,312) were higher than three other
institutional support strategies examined:n{ggsion emphasiév = 1.54,SD= 0.85,N =
1,312), (b)internal purposegM = 2.49,SD= 0.50,N = 1,312), and (c3tate purposetV
=2.88,SD=1.18,N=1,312). However, eta-squared effect size indices suggested that
0% of the variability in mean scores could be accounted for by institution type, which
suggested that 100% of the variability in mean rating scores could be attributed to
unknown variables. These findings reinforce Peterson, et al., (1999) recommendation for
further research in student learning assessment by institution tygentdy other
sources of disparities in assessment practice.

Assessment plans and policidastitution-wide assessment plans and policies

comprised the thirchstitutional support strategfor student learning assessment
initiatives. In strategic planning processes, the “articulation of institaitgoals and
priorities” (Taylor, Machado, & Peterson, 2008, p. 374) focuses the vision of the targets

and desired directions to be achieved. Therefore, to be effective, sedarslgaust
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ensure that a strategic vision for institutional student learning assedsmkearly and
repeatedly articulated to stakeholders and constituencies.

Assessment plans and policgdgre one commonality, namely the extent that they
are formally and informally mandated, centralized or decentralizbihvwhe
organization. Astin (1991) and Banta, et al., (1996) maintained that institutionsdutilize
formal decentralized assessment plans and policies in an effort to gayageer@nt and
support from faculty to use assessment results. In formal decentehiziednments,
academic units design assessment plans and policies autonomously. HoeteveonP
and Einarson (2001) found that half of the NCPI institutions maintained formal
centralizedassessment plans and policiesh formal governance bodies to oversee
ongoing operational functioning.
Assessment Management Practices and Policies

The second dimension of the OAPP domain establishes an infrastructure of
assessment management practices and policisgpport operational aspects of the
institution’s assessment plan and poli&dssessment management policies and practices
define quality mechanisms (i.e., policies, processes, standard, and procegwieshb
academic and administrative leaders are held accountable. Althouglotharsyexist,
five assessment management practices and policies from the NCPI stedgxamined:
(a) student participation policiegb) resource allocation policieg¢) professional
development policiegd) faculty evaluation and reward practigeand (e)academic
program reviews and planning practice8 synopsis of each is discussed below.

Student participation policiesLoacker and Mentkowski (1993) recommended

that encouraging student participation in assessment activities irccteadiéelihood of
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their involvement. Peterson, et al., (1999) argued that mandatory participatmespoli
reduced the expense associated with providing incentives to students. Mandaemy st
participation policies clearly represent a practical option for reduaiministrative costs
for resource-constrained institutions. To date, no studies have been conductetdr loca
in the literature that examined the relationship between mandataignt participation
policesand the quality of the assessment effort.

Of four student participation policieexamined in the NCPI study (sfudents
required to participate in assessment activitigg students provided incentives to
participate in assessment activitiés) students provided information regarding the
purpose and use of assessment informaaod (d) students provided individual
feedback regarding their performance resuRsterson, et al., (1999) found statistically
significant differences by institution type. Based on a 5-point ratialg svhere 1 = not
done at all, 2 = done in a few departments, 3 = done in some departments, 4 = done in
many departments, and 5 = done in most departments mean scores suggested that two
practices were done in many departments. They inclstelgnt participation required
in assessment activiti€és! = 3.77,SD= 1.41,N = 1,334), andtudents provided
information regarding the purpose and use of assessment informatier8(82,SD =
1.41,N = 1,334). On the other hand, mean sc@ws 1.82,SD=1.23,N =1,334)
suggestedtudent incentivewere done in few departments.

Peterson and Einarson (2001) conducted a one-way analysis of variance to
identify differences by institution type for the use of the &tudent participation
policies. The results were statistically significant by institution typesuRe of the

Tukey post hoc comparison revealed higher mean scores for baccalawstiatigons U
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=2.82,SD= 0.99,n = 304) than master’s institutions! (= 2.72,SD= 0.89,n = 313), and
doctoral institutionsNl = 2.48,SD= 0.93,n = 308). Eta-squared effect sizes indicated
institution type accounted for 15.6% of the variability in mean scores.

Two minor notations must be made about these findings. First, assumptions of
the ANOVA were not reported; hence, it is not known if violations were encourgeded
corrected. Second, the sample size for doctoral institutiors808) was an apparent
typographical error in the journal article because the doctoral samplerevasusly
reported a® = 61. An analysis by control type was not conducted.

Resource allocation practicedrior to the emergence of institution-wide learning

assessment initiatives, some institutions had not developed objective megsungshb
to choose one set of priorities over the other. Further, they did not have mechanisms in
place to determine if the initiatives that had been implemented had achievedridednte
results. One institution, California State University-Sacramento 8} 86termined that
assessment information was the missing link in strategic planning amu@acying
resource allocation processes (Shulock & Harrison, 2001). In this respect,S188$8n
learned was that assessment information provided added vaksource allocation
decision making for learning assessment initiatives.

The NCPI study examined the use of foesource allocation practicef®r
learning assessment purposes at 1,361 institutionsxgégit budget allocations for
learning assessmer(b) student performance indicators considered in allocating
resources to academic uni{g) student performance indicators used to award resources
based on competition between academic departmantis(d)use of performance

indicators to reward improvement at the departmentlleVWhereas the NCPI
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researchers found that almost half, 49.1% (668) of NCPI institutions includegbkait
budget allocatiorfor learning assessment in their operating budgets, less than one third,
22.9% (311)xonsideredstudent performance indicatons resource allocation decisions
for assessment purposes. Even fewer NCPI institutions, 1.9% (258) allocatedegsour
based on comparisons dist student performance awarded resources based
competition between academic units

Results of a one-way ANOVA for a composite of the fimsource allocation
practiceswere nonsignificant by institution type (Peterson & Einarson, 2001). Moreover,
eta-squared effect sizes indicated 0% strength of association bétatemion type and
resource allocation policiesBased on their findings Peterson and Einarson concluded,
“On the whole, institutions rarely used student performance indicators to reward
academic units in the budget process or to competitively allocate resaaroag
academic units” (p. 645).

Professional development policigsssessment practitioners advised that

professional development opportunities in assessment related training shprogided
to faculty, academic, and student affairs administrators to enhancezatgaral
capacity and promote internal support for assessment (Banta et al., 19961 E8&:|
Schilling & Schilling, 1998; Young & Knight, 1993). The NCPI study benchmarked
sevenprofessional development policifmsir of which were examined in the present
study: (a)financial support to attend assessment workshops and conferémces
financial assistance to faculty such as paid leave, stipends, reduced woykjcads,

etc., to develop scholarship in assessm@ntssessment workshops for department
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chairs and deansnd (d)assessment workshops for student affairs administrators
(Peterson, et al., 1999).

Peterson and Einarson (2001) found firafessional development opportunities
for assessment were not widely used at the majority of NCPI institutiotisough
results of a one-way ANOVA were significaf, 108s= 11.975p < .001, 2=.292 by
institution type, low composite mean scores suggested opportunities for jmadiéss
development were at most, done in a few departments. Based on a 5-point raging scal
where 1 = not done at all, 2 = done in a few departments, 3 = done in some departments,
4 = done in many departments, and 5 = done in most departments, Tukey post hoc
comparisons indicated higher mean scores for doctoral institutbrsl(83,SD= 0.73,

n = 308), than baccalaureatd € 1.79,SD= 0.77,n = 304), master'sMl = 1.81,SD=
0.76,n = 313) and research institutiond € 1.45,SD= 0.60,n = 78). Effect sizes
indicated that 29.2% of the variability in mean scores was accounted for hytiostit
type.

Three NCPI meta-case studies revealed broad disparities between seven
institutions’ use oprofessional development policie®ne research institution made
professional development opportunities in assessment available to adnorgstrat few
took advantage of them (Peterson et al., 2000d). Although funds were made available for
professional development at one doctoral institution, they were not assespefit;
and faculty and administrators had to make specific requests to attenanastess
workshops. Of two master’s institutions, the public institution provided assessment-
specific professional development opportunities to faculty and administratdtsrid a

national conferences to a greater extent than the private institution dics{Peteal.,
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2000e). The remaining institutions did not provide assessment-specific poéssi
development opportunities.

Faculty evaluations and reward policieBwo camps offered opposing opinions

about linking reward systems with faculty involvement in learningsassent activities.

Early opponents argued that involvement in assessment activities should not be linked to
reward systems (Banta, 1993; Banta & Associates, 1993). This thinking gradually
reversed, and assessment practitioners and scholars recognized thatin egnti

rewards motivated faculty to become more involved in assessment ax{{Biieta et al.,

1996; Shipman, Aloi, & Jones, 2003). Some assessment experts argued that reward
systems reflected the value institutions placed on their assessmentleffied & Ewell,

as cited in Peterson, et al, 1999).

Organizational development experts posited that employee behaviotegfle
reward systems (Hess, 2002; Miller, 2003). Today’s accountability-driveatelim
higher education compels institutional leaders to emphasize the relationstegtet
incentive programs that reward desired performance and effectivengassessment
initiatives (Lakos & Phipps, 2004). When this message is understood throughout the
organization, “staff recognize the value of assessment and engage in it ashgrt of t
regular assignments...individual and organizational responsibility for assets
addressed explicitly—in job descriptions or is otherwise communicated fgfr{izdkos
& Phipps, 2004, p. 353).

Peterson, et, al., (1999) and Peterson and Einarson (2001) analyzethselgn
evaluation and reward policies and practides student assessment four of which were

examined in the present study: é/)jdence of student performande) consideration of
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faculty scholarship in assessme(a), rewards and incentives to administrators who
promoted assessment in their units, &fidfaculty encouraged to assess student learning
in their classes

Peterson and Einarson (2001) found that NCPI institutions did not make extensive
use offaculty evaluations and reward policiePespite statistically significant
differences by institution typ&,, 106s= 6.866,p < .001, ?=.352, composite mean
scores for all institutions werdl(= 1.25,SD= 0.66,n = 1,293). These data suggested
thatfaculty evaluation and reward policiegere ‘not done at all’ based on a 5-point
rating scale where, 1 = not done at all, 2 = done in a few departments, 3 = done in some
departments, 4 = done in many departments, and 5 = done in most departments. Tukey
post-hoc comparisons revealed higher mean scores for baccalaureateimsiftut
1.37,SD=0.74,n = 304) than master's\{ = 1.31,SD= 0.63,n = 313), doctoralNl =
1.26,SD= 0.63,n = 308) and research institutiod € 1.22,SD= 0.59,n = 78). Eta-
squared effect sizes suggested that 35.2% of the variability in composite meswveas
accounted for by institution type, accordingly unknown factors accounted for 64.8% of
the variability in composite mean scores.

Even though Peterson and Einarson’s (2001) composite analyses suggested that
NCPI institutions made minimal usefaculty evaluation and reward practicés
learning assessment purposes, mean scores from Peterson’s, et al., (19983 aha
individual faculty evaluation and reward practicexlicated that the predominant policy
used at NCPI institutions was ¢émcourage faculty to conduct learning assessnment

their classesM = 3.99,SD=1.31,N = 1,336).
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Academic program reviews and planning practiCHsese practices comprised

the fifth assessment management practice examined. ldsad#mic program reviews
and planningpractices actualize the continuous improvement life cycle model,
demonstrating the natural progression from strategic planning for assegsment
exploiting assessment information to enhance institutional effectivedesone
practitioner remarked, “Effective linkages between student learning oescassessment
and planning are those where measures of student learning inform and drive the
institution’s academic planning process” (Middaugh, 2009, p. 7).

Peterson, et al., (1999) examined the extent that assessment information had been
used in fouacademic program review and planniptactices at NCPI institutions: (a)
academic department and undergraduate program planning and re\ievgeneral
education and core curricula review&) course level reviews and developmanigl (d)
review and planning for student academic support serviBased on the same rating
scale used for other assessment management practices, mean ratmgsocated that
two practicesacademic department and undergraduate program planning and reviews
(M =3.67,SD=1.41,n=1336), andjeneral education and core curricula revie(i =
3.55,SD=1.52,n = 1336) were done in many departments.

Peterson and Einarson’s (2001) composite analysasaoemic program review
and planningpractices found statistically significant differences by insatutype,F,,
1280= 5.089,p = .001, ?=.302. Tukey post-hoc comparisons indicated higher mean
scores for baccalaureate institutiohs£ 2.82,SD= 0.99,n = 304), than master${ =
2.72,SD=0.89,n = 313), doctoralNl = 2.48,SD = 0.95,n = 308), and research

institutions M = 2.43,SD= 0.85,n = 78). Eta-squared effect sizes suggested that 30.2%

37



of the variability in composite mean scores could be accounted for by instiygmsn t
whereas unknown variables accounted for 69.8% of the variability in composite mean
scores.

Barak and Sweeney (1995) reported that 63% of two- and four-year public and
private institutionsN = 750) use@cademic program reviews their student assessment
programs. The researchers identified three commonalities among theiorsi (a)
assessment information was an integral component of the academic progeam re
process, (b) assessment was a priority and taken seriously, and (sjn@sdeseols were
reliable and valid. Barak and Sweeny also reported that good leadership and good
communication were important characteristics of a fully-integratedemic program
review and planning proces®espite the challenges that accompany implementation of
academic program reviews and plannipigictices, administrators must be careful to
select the appropriate evaluation model to accommodate multiple purposesaddfine
assess quality, and assess the impact of evaluations (Conrad & Wilson, 2003).

To conclude this review of nationally benchmarked assessment management
practices and policies, it is important to acknowledge that institutions BAGS
accrediting region have reportedly used assessment management paactipebcies to
a greater extent than other regional accrediting agencies (Peaterdqri999). Given
that SACS governs the majority of HBCUs (SACS, 2001), it is plausible th@tidBn
the SACS accrediting region have utilized other assessment managerogce pend
policies that have not yet been documented nor examined in the present study.

The Utility of Assessment Information
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Influence of assessment information in decision malihthe onset of the

assessment movement, many academics considered learning assesstinent an
management fad on par with industry and corporate practices such as Totgl Quali
Management (TQM) and Business Process Reengineering (BPRY,(Rea&b).
Birnbaum suggested that despite their negative connotation, some managdment fa
generate positive by-products by revealing the value of information and edhanc
interaction between functional groups (Kezar, 2005b). For example, Fayet&taile
University’s (FSUs) English department used assessment informamademic
program planning and curricula improvement to monitor the impact of an in-house
developed assessment instrument. Faculty across disciplines recognizaceimgont in
students’ writing abilities. Campus dialogue increased across disciplindaesdfl
communication throughout the institution improved (Banta et al., 1996). Fayetteville
State University's experience explicitly illustrated Birnbasipérspective in practice.

Peterson and Augustine (2000c) hypothesized that if institutions used assessment
information for institutional improvement, its use should be evident in academic and
faculty decision-making. Examples of assessment information useddarac
decisions include revising general education curricula, academic prograd majors,
and modifying assessment plans and processes. Examples of assessmaationfor
used in faculty decisions include those involving salary, reward, promotion, and tenure
decisions. The researchers examined the extent that assessment iofolnacti
influenced 12 academic and faculty decision areas, 8 of which were edamihe
present study:

1. Modifying general education curricula
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2. Modifying academic supportiséces,

3. Modifying student affairs activities

4. Resource allocations to academic units

5. Modifying student assessment plans, policies, andgsses,

6. Designing and reorganizing academic programs and majors

7. Faculty promotion and tenure decisioreéd

8. Faculty salary increases or reward$eterson & Augustine, 2000c)

Using a 4-point rating scale where 1 = no action taken, influence unknown, 2 =
action taken, data not influential, 3 = action taken, data somewhat influential, and 4 =
action taken, data very influential Peterson and Augustine (2000c) computed ¢emposi
mean scores for an academic decision making index 1.40,SD= 0.41,N = 1,393),
and a faculty decision making indeM € 1.28,SD= 0.62,N = 1,393). Based on the
rating scale, the data suggested that at most, ‘action had been taken’efsinass
information had ‘not been influential’ in both decision making areas. By externises® t
low mean rating scores somewhat substantiated Kuh and Banta’'s (2000) ctaim tha
faculty believed there were few rewards for engaging in assessmgitiesct

The NCPI institutions made limited use of assessment information egpatial
faculty promotion, tenure, salary increases, and rewdadsions (Peterson & Augustine,
2000c; Peterson et al., 1999; Peterson & Vaughan, 2002). However, Peterson and
Augustine (2000c) reported, “baccalaureate institutions are most likely shussnt
assessment information to make decisions regarding faculty promotion and tenure and
faculty salary increases or rewards” (p. 44). They attributed thismp&ttbaccalaureate

institutions’ emphasis on undergraduate teaching and learning.

40



The extent that the use of assessment informatitacuity evaluation and
reward decision$as influenced faculty support for learning assessment has not been
widely studied, although Grunwald and Peterson (2003) found a predictive relationship
between faculty satisfaction with incentives and rewards and their involvéament
learning assessment activities. Their findings are explained in maikid¢he
organizational climate for assessment discussion.

Peterson and Augustine maintained that assessment information wayg sligie|
influential in academic decision making than in faculty decision making;dnaiuded
that “in neither case is student assessment data very influential” (p. 4d)sdheand
Augustine (2000c) and Peterson and Einarson (2001) concluded that assessment
information played a less influential role in institutional decision-making #sgessment
practitioners and experts recommended.

Impact on institutional performance indicatoBanta, et al., (1993), Banta and

Associates (1996), Peterson, et al., (1999), and Peterson and Einarson (2001) maintained
that the majority of institutions had not monitored the impact of assessment inbormat
on institutional performance indicators. These practitioners and ressareperted that
the literature about this topic was sparse and sometimes conflicting. hesfdlp,
Peterson and Einarson (2001) examined the impact of assessment information on 15
internal and external institutional performance indicators at NCPI instig)t8 of which
were examined in the present study:
1. Campus discussions of undergraduate education
2. Changes in teaching methqds

3. Student retention and graduation rates
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7.

8.

Student grade performance

Student achievement on external exams
Allocation of state funding

Evaluations from regional accrediting agenciasd

Institutional reputation and image

Results of the chi-square test for independence by institution typesigaricant

for: (a) campus discussions of undergraduate educatfo@, N = 1,302) = 29.833 <

.01, (b)allocation of state funding? (4,N = 1,302) = 30.18§) < .01, and (cthanges in

teaching methods? (4, N = 1,302) = 22.206) < .05. Although standardized residuals

were not reported, the researchers concluded that significant diffeneaoe attributed

to baccalaureate institutions’ greater tendency to have monitored and dastiment

positive impacts from assessment information than other institution types.

To conclude, four observations emerged from NPCI findings. First, a common

pattern revealed significant differences in the use of assessment manageactices by

institution type. Second, NCPI institutions had not leveraged assessment iidorioat

institutional decision making to the extent assessment experts presdribet].whereas

the NCPI institutions reported positive impact from the use of assessmentatitor,

the data suggested that these institutions selectively monitored iropgo¢sformance

indicators.

Finally, it is important to note the varying details provided about statilsti

significant findings in these studies. Namely, assumptions of stattststalwere not

reported, even though violations of assumptions of statistical tests weng umgkély

due to the methodological rigor of the NCPI research design and methodologgqReter
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et al., 1999). However, minor but noticeable discrepancies in subsample sizes alluded t
missing values in Peterson, et al., (1999), and Peterson and Einarson’s (2001) studies.

The problem associated with missing values “is not so much reduced sample size
as it is the possibility that the remaining data set is biased” (Garson, 2008l arsbn
added that missing values potentially distort statistical analysasidgethe assumption is
that missing cases differ analytically from cases without misahges. Despite these
deficiencies, the NCPI findings represent the most comprehensive bepoical
literature on organizational and administrative support practices for postsgcondar
student learning assessment initiatives. As such, these studies sigerdgghe seminal
body of knowledge about organizational and administrative student learninghassiess
practices in higher education.

In the next discussion, the organizational climate construct is examiie
origins of and contemporary literature about climate theory in higher edugatvide a
theoretical component for the present study. Four climate studies in hilgizatien
supplement the analytic framework to rationalize faculty and admimistigerceptions
about student learning assessment with climate theory. A chapter suroiwavg this
discussion to conclude this review of literature.

Organizational Climate and Subclimate Theory

As a precursor to this discussion, the terms organizational climate and
organizational culture are distinguished because they are often distuesgthngeably.
One higher education scholar posited that organizational culture “focused ed shar
values, beliefs, and ideologies unique to a campus” (Masland, 1985, p. 146). By

contrast, other scholars posited that organizational climate “focuses omlesdded
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attitudes and behaviors...is more likely to change than culture and to change more
rapidly” (Peterson & Spencer, 1990, p. 174).

Within this context, organizational climate theory provides insight into the
capacity of human behavior to alter workplace dynamics, rather the embedded mores
customs and traditions associated with organizational culture (Ouchi & Wilkd88).
Organizational climate theory, with its origins in the behavioral scigmoesdes the
theoretical framework that explains the influence of human dynamics omzatianal
behavior and functioning (Litwin, 1968; Owens, 1995, 2004; Tagiuri, 1968a; Tagiuri &
Litwin, 1968b). Lewin’s force field theory posited that human behavior was a function of
persons and their environment, and that the totality of facts determined individual
behavior at any given moment. Hence, “the person and his environment have to be
considered as one” (Litwin, 1968, p. 45). Lewin’s signature equatiorf, (B ),
postulated that behavior (B) was a function of the “interaction between the persoml (P
his immediate psychological environment (E)” (Litwin, 1968, p. 43) supports the context
by which organizational climate theory is leveraged for the present study.

Behavioral scientists coined the term organizational climate as a metaphor t
convey that work group behavior reflected the climate of the workplace (Forehand, 1968;
Litwin, 1968; Owens, 1995, 2004; Peterson, 1974; Schein, 1992; Tagiuri & Litwin,
1968b). Lewin believed that climate was a social unit with distinct propeepesble of
empirical measurement. His belief led to the use of quantitative methodsyto stud
organizational climate theory (Denison, 1996).

Early researchers made significant contributions to expand the concept of

organizational climate. Notably, Litwin and Stringer (1968) were first toequnalize
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organizational climate as an indicator of individuals’ perception of their work arid wor
environment. Next, they linked individuals’ perceptions to collective organizational
behavior. Another organizational behaviorist provided a simplistic concept:
organizational climate was simply the way things were done in the workSelkedider,
1990).

Peterson and Spencer (1990) hypothesized that organizational climate
encompassed three dimensions of human perception, namely objective, perceived, and
motivational climates. An objective climate reflects observable, qudndiffatterns of
behavior within the organization. In this respect, individuals’ acceptance odtiostal
support strategies and compliance with assessment management paactipeices
reflect objective climate because compliance with policy, procedamdsprocesses may
be measured and quantified over time (Payne & Mansfield, 1973). On the other hand,
perceived climate reflects individuals’ perceptions about how the institwiaidns
and their beliefs about how it should function. A perceived climate may or malygmot a
with institutional objectives, which may ultimately influence the behaviather
members in the organization. Motivational climate reflect individuatdirfgs and
attitudes toward their institution, its policies and practices, and their invelvem
institutional operations. Examples of motivational climate include individuals
commitment to, involvement in, and satisfaction with assessment-relatatezcti

Peterson’s typologies of perceived, objective, and motivational clnaditn
with one aspect of Schneider’s climate theory. Schneider (1975) posthiated
management practices and policies influenced the organizational clirtigtdefinition

of organizational climate as “a psychologically meaningful molacidgson that people
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can agree characterize a system’s practices and procedures” (p. 4#éraretethe
importance of effective management practices and policies to celéwagnvironment
conducive to assessment initiatives. Further, his definition aligns witrsBetend
Spencer’s (1990) concept of the perceived climate, that is, the organizati@eptjwer
of how the system operates.

Although the terms environment and organizational climate are also frequently
used interchangeably, doing so is conceptually limiting. To illustrate, Td#68)
conceptualized organizational climate as a multidimensional theory thigt exgsanded
the breath and depth of the climate metaphor. Tagiuri envisioned organizationad climat
as an amalgamation of multidimensional factors in which culture played a supsidi
role. These multidimensional factors incorporate (a) the milieu, (i.eqmeand
groups), (b) the ecology, (i.e., physical and material aspects),c{a) sgstems, (i.e.,
patterned relationships of persons and groups), and (d) culture, (i.e., bebaisyst
values, and meanings of the social environment).

Worth noting was that Taguiri’s climate theory positioned organizatiasitalre
subordinate to organizational climate. Through these lenses, anecdotptipescef the
HBCU culture may help clarify the distinction between culture and theatdifior
learning assessment. For example, the generations of highly commitiktyl &acl
administrators whose singular focus was student learning helped shapeGbentiliBzu
(DuBois, 1995; Hedgepeth et al., 1978; Roebuck & Murty, 1993; Willie, 1978). Second,
the HBCU ecology, often characterized by substandard facilities, inaddquding, and
meager societal support (Brown & Freeman, 2004; Whiting, 1991) cultivated an

unworthy inferiority connotation. Moreover, the so-called dictatorial geegiand weak
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governing boards involved in ongoing conflicts with faculty (Foster, 1996) typecast the
HBCU social system as a disharmonious enigma. Using Taguiri’s expamsorg

would require a mixed methods research design to explore the breadth and depth of
gualitative and quantitative attributes of the organizational climate atidB@h this
respect, the present study leveraged Taguiri’s theory conservatoalgjrig on a
guantitative examination of the HBCU milieu and social systems that support t
organizational climate for learning assessment.

In essence, group behavior has the capacity to promote and impede institutional
effectiveness (Welsh & Metcalf, 2003). Contemporary social scientetgamed that
collective behavior in the work environment reflected individuals’ perception of the
workplace. “A central assumption of organizational climate theory is that the
individual’'s perception of how others in the social system typically respond to corsditi
in their environment will influence other individuals to behave in a similar fashion”
(Owens, 1995, p. 386). A brief discussion of organizational subclimate theory enlarges
this concept.

Organizational Subclimate Theory

Organizational climate theorists, behaviorists, and social scientigtggted that
institutions comprised distinct subclimates that represented dispan&tgnmeaps who
exhibited different behaviors at given times (Hellriegel & Slocum, 1974; Moran &
Volkwein, 1988, 1992; Owens, 1995; Peterson, 2000a; Peterson & Spencer, 1990;
Peterson & White, 1992; Powell & Butterfield, 1978; Schneider, 1972, 1975, 1990;

Tagiuri, 1968a).
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Moran and Volkwein (1988) conducted the first study to investigate the proper
unit of analysis for studying organizational climate in higher education. These
researchers found that subunits in higher education were divided more along work
groups, (i.e., faculty and administrators) than organizational roles, lenggnvide, and
academic department. Moran and Volkwein also discovered that administraters w
more supportive of institutional effectiveness initiatives than faculte weater,

Peterson and White (1992), Owens (1995, 2004), and Welsh and Metcalf (2003) found
that faculty and administrator subclimates influenced organizational danagiin higher
education. Thus, faculty and administrator subclimates have capacity tp@xertul
influence upon institutional effectiveness activities (Moran & Volkwein, 1988sh\v&
Metcalf, 2003; Welsh et al., 2003) such as learning assessment initiatives. @&spleist r
faculty and administrators’ feelings about learning assessment, datisfaith
assessment practices, and their involvement in assessment effpedtaha
organizational climate for learning assessment. Thus, faculty and adataristork
groups have the capacity to promote and impede institutional effectiveneds/es
(Welsh & Metcalf, 2003); thereby constituting the appropriate unit of analyseart
two of the present study.

Studies of organizational climate in higher education have addressed governance
and decision-making patterns, participant behaviors, and interaction paetaison &
Spencer, 1990). Because of these broad categories in organizational cliseaiehres
Peterson and Spencer advised: “it is important to identify the context ofrttegecbne is
examining” (p. 174). Accordingly, the following summary of four organizatiomalate

studies convey the context by which climate is examined in the present Jtuelse
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studies represent a cross-section of research that illustrateduleadefof work group
behavior on the climate for institutional effectiveness initiatives suskudgnt learning
assessment.
Four Organizational Climate Studies in Higher Education

Moran and Volkwein (1988) conducted the first research of its kind to determine
the proper unit of analysis for studying organizational climate in higher goluca
Moran and Volkwein studied whether climate had greater relevance at tinzatigamal
or subunit level, (e.g., the organization, work groups, length of service, or otgarata
roles, e.g., dean, provost, CFO, etc.). Approximately 2,937 respondents from nine public
four-year institutions completed a Likert-scaled perception surveyatett from an
instrument developed at the University of Michigan. Because only 2 of the 9 insstuti
had work groups with adequate cell sizes, two-way ANOVASs were condiacésehluate
the effects of organizations, roles, length of service, and work groups at the two
institutions. Results revealed statistically significant maircefféor organizationB (s,
1) = 13.026p < .001, ?=.0194, role§ (1 ) = 4.143p < .05, ?=.0129, and work
groupsF (1, 19 = 3.542,p < .001, %= .0846. Effect sizes indicated that work groups
accounted for the largest proportion of variability in mean scores, eta-squ&@&tb=
The researchers concluded that work groups that comprised faculty and adtonsist
exerted more influence on the organizational climate than the organization as a whole
organizational roles, and length of service at the institution. Moran and Volkwein (1988)
defined work groups as “formally structured, bonded units of interacting individipals”

373), faculty as individuals in academic departments, and administrators agitiath
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with similar roles such as members of a dean’s council” (p. 373). These fildiwngs
special relevance to the present study.

Moran and Volkwein conducted a second analysis to determine the difference
between climate scores of faculty, administrators, and department lirtegidts of a
one-way ANOVA were statistically significar, (2, 2039 = 37.240p < .001. Scheffe
post-hoc comparisons revealed mean scores were significantly higher forstictars
(M =5.30,SD=1.127n = 422) and department heads € 5.21,SD= 1.027,n = 381)
than mean scores for facultyl = 4.87,SD= 1.107,n = 2,134). Although effect sizes
were not reported, Moran and Volkwein concluded that administrators’ perceptions of the
organizational climate were significantly more positive than those of yacult

A more recent study found statistically significant differencewéen faculty and
administrators’ perceptions regarding institutional effectivenesatinés at 168 SACS
institutions. Welsh, Petrosko, and Metcalf (2003) believed that respondents from the
SACS accrediting region would be more familiar with IE, assessmenpragchm
evaluation terminology than other accrediting agencies. Accordingly, tterchees
randomly selected facultiN(= 220) and administratordl & 394) at two- and four-year
SACS institutions to evaluate their perceptions regarding four indicesaatilities
(i.e., motivation for the initiative, level of involvement, depth of implementation of the
initiative, and definition of quality of the IE initiative). Results of five onerwa
ANOVASs by position type indicated significant differences betweeultiaand
administrators’ perceptions on each index aftke 001 level. The data were consistent
with Welsh and Metcalf's (2003) analysis of the same data that found adatonstr

perceived IE activities as “internally motivated...more deeply impleetentefined
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guality as student outcomes-based” (p. 455). Welsh, Petrosko, and Metcalf provided
additional empirical evidence of statistically significant diffeesbetween faculty and
administrators’ perceptions about institutional functioning and concluded that
administrators consistently demonstrated greater support for IE waahan faculty

did.

Moran and Volkwein (1988), Welsh and Metcalf (2003), and Welch, Petrosko,
and Metcalf's (2003) findings corroborated assessment practitioners’ coabeiurts
faculty involvement in learning assessment efforts. Despite the need for wide
constituency support for assessment, faculty resistance continues becaesacsilty
do not have the training or skills to conduct assessment, some do not see a need for
assessment, and some believe their students are already tested enowgét @arit996;
Miller, 2006; Schilling & Schilling, 1998). More important, some faculty resishiegr
assessment because they fear their jobs will be affected (Linkon, 2005n&&hil
Schilling, 1998).

Welsh and Metcalf (2003) concluded that getting faculty involved was
instrumental in garnering their support for institutional effectivenesisities. Faculty
involvement in decision making fosters ownership of the initiative and increases thei
understanding of how the institution functions on a broader scale. One faculty member
commented, "asking people to serve on committees involving institutional effextive
has encouraged ownership ... they never felt as involved with the university aothey
now that they have learned how the university functions” (p. 460).

On the other hand, Riggs and Worthley (1992) found that faculty participation in

the early assessment planning process was not an important predictor offsliccess
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outcomes, such as additional funding, student achievement gains, teaching imptpveme
and continuation of the assessment effort. They found that the strongest predictor of
successful outcomes was faculty participation in the implementation stdge of
assessment initiative.

Grunwald and Peterson (2003) examined the organizational climate for
assessment at seven institutions where student learning assessmeanmgitagt been
established for several years. The researchers randomly selectedz/lafad
administrators but ultimately excluded administrators from the actogdledecause of
significant differences between groups. The purpose of the study was tfyident
predictors of faculty satisfaction (i.e., purposes for conducting assessnenmtaince of
vocal detractors, assessment policies and procedures, administrative supgatipmasti
impact of assessment, faculty instructional impacts, etc.) and to ideredictors of
faculty involvement in assessment activities. The predictors included siorfak
development opportunities, evaluations and rewards, benefits of assessmentysasulty
of assessment information, etc., in institutional and classroom assessmnanes.
Findings from two regression models (a) faculty satisfaction with, andyblvement in
institutional assessment activities were relevant to the presewpt stud

Two significant predictive relationships regarding faculty(104) satisfaction
with institutional support strategies were identified. Grunwald and Petg808) found
that using assessment for internal improvement purposes was the strongesirpedi
faculty satisfaction with institutional support strategiess (43,p < .01, R*=.290).

Items in the purposes for conducting assessment dimension Sogbregng

undergraduate achievemennproving academic program improvemeandimproving
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faculty instructional performanceere strong predictors of faculty support for
institutional support strategies and represented 29% of the variance in tfaetsais
regression model. The data suggested that as faculty perceived theseware
important purposes for conducting assessment, their satisfaction increas$ear for
respective institutions’ support strategy for assessment.

A second predictor shed light on the influence of vocal detractors on internal
support for assessment initiatives. The negative standardized multigssieg
coefficient, Beta, for this item (= -.18,p < .05, R?=.015) suggested that as vocal
detractors’ became more influential, faculty satisfaction with inginat support
strategies decreased (Grunwald & Peterson, 2003).

The second regression model identified predictive relationships betwedty fac
(n=113) involvement in institutional assessment activities with the importdnce
external influences, professional development opportunities, and the benefits of
assessment. Although external influences were not addressed in the pregeiitistud
important to note that this variable was the strongest predictor of faculty@mvent in
institutional assessment activities,{ .35,p < .01, R?=.235) and accounted for 23.5%
of the variance in the involvement regression model. Items within this vainahided
professional accreditation requirements and revipmfessional associations that
promoted student assessmeagional accreditation requirements and revjemdstate
reviews of institutional assessment efforfe results suggested that faculty
involvement in assessment activities increased as their perception optiréaince of

these influences increased.
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Professional development emerged as the second most significant prediceor i
faculty involvement model, (= .25,p < .01, R*=.112). Professional development
variables included (groviding financial supporti.e., grants, reduced workloads,
stipends, paid leaviso faculty to develop scholarship in assessm@)tattendance at
professional conferencef) assessment workshops for deans, department heads,
academic administrators, student affairs administrators and, gtaff (d)use of
assessment consulting servic&runwald and Peterson concluded that as opportunities
for professional development increased, faculty involvement in assessnatiesc
increased. Their findings support assessment experts’ argumentatitesisional
development opportunitieshanced faculty expertise in assessment methodologies and
abated faculty resistance to assessment (Banta, 1997; Banta et al., 19b6g Schi
Schilling, 1998).

A third strong predictor emerged in the involvement-satisfaction model,Z7,
p<.01, R*=.059). Grunwald and Peterson also found that faculty involvement in
assessment activities increased when they observed increasgdeint retention and
graduation ratesimproved student grade performangestitutional image andpositive
evaluations from regional accrediting agencieach of which reflect benefits from their
involvement in assessing student learning.

Summary and Inferences for this Study

Four themes emerged that illuminated convergences and contradictions in the
literature of theory (viz., assessment experts and practitioners) alitéridueire of
empirical research. Specifically, the literature of theory convergéutiee areas: (a) the

importance of educational values for cultivating successful learniegsamaent
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initiatives, (b) the need for further research in assessment by istitytie, and (c) the
use of assessment plans and policies. One contradiction between theditefr#teory
and practice emerged regarding the purposes for conducting student leasassyrest.
Three areas that converged are summarized first.

Assessment theorists converged on the importance of educational values for
cultivating effective learning assessment initiatives (Americatwéaton for Higher
Education, 1992; Banta, 1997, 2004; Mentkowski et al., 1991). They maintained that
educational values exemplify fundamentals of an effective assessntiativgnand
represent a prerequisite for garnering internal support for assessmentsdbtiars and
thought-leaders suggested that the HBCU emphasis on educational values has
distinguished these institutions within the higher education landscape (Banta, 2004;
Banta et al., 1996; Bohr, Pascarella, Nora, & Terenzini, 1995; Brown & Yates, 2005;
Freeman, 1998; Jackson & Nunn, 2003; Seifert et al., 2006). This convergence of
scholars and practitioners’ opinions gives cause to believe that HBCUs ilhposstess
the requisite qualities needed to promote successful learning asseissiagines
because of their emphasis on teaching and successful student outcomes.

In another vein, the literature of practice and research converged. Peteedagn,
(1999) found that the mere diversity of institutions of higher education by institugen ty
warranted more research about learning assessment, whereassathiehiers insisted
that the severe deficit in scholarly and empirical studies about HBCUs in tlegatg
greatly limits the capacity for strategic planning for these utgiits (Brown & Freeman,
2004; Brown & Yates, 2005; Jackson & Nunn, 2003). This convergence of perspectives

about the need to (a) conduct more research by institution type, and (b) conduct more
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aggregate research about HBCUs, supports the present study’s contribution to the
literature.

A third convergence between the literature of theory and research \eatecev
regardingassessment plans and policiesssessment practitioners maintained that most
institutions utilized formal centralized assessment programs (Baatg 1996). Fifty
percent of all NCPI institutions, the majority of which were baccatdeanastitutions,
maintained a formal centralized plan and policy that required specificass@s
activities of all academic units (Peterson, et al., 1999). These findingderant to the
present study because baccalaureate institutions constitute 45% ofeditacdcfour-year
HBCUs (U.S. Department of Education: National Center for Educationtiisitis
Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System/ IPEDS, 2002), and badealaurea
institutions constituted the majority of the sample in the present study.

One notable contradiction between the literature of practice and research wa
identified. Assessment practitioners and scholars argued that asseissiagves
received more support when therposes for conductingssessment were motivated by
internal rather than external requirements (Astin, 1991; Banta, 1997; Ewell, R&nney,
Lenth, 1993; Lakos & Phipps, 2004; Schilling & Schilling, 1998). However, of six
purposes for conducting assessment, researchers found that one external putpese, tha
institutional self-study for accreditatiomas a “very important purpose” for conducting
learning assessment among the 1,379 NCPI institutions (Peterson & Einarson, 2001,
Peterson et al., 1999). This finding evinced an important implication for institutional

support strategies for assessment at HBCUs discussed in chapter 5.
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Absent of a body of scholarly and empirical literature about learning asseiss
at HBCUs, informed decisions at the state and federal levels may bé&dédgéar the
HBCU cohort. Further, it is reasonable that this knowledge gap diminishes thesohort’
capacity to lobby and benefit from participation in federal and state policy aistbdec
making agendas. Given this constraint, collaboration among the HBCU cohort sissume
an heightened importance to increase their engagement in the natiamablear
assessment discourse (Dervarics, 2006; Wall-Smith, 2006) optimally equippeal wit
body of aggregate knowledge about the student learning assessment experafice spe
to the majority of the cohort.

Nonetheless, as the national learning assessment debate continues, the
implications for HBCUs remain constant: and evidence of successful stademnb
outcomes remain important national, state, and accreditation priorities im highe
education. Accordingly, assessment is not a fad and is not going away &ldaays,

1979; Linkon, 2005).
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Chapter 3: Methodology
Introduction

The purpose of this study was to examine institutional support for student learning
assessment initiatives at accredited four-year historically Blaltdges and universities
(HBCUSs). The National Center for Postsecondary Improvement (Nd#tiified five
internal and external domains of institutional support for student learningsassd,
three of which were the foci of this study: (a) organizational and administpaactices
(OAPP), (b) the utility of assessment information, and (c) the organizatiomake for
assessment.

The NCPI research established the first comprehensive benchmark of
organizational and administrative support practices for learning assessitgnies for
the population of accredited, postsecondary, public and private, degree-granting,
nonproprietary institutions in the United Staths{2,524) (Peterson, et al., 1999). Since
that time, no comparable and follow-up studies have been published or were located in
the literature. Data for HBCUs and other MSIs could not be disaggregated\N@ e
data (personal communication, M. W. Peterson, December 8, 2005). Therefore, the
present study specifically targeted HBCUs; with the dual objective ofgingvinsight
into organizational issues that influence support for assessment initiatoves a
contributing to the literature about student learning assessment at HBCUs.

This chapter describes the research procedures and methodology enfipidlyed
present study. It is organized as follows. First, the research desigrstatdment of
five research questions are presented. Second, a description of the populationsy sampl

frames, sampling strategies, sample sizes, and response ratesxcabeddor each
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sample. Third, instrumentation, data collection, and data management proee€elures

discussed. Fourth, data analyses procedures are described. Finally,sacohsufus

consideration for human participants and IRB protocol conclude this chapter.
Research Design

This study utilized a nonexperimental causal-comparative research design.
Unlike experimental and quasi-experimental approaches, the causal-civepara
approach does not involve random assignment of participants or manipulation of
independent variables (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2003; Gay, 1992). Accordingly, the primary
objective of the causal-comparative approach is to assess “the presumeaf eififiect
attribute independent variable” (Gliner & Morgan, 2000) on dependent variables. Itis
also important to emphasize that the causal comparative approach does not infer
causality, but rather identifies ex post facto differences between difengenkel &

Wallen, 2003; Gay, 1992). Additionally, the present study used nationally benchmarked
assessment criteria, therefore all dependent and independent variablesnha@-bee
defined.

Because two major components of institutional support for student learning
assessment were examined, the study is presented in two parts. Part omsedampr
profile of institutional support strategies for assessment, assessarsjement
practices and policies, and the influence and impact of assessment irdarimati
institutional decision making and performance indicators, respectively. Do s
officer per institution l = 44) most knowledgeable about learning assessment at her or
his respective institution completed the institutional assessment profitart two,

faculty and administratorsN(= 173) perceptions about assessment management
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practices and leadership support at their respective institutions vemenex! to provide
insight into the organizational climate for assessment.

Another design consideration is noted. The present study did not replicate the
NCPI study’s methodological approach. Whereas the NCPI study conductddvtdm
analyses of the five multidimensional domains of institutional support for assssshe
present study examined composites of items for two domains and one construct of
institutional support for assessment. Accordingly, to conduct composite-lewses)al
ordinal rating scale data were treated as interval data (da&d&lian, 1996) to support
the use of parametric statistics. Although this methodological approachrgistista
reduced the number of analyses, it also precluded one-to-one comparisossaeific
NCPI findings. On the other hand, a new knowledge base regarding organizatidnal
administrative practices and the climate for assessment at HB&&Jsreated.

Finally, construct and statistical conclusion validity issues gra#tlyence
conclusions drawn from empirical findings in this study. To that end, interékaility
consistency scores (Cronbach alpha’s) ranged from .69 to .90 for dimensionseadchi
domain, which met acceptable thresholds to support construct validity. Sthatistica
conclusion validity refers to the degree to which statistical analyses sopperct
decisions to accept or fail to reject null hypotheses and draw conclusions based on
statistical evidence (Johnson & Christensen, 2008; Ottenbacher, 1989; Scandura &
Williams, 2000). Reporting the assumptions of each statistical test helped thesure
validity of statistical conclusions.

Research Questions

Five research questions guided this two-part exploratory study:
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. What organizational and administrative practices and policies have HBCUs
adopted to support institutional learning assessment initiatives, and are there
differences by institution type and control?

. To what extent has assessment information influenced institutional decision-
making at accredited four-year HBCUs, and are there differences by
institution type and control?

. What impact has learning assessment information had on institutional
performance indicators, and are there differences by institution type and
control?

. What are faculty and administrators’ perceptions of student learning
assessment management practices and leadership support at theiveespect
institutions, and are there differences by institution type and position type, and
by control type and position type?

Is there a relationship between faculty and administrators’ perceptions about
student learning assessment initiatives and their involvement in institution-
wide assessment activities at their respective institutions?

Populations, Sampling Frames, Sampling Strategies

Although institutions represented the unit of analysis for the institutional

assessment profile, senior officers provided information on behalf of dspiective

institution. By comparison, faculty and administrator work groups constituted thef unit

analysis for the organizational climate analyses, therefore facwtg@ministrators

provided their personal opinions about student learning assessment at thetiveespe

institutions. The populations, sampling frames, sampling strategies, resatasse
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sample sizes, and goodness of fit analyses for each sample are discussezkatibns
below.
The HBCU Institutional Population

Accredited four-year HBCUs constituted the unit of analysis for the inetitaiti
student learning assessment profile. The census of accredited fourB@dsHN = 87)
comprised:

1. 39 public and 10 private baccalaureate institutions,

2. 24 public and 2 private masters institutions, and

3. 4 public doctoral institutions, 2 private and 2 public research institutions, 1

private law institution, 1 private divinity institution, and 2 private medical
institutions, which totaled 12 institutions.

These data were extracted from the National Center for Educationati€sati
(NCES) website and confirmed with the White House Initiative on HistityiBlack
Colleges and Universities and regional accrediting agencies websitesnskigions’
websites that did not provide faculty and staff email addresses could not be inoluded i
the assessible population (Gliner & Morgan, 2001), therefore, the assessible¢ipomila
accredited four-year HBCUs wal € 85).

Sampling Frame

Peterson, et al., (1999) identified senior administrative officers (i.etutnstial
assessment, institutional research, and institutional evaluation offisergpsts,
presidents; senior academic affairs, academic deans, senior studenofifzrs,
department chairs and their designees) most knowledgeable of institutiosahasse

initiatives. The researcher identified 143 senior officers on 85 HBCU wehgiio met
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these criteria. These individuals’ names, email addresses, and phone numbers wer
recorded in sequences of first, second, and third preference in a Microsoft E3@@8®
workbook. The research objective was to obtain a census of the 87 accreditedfour-ye
HBCUs.

Sampling Strategy and Response Rates

The first of nine weekly email solicitations (Appendix B) began on September 9,
2008 to 85 first preference senior officers. Within two weeks, 19 senior officers had
completed the survey and 25 emails had been returned with postmaster delivery
messages. Beginning the third week of survey administration, a third enciasoh
went to the nonrespondent senior officers and the remaining 109 second and third
preference senior officers. Thirty-seven senior officers had cordpleteSenior
Officer’s Survey by the conclusion of the fourth week. At that time, the résmsdyegan
multiple follow-up phone calls to all nonrespondents. Follow-up phone calls continued
until the seventh week. After seven weeks, 45 senior officers had completed the survey
Access to the survey was closed after two months in the field.

In two instances, multiple responses were received from senior officersHeo
same institution. This occurred because the second preference participant ksponde
before the first preference participant did. To rectify this situation, theystrora the
participant deemed most familiar with her or his respective institutitudést learning
assessment program was used. The process ensured that the HBCU s&mdple amty
one response per institution.

Of 45 participants, one survey was not used because the researcher could not

accommodate the participant’s additional IRB requirement in a timelpenainother
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participant declined to participate for the same reason. Although a 50.57% (44/87)
institutional response rate was achieved, the census of 87 accrediteddioHiByEUs
was not attained. Therefore, 44 institutions constituted the actual sample &liner
Morgan, 2000). Below is a summary of institutional response rates by control type
(Table 1) and institution type (Table 2).

Table 1. Institutional Response Rate by Control Type

Control Total # of Accredited Sample Size Response Rate
Type Four-year HBCUs n %
Public 41 20 45.45
Private 46 24 54.55
Total 87 44 50.57

Note: The total number of accredited four-year HBGEpresents the stratum of institutional contypés.
The response rate represents a percentage oftéhedample = 44).

Table 2. Institutional Response Rate by Institution Type

Institution Total # of Accredited Sample Size Response Rate

Type Four-year HBCUs (n) (%)
Baccalaureate 49 26 59.10
Master’s 26 13 29.54
Doctoral 4 2 4.54
Research 4 3 6.82
Specialty 4 0 0
Total 87 44 50.57

Note: The total number of four-year HBCUs represéng stratum of institution types. The responge ra
represents a percentage of the total sanitedd).

Sample Size
Although the research objective to obtain the census of 87 accredited four-year
HBCUs was not attained, 45 participants (i.e., institutions) responded tartleg.s One

participant’s survey was not used because the researcher could not accommsodate it
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institutions’ IRB requirements in a timely manner. Consequently, the aainale
totaled (\ = 44) institutions.
Goodness of Fit Analyses

A chi-square goodness of fit analysis was conducted to assess the
representativeness of the HBCU institutional sample to the populaticcrefiged four-
year HBCUs. The actual samph=44) was compared to the population of accredited
four-year HBCU institutions as identified on the National Center for Enturc8tatistics
(NCES) website and confirmed with data from the White House Initiative dartdelly
Black Colleges and Universities (WHIHBCU) and regional accreditijgmeaies
websites. Results of the chi-square goodness of fit analysis were nooargnif (1,
44) = .006p = .936 for control type (Table 3) and institution typ2(1, 44) = .218, p =
.640 (Table 4). All assumptions of the test were met (i.e., mutual exclusivity and
exhaustiveness, independence, and large sample size, E >1@héde These results
suggested that the actual sample of accredited four-year private, pubtialdo@eate and
master’s, and doctoral and research institutions did not differ from the population of
accredited four-year HBCUs.

Table 3. Chi-squareGoodness-of-fit Results for the HBCU Institutional Sample by
Control Type

Control  Observed  Expected % of 2 p
Type Sample Population Expected

Population
Public 21 41 51.22 0.006  .937
Private 23 46 50.0
Total 44 87 50.57

Note: Expected population = number of accredited-ffear HBCUs
Note: % of Expected population = Observed sanipipicted population.
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Table 4. Chi-squareGoodness-of-fit Results for the HBCU Institutional Sample by
Institution Type

Institution Observed Expected % of 2 p
Type Sample Population Expected
Population
Baccalaureate/ 39 75 52.0 0.218 .640
Master’'s
Doctoral/ 5 12 41.67
Research
Total 44 87 50.57

Note: Expected population = number of accredited-ffear HBCUs
Note: % of Expected population = Observed sanipkpiected populatian

The HBCU Faculty and Administrator Population

Faculty and administrator work groups constituted the unit of analysis for the
organizational climate analysis. Therefore, the population for this @éalgtuded
administrators and faculty at accredited public and private four-ye@tUdB The
sampling frame, strategy, response rates, and sample size are deadtiecollowing
sections.
Sampling Frame

The sampling frame for faculty and administrators comprised instryuctors
lecturers, adjuncts, assistants, associates, and full professorseditaddiour-year
HBCUs. Lecturers and adjuncts were included because these professionalsambthe
entire faculty at some institutions. Although only one adjunct and nine lecturers
participated in the study, their input provided an alternative perspective to thiadear
assessment discourse that may have not been communicated by full-time fabelty
sampling frame also included senior administrative professionals (i.es, diasion

heads, department chairs) and academic and professional administratorssidpafes

66



administrators who held teaching responsibilities were classifiadragistrators. The
sampling frame did not include individuals in the finance, institutional development and
advancement, and nonacademic departments.

Separate sampling frames for the population of HBCU faculty and admioiistrat
could not be located. One comprehensive source reported to have contained faculty
names and addresses for all U.S. institutions, the National Facultyddyre@s not
available at the Gelman Library and other local libraries. A comparakleaty of
university administrators was not available, with the exception of directoriepecific
associations, such as the National Association of Personnel AdministNASBBA),
and the Association of College and University Policy Administrators (ACURA)
comprehensive directory of HBCU faculty and administrator information was not
available through other sources such as the National Association for Equal Opypantuni
Education (NAFEO) and the HBCU Faculty Development Network (HBCUEDN
Another source, The Frederick D. Patterson Research Institute (Unitea Clatege
Fund) maintained faculty and administrator statistics for its membegeslige., four-
year private HBCUS) but access is restricted to the resource.

Sampling Strategy

Therefore, an oversampling strategy was used to randomly seleity faad
administrators from the 87 assessible HBCU websites. Faculty andrstffaddresses
were not available on two institutions’ websites. Because the number of facdlty
administrators employed at the 85 institutions varied by institution, ev&rindvidual
was selected to attain a random sample of one-tenth of each institution’g éencllt

administrator headcount. Using this strategy, 2,910 faculty and adminstreores
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and email addresses were collected, entered into a Microsoft 2003 Excel ® workbook,
assigned a unique school and number identifier, and sorted alphabetica#ly tognhee.
The researcher used an Excel random number generator to assign a random nomber fr
one to seven for each record. The dataset was then sorted by the random number, which
resulted in six batches that contained 416 records and one batch with 414 records. Each
batch was imported separately int8@rveyMonkey® address book

The first email solicitation (Appendix C) was made on September 9, 2008 to the
assessible population of 2,910 faculty and administrators. By the second week, 1,464
email addresses were returned with postmaster delivery failurs.e@absequently, the
remaining 1,446 faculty and administrators’ email addresses were ceasiderselected
sample, that is, the smaller group of participants selected from theibkspspulation
asked to participate in the study (Gliner & Morgan, 2001). Weekly email requergts w
made to nonrespondents over a nine week period. Due to the large number, phone calls
to nonrespondents were not feasible.

Access to the survey was closed on November 12, 2008. At that time, 176
participants had completed the faculty and administrators’ survey. One res@mset
used because the participant entered the survey, but did not enter responses. Two
participants worked at institutions that required additional IRB requirertieattghe
researcher could not accommodate in a timely manner; therefore, thesgssvere not
used. These adjustments resulted in an actual sample of 173 participants. Thas sampl

represented 55 accredited four-year HBCUS.
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Response Rates

“The ratio of the size of the actual sample to the selected sample is known as the
response rate” (Gliner & Morgan, 2000, p. 147). Because a separate samplingframe f
faculty and administrators was not available, response rates by positiontgpaat be
computed. The percentage of faculty and administrator participantsontmeated the
survey as a percentage of the selected sample was 11.96% (173/1,446). Thegpsrcenta
by control type and institution type are presented in Tables 5 and 6, respectively.

Table 5. Percentage of Faculty and Administrator Responses by Control Type

Position Type Public Private Total

Participants
Faculty 72 (41.6%) 31 (17.9%) 103 (59.54%)
Administrators 46 (26.6%) 24 (13.9%) 70 (40.46%)
Total 118 55 173

Table 6 Percentage of Faculty and Administrator Responses by Institution Type

Position Type Baccalaureate/Master’s Doctoral/Research  Total
Participants

Faculty 89 (51.4%) 14 (8.1%) 103 (59.54%)

Administrators 58 (33.5%) 12 (6.9%) 70 (40.46%)

Total 147 26 173

Sample Size

One-hundred seventy threld € 173) faculty and administrators comprised the
actual sample for this study.
Goodness of Fit Analysis

A chi-square goodness of fit analysis was not conducted because separate
sampling frames for faculty and administrators at accredited fourH@Us could not

be located. Therefore, the HBCU faculty and administrator sample damassumed
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representative of the population of faculty and administrators at accréalitegear
HBCUs.
Instrumentation

In this section, the instrumentation, a summary of revisions to the original
instruments, content validity and instrument reliability are discussed.

The present study utilized subsets of two NCPI research instruments, adgording
the survey method was utilized. In general, survey research allows gexienadizo be
made from samples to populations so that inferences may be made about behaviors,
characteristics, or attitudes about the population (Babbie, 2001). Specifictthhased
survey research provides two important advantages: (a) it facilitatéstgmaround,
data collection, and design options (Schonlau, R., & Elliott, 2002), and (b) it provides a
cost-effective alternative to postal service expense (Dillman, 2000).

With permission from the author (Appendix D), subsets of two NCPI instriigne
the Inventory of Institutional Support for Student Assessment (ISSA), and the
Institutional Climate for Student Assessment (ICSA) were used in thenpetgdy.

These instruments may be accessdudtpt//www.umich.edu/~ncpi/52/ISSA.pahd

http://www.umich.edu/~ncpi/52/ICSA.pdfespectively. The HBCU Senior Officer’s

Survey (Appendix E), extracted from the ISSA instrument was designed forroae se
officer most knowledgeable of her or his respective institution’s learniegssent
initiative. This instrument contained 24 questions about specific learning asaéssm
management practices, policies, and institutional strategies used to $e@ponty
assessment initiatives. The HBCU Faculty and Administrator's SuAmyehdix F),

extracted from the ICSA instrument contained 15 questions regarding/fandit
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administrator’s perceptions about learning assessment practices gerdhgasupport at
their respective institutions. Both instruments included 11 demographic questions, and
one open-ended question for comments and feedback.
Data Reduction

The NCPI research team conducted extensive data reduction procedures to
examine patterns of related institutional policies, practices, and estj\and reduce the
number of variables included in relational analyses (Peterson, et al., 1999). \Extensi
factor analyses were conducted in two stages, which resulted in factoréigith “
Cronbach alpha scores that ranged from .61 to .84” (p. 122) and individual items with
“factor loadings ranging from .49 to .90” (p. 122). Factors that did not load waneecbt
as individual variables. This extensive data reduction exercise precluded therreeed f
similar exercise for the HBCU instruments. However, a substantial reductio@ i
number of subsections, questions, and items was conducted to streamline the two HBCU
instruments. Whereas the NCPI rating scales were used in the HB@Guniests, fewer
scales were used. Results of the interitem consistency reliabilitysarare discussed
in the Data Management section.
Summary of Revisions to NCPI Instruments

The original ISSA instrument included five subsections, 42 questions, and 244
items (Peterson, et al., 1999). The HBCU Senior Officer’'s Survey (App&ngdivhich
was extracted from the ISSA, comprised six subsections, 24 questions, and 88 items
determined relevant to the present study’s research questions. One subsdatied inc
11 demographic questions and 8 items, and a second subsection included space for open-

ended comments.
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The HBCU Faculty and Administrator's Survey (Appendix F) was dedigna
similar manner. Extracted from the ICSA, the faculty and administrat@tsiment
included four subsections, 15 questions, and 36 items. One subsection included 11
demographic questions and 8 items, and a second subsection included space for open-
ended comments.

Data from open-ended questions will be retained for future publication.
Content Validity

Content validity has also been referred to as logical validity becaudiyvisl
“determined primarily through judgment” (Gay, 1992, p. 155). In this regard, chief
academic administrators at community colleges, liberal arts cs)leggional public
universities, and research universities pilot tested the original NGRInments. A two-
part approach was used to pilot test the NCPI instruments. Half of the respaviadents
completed the instrument were later interviewed by staff resear@ret the other half of
the respondents were asked to discuss their responses with a stafhexsesathey
completed the instrument. This pilot testing led to substantial revisions antatemifs
to all sections of the instruments to ensure content validity.

Similarly, for the present study, a panel of two student learning assgssme
directors from one private HBCU and one public HBCU assessed the content lidity
the Senior Officer’'s and Faculty and Administrator’s Surveys. This pacledied
HBCU assessment directors most knowledgeable of the content area, that is,ebe degr
that the items represented measurement in the intended content area (i.elidigin va
and the degree to which the tests represented the total content area, that isgsampli

validity (Gay, 1992). Their assessment led to a net addition of two items ienie S
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Officer’s instrument, and the net addition of 1 item in the Faculty and Admiistrat
instrument. One 4-point rating scale was modified to includ&ragponse option in the
faculty and administrators’ instrument.
Instrument Reliability

The present study relied upon the administration of the NCPI surveys for
instrument reliability. Interitem consistency reliability arsgly were conducted for the
HBCU instruments, also discussed in the Data Management section of thig.ciAapte
comparison of Cronbach alpha’s for both instruments’ identical rating scalessented
in the Data Management section.

Data Collection Procedures

An online survey was the principal data collection method used. Over the past
two decades, increasing advances in internet technology have greatigeshbarvey
capabilities (Dillman, 2000, 2007; Dillman & Bowker, 2001). For example, to
accommodate interruptions during internet sessions, the survey design allowed
participants to start, stop, and resume completion at their convenience witlogitias
already entered. One participant who completed the survey in five days deteohstr
this capability. Participants could retrieve hardcopy versions of the sureaysife

researcher’s personal websiép://mysite.verizon.net/dovenabl&ive surveys were

retrieved in this manner. These surveys and others received by maikameré
checked for errors and manually entered in the online database.

All participants received an introductory email that explained the purpose of the
project, its background and relevance to the literature regarding studemntdearni

assessment at HBCUs (Appendices B and C). The emails included a hyperlthk that
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participant used to access the password-protected online survey. A secotidiwyaer
included in the email that the participants used to access the passworcedrbtedtopy
of the survey and the Human Consent Form (IRB Exempt Study #050847). Participants
who retrieved hardcopy surveys were informed that by completing the sthregyhad
accepted The George Washington University’s Human Consent/Assent protocol by
default. This language was also included in the solicitation emails tr séfncers, and
faculty and administrators.
Data Management

Data storage and handling procedures are discussed in this section. Adgjtionall
item and survey responses, treatment for missing values, data reduction, and a
comparison of Cronbach alpha scores for interitem consistency for the NCPI @t HB
instruments are described.
Data Storage

SurveyMonkey®, Inc., a reliable internet survey company, maintained the data
and its security. The researcher also purchased Secured Socket Layoue¢S8&8alpgy
to provide an extra level of internet security during the data collection phhse. T
company provided assistance with survey design, technical support, summaiggeport
and file formatting requirements. The company, researcher, and dissectair had
unlimited access to the SurveyMonkey® database. The researcher maintained two
independent backup systems.

After access to the surveys was closed, the researcher downloaded two
SurveyMonkey®@ormatted Excel worksheets into two separate Microsoft Excel 003

workbooks on her personal computer; one workbook contained senior officers’ data and
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the other, faculty and administrators’ data. ESahveyMonkey@xcel-formatted record
included a unique identifier that was used to cross-reference with a Bastér
workbook that contained institution names, participant IDs, and email addresses. By
cross-referencing institution names, three new variables, namely, iostityge, control
type, and regional accrediting agency, were created and added tactbediti Excel
2003® workbooks. Next, these workbooks were imported into two separate SPSS®
Version 12.0 datasets for data analysis purposes.
Survey Response and Treatment for Missing values

Three participants returned the HBCU Faculty and AdministratorgeSwith
no responses. These surveys were not included in the sample.
Item Response and Treatment for Missing values

Two opportunities for missing values were possible. First, institutions without an
assessment initiative € 6) did not complete the institutional profile section of the
Senior Officer’'s Survey. However, these data were important to the ilstgLprofile
analyses therefore these institutions were included in the institutional resptas
(44/87 = 50.57%), but were excluded from the actual sa#e38) for statistical
analyses. The second opportunity for missing values occurred because IRB protocol
required that participants be allowed to skip questions and items within questions.

One rating scale in the Senior Officer's Survey required a modificatioadb tr
missing data. Participants were asked to rate question 23 on a 5-point ratng sc
During the data analysis phase, it was determined that responses raiedc¢mf

unknown’ were not considered an appropriate ordinal response. Therefore, all response
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ratings of 5 for this question were converted to missing values, and were notdnolude
the analyses for question 23. This modification is explained further in chapter 4.

Other missing values were handled as follows: (a) questions with more than 33%
of items missing were excluded from the analysis, and (b) missing valuég for
guestions with less than 33% of items missing were replaced with eachnteds’
response for the respective sample (Dannels et al., 2009). Neither the SeoarisOf
nor the Faculty and Administrator’'s Surveys contained more than 33% of itenrsgmiss
See Supplemental Tables, Appendix A, Table Al and Table A2, respectively.
Cronbach’s Alpha Reliability Analyses

Two Cronbach’s alpha reliability analyses for the HBCU instrumepte w
conducted to satisfy two requirements. First, the substantial reduction in thermimbe
guestions and items in the HBCU instruments as compared to the original NCPI
instruments was necessary to ensure interitem consistency rgliaBiicond,

Cronbach’s alpha analyses were conducted to ensure interitem consistencgiefore
after treatment for missing values for the four dimensions of the SenioeffSurvey
and the Faculty and Administrator Survey.

Cronbach’s alpha scores before and after treatment for missing valties fo
HBCU Senior Officer's Survey were .767 to .892 and .743 to .874, respectively (Table
7). Cronbach’s alpha scores for the four dimensions of the HBCU Faculty and
Administrator’'s Survey before and after treatment for missing valees .696 to .934
and .714 to .916, respectively (Table 8). These results met an acceptabléyeliabil
threshold of .70 and exceeded the preferred minimum threshold of .80 (Gliner & Morgan,

2000).
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Table 7. Cronbach Alpha Scores Before and After Treatment for Missing Values for the HBCU Sé&o@sOnstrument

Domain Dimension  Number Before After Rating Scale
of tems  Treatment Treatment
(n) Cronbach Cronbach
Alpha’s Alpha’s
OAPP Mission 8 767 743 1 = Very low priority
Priorities 2 = Low priority
3 = Moderate priority
4 = High priority
5 = Very high priority
Purposes for 6 .827 .830 1 = Very important
Conductng 3 Someeent i
Assessment 4 = Important P
5 = Very important
Assessment 5 “NA NA
Plans and
Policies
*Assessment 18 ° NA NA
Management
Practices and
Policies
Utility of Influence of 10 .892 874 1=Noinfluence
Assessment  Assessment :23 = BZE gg:n'gf/'\/‘;]eart‘“a'
Information Infom}atlon in nfluential
Decision 4 = Data very influential
Making 5 = Influence unknown
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Table 7. Cronbach Alpha Scores Before and After Treatment for Missing Values for the HB&@UD8&ers’ Instrument — cont'd

Domain Dimension  Number Before After Rating Scale
of tems  Treatment Treatment
(n) Cronbach Cronbach
Alpha’s Alpha’s
Utility of Impact on 6 .782 .786 1 = Not monitored

2 = Negative impact
3 = No known impact
4 = Positive impact

Assessment Institutional
Information — Performance
cont’d Indicators

a .
Items not measured on rating scale
b .
Items not measured on rating scale
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Table 8. Cronbach Alpha Scores Before and After Treatment for Missing Values for the HBCty FeaxclAdministrator’s

Instrument
Construct Dimension Number of Before After Rating Scale
ltems Treatment Treatment
(n) Cronbach  Cronbach
Alpha’s Alpha’s
Organizational Feelings 10 778 .769 1 = Disagree strongly
Climate for about 2 = Disagree somewhat
3 = Agree somewhat
Assessment  assessment 4 = Agree strongly
Satisfaction 8 934 916 1 = Very dissatisfied
with 2 = Not satisfied
3 = Neutral or unknown
Assessment 4 = Satisfied
Practices 5 = Very satisfied
Involvement 6 .861 .844 1 = Not involved
in 2 = Moderately involved
3 = Involved
Ass,e_s,sment 4 = Highly involved
Activities 5 = Very highly involved
Beliefs 4 .696 714 1 = Very unimportant
about 2 = Not important
oo 3 = Somewhat important
Institutional 4 = Important
Influences

5 = Very important
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Data Analysis

Demographics of the HBCU institutional and faculty and administrator samples,
and data analysis for each research question are discussed in the fabegvirents.
HBCU Institutional Profile
Institutional Demographics

The 44 senior officers that participated in this study represented 21 public and 23
private institutions, 26 baccalaureate, 13 master’s, two doctoral, twoalesaad one
specialty (divinity) institution. Over 77% (34) of the sample institutions \gewerned
by the SACS regional accrediting agency, 16.2% (8) by the Middle StadesiAison of
Colleges and Schools (MSACS), and 4.5% (2) by the North Central Association of
Colleges and Schools (NCACS).
Senior Officers’ Demographics

As expected, the overwhelming majority, 79.5% (35) of senior officers held
administrative positions, of which 72.7% (32) were institutional researchers and
institutional assessment officers. Although the majority, 63.6% (26) of theijpants
held terminal degrees, 61.4% (27) of the participants’ positions were nonteackesdtr
positions. Whereas 50% (22) of the participants had been in higher education for more
than 20 years, only about one-third (31.8%/14) had served at their current institution for 1
to 5 years. Half (22) of the participants were female; 65.9% (29) wermAfAimerican,
20.5% (9) were Hispanic/Latino, and 13.6% (6) were Caucasian and other ethnicitie

(Table 9).
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Table 9. Demographic Profile of the HBCU Senior Officer Respondents

SENIOR OFFICER RESPONDENTS

Primary Appointment Number Percentage of Total
(n)

Provost/VP Academic 5 13.2

Affairs

Student Affairs Officer 1 2.6

Institutional Research 17 44.7

Officer

Institutional Assessment 12 31.6

Officer

Other 2 5.3

NA 1 2.6

Tenure Status Number Percentage of Total
(n)

Tenured 6 15.8

Tenure Tracked 2 5.3

No Tenure for Position 30 78.9

Years in Higher Education Number Percentage of Total
(n)

<1year 0 0

1-5years 1 2.6

6 — 10 years 5 13.2

11 - 15 years 7 18.4

16 — 20 years 4 10.5

> 20 years 21 55.3

Years at Current Number Percentage of Total

Institution (n)

<1year 3 7.9

1-5years 13 34.2

6 — 10 years 5 13.2

11 - 15 years 7 18.4

16 — 20 years 1 2.6

> 20 years 9 23.7

Highest Degree Earned Number Percentage of Total
(n)

Ph.D./Ed.D. 26 68.4

Master’'s 11 28.9

Bachelor’s 1 2.6

81



Table 9. Demographic Profile of the Senior Officer Respondents — cont’d

SENIOR OFFICER RESPONDENTS

Race Number Percentage of Total
()

African American/Black 27 71.0

Asian 0 0

Caucasian 3 7.9

Hispanic/Latino 8 21.1

Gender Number Percentage of Total
(n)

Female 20 52.6

Male 18 47.4

Data Analysis Questions 1 — 3

Three research questions guided the examination of two domains of institutional
support for learning assessment in part one: (a) organizational and adtnreistra
practices and policies, and (b) the utility of assessment informatiormu8zthe data
comprised 4- and 5-point rating scales, ordinal data were treated asl idéeav@accard
& Wan, 1996) to support the use of parametric statistics. Item-level dataggrepated
to compute composite mean scores for dimensions within each domain. Composite
scores provided an aggregate representation of constructs of institutionat Sappor
assessment. In this section, statistical tests, dependent and independersyariabl
assumptions of the tests, and post-hoc comparison tests are summarized fdr resear
guestions one through three.

The objective of research question one was to identify the organizational and
administrative practices and policies HBCUs have adopted to support insétgtudent
learning assessment initiatives, and to identify the effects of institiype and control

type. Fixed effect ANOVAS (i.e., two-way analyses of varianeesg conducted to
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identify group differences, and to evaluate the effect of institution typearicbttype

on three dimensions: (#)e importance of mission prioritie) purposes for conducting
assessmenand (clthe use of assessment management practices and policies
Assumptions of the ANOVA, effect size indices, eta- and omega-squared eperted.

The Aspin-Welsh-Satterthwaite correction was used to correct violatiohe of t
assumption of homogeneity for significant ANOVA results. Because all independent
variables included only two levels, traditional post-hoc multiple comparison procedures
(MCPs) could not be used. Therefore, for statistically significant sgsainposite mean
scores were compared to assess pair differences between variables.

The chi-square test of independence was used to test “the association between two
variables, an independent variable and a dependent variable” (Gliner & Morgan, 2000, p.
231). This test was conducted to determine the relationship between assgsmmamd
policy types and institution and control types. Three assumptions of the chi-sauare (
mutual exclusivity and exhaustiveness, independence, and large sample sthe) and
effect size, Cramer’s V were reported. Standardized residualgepenged for
statistically significant chi-square results.

Independent variables

Institution type and control type represented attribute variables (Glinor§an,
2000) which were used to evaluate their effect on dependent variables. For the
institutional profile analysis, institution type and control type represengdgtablished
independent variables (i.e., categories of institutions of higher educatiooptia not
be manipulated. These variables were used to evaluate their effect on orgaalizauul

administrative support practices and the utility of assessment information.

83



Because of the small sample of HBCU doctoral and research institutains th
participated in this study, institution type was aggregated into two leveigimize the
effect of small sample sizes (Camilli & Hopkins, 1978): (a) baccalauaeatenaster’'s
institutions (= 33), and (b) doctoral and research institutions §). The second
independent variable, institutional control, comprised two levels, pubtcl@), and
private institutionsr{= 20).

Dependent variables

The present study used nationally benchmarked assessment criteriaueatigeq
the dependent variables had been pre-defined (Table 10). Dependent vaniaiplesec
multiple items, which represented measures of the two domains and one constreet. The
variables were scaled on dichotomous, and 4- and 5-point ordinal rating scalés, whic
permitted their treatment as interval data to conduct parametri¢isthinalyses
(Jaccard & Wan, 1996). None of the rating scales required reversed coding.

Table 10.Dependent Variables in the Organizational and Administrative Practice and

Policy Domain by Dimension

Dimension  Variable Item Rating Scale
Institutional Mission 1. Excellence in 1 = Very low priority
Support Priorities undergraduate g = kﬂo(;’:’jgrr;‘t)gtgriority
Strategies education 4 = High priority

5 = Very high priority

2. Teaching

undergraduates
3. Identifying clear

outcomes
4. Interdisciplinary

teaching/research
5. Alternative delivery

systems
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Table 10.Dependent Variables in the Organizational and Administrative Practice and

Policy Domain by Dimension

Dimension Variable Item Rating Scale
Institutional Mission 6. Student diversity 1 = Very low priority
Support Priorities — 2 = Low priority

; ) 3 = Moderate priority
Strategies — cont'd 4 = High priority

cont'd 5 = Very high priority
Research
8. Service to community

~

Purposes for 1. Institutional self-study 1 = Very unimportant

Conducting for accreditation 2 = Not important
Assessment 3 = Somewhat important

4 = Important
5 = Very important
2. Meeting state reporting
requirements
3. Guiding resource
allocation decisions
4. Guiding undergraduate
program improvements
5. Improving
undergraduate
achievement
6. Improving faculty
instructional
performance

Assessment 1. Formal institution-wide Dichotomous
Plans and mandatory plans 1=Yes
Policies 0=No
2. Formal plans within
divisions and schools
3. Academic units
encouraged to conduct
learning assessment
4. Inconsistent
compliance among
divisions and schools
5. Plans in progress
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Table 10.Dependent Variables in the Organizational and Administrative Practice and

Policy Domain by Dimension

Dimension
Assessment

Variable
Student

Management participation
Practices and policies

Policies

Resource
Allocation
Practices

Professional
Development
Policies

Faculty
Evaluation
and Reward
Policies

1.

Item Rating Scale
Mandatory Dichotomous
participation policies é - Egs

Incentives provided to

students
Explicit operating Dichotomous
budget for assessment 1 = Yes

0=No

Student performance
indicators considered
Competitive resource
allocation between
academic units
Rewards to academic
units for past student
performance

Support for faculty to  Dichotomous
attend assessment ~ 1=Yes
conferences 0=No
Financial assistance for
faculty scholarship in
assessment (stipends,
reduced workloads,

paid leaves, etc.)
Assessment workshops

for deans, department

chairs, and other

academic

administrators

Assessment workshops

for student affairs
administrators

Reward/incentives to  Dichotomous
administrators who 1=Yes
promote learning 0=No
assessment

86



Table 10.Dependent Variables in the Organizational and Administrative Practice and

Policy Domain by Dimension

Dimension Variable
Assessment

Management Evaluation

Faculty 2.

Item Rating Scale
Evidence of student Dichotomous

performance in faculty 1= Yes
0=No

Practices and and Reward evaluations
Policies — Policies —
cont’d cont’d
3. Faculty scholarship
considered in
evaluations
4. Faculty encouraged to
conduct learning
assessment
Academic 1. Department/program  Dichotomous
Program planning using 1=Yes
Reviews and assessment data 0=No
Planning
Practices
2. General education/core
curricula reviews using
assessment data
3. Course-level reviews
and development using
assessment data
4. Reviews and planning

for academic support
services using
assessment data

Research questions two and three guided the examination of the second domain of

institutional support, the utility of assessment information in institutiorasibe

making. This domain included two dimensions: (a) the extent that assessment

information had influenced institutional decision making, and (b) the impact of

assessment information on institutional performance indicators. Independeahtes

87



(i.e., institution type and control type) had been pre-defined by the NCPI study as
discussed previously.

Data were scaled on 4- and 5-point rating scales for both dimensions. As
discussed, ordinal data were treated as interval data to support the use ofrfgaramet
statistics. Composite scores were computed to represent an aggregatemoktiple
items within each dimension. Two-way ANOVAs were conducted to evahmteffect
of institution type and control type on composite scores for each dimension.
Assumptions of the two-way ANOVAs and effect size indices, eta- and omegeed
were reported.

Dependent Variables

A summary of dependent variables for the utility of assessment informati
domain is presented in Table 11.

Table 11.Dependent Variables for the Utility of Assessment Information Domain by

Dimension
Dimension ltem Rating Scale
Influence of 1. Academic missions and 1= Noinfluence
. 3 = Data somewhat influential
Information

4 = Data very influential

2. Academic programs and
majors

3. General education
curricula

4. Academic support services

5. Student affairs activities

6. Resource allocation to
academic units

7. Assessment plans, policies,
and processes

8. Faculty promotion, tenure
policies

9. Faculty salary increases
and reward

10.Reports for external agents
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Table 11.Dependent Variables for the Utility of Assessment Information Domain by

Dimension — cont’d

Dimension Item Rating Scale

Impact on 1. Campus discussions of 1 =Datanot monitored
Performance undergraduate education 2 = Data monitored negative impact
Indicators 3 = Data monitored, no known impact

4 = Data monitored, positive impact
2. Changes in teaching
methods
3. Student grade performance
4. Student retention and
graduation rates
5. Student achievement on
external exams
Allocation of state funding
Evaluations from regional
accrediting agencies
8. Institutional reputation and
image

No

Organizational Climate for Assessment Analysis

Two research questions guided the organizational climate for assessment
analyses. Research question four examined faculty and administratoegtjmere about
student learning assessment management practices and leadership supjort at the
respective institutions. Research question five examined the relationshighéavelty
and administrators’ perceptions about learning assessment initiatives anernineot in
institutional assessment activities at their respective institutions.
Faculty and administrator demographics

The faculty and administrator sample represented 55 accredited four-year
HBCUs. Faculty comprised 59.5% (103) of the sample. The majority of both samples
represented 46 baccalaureate and master’s institutions and 27 public inst{fiainies

12).
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Table 12. Distribution of Faculty and Administrator Sample by Institution and Control

Type

Total Sample  Baccalaureate/ Doctoral/ Public Private
N=173 Master’s Research (n=27) (n=28)

(n = 46) (n=9)
Faculty 89 (51.44%) 14 (6.94%) 72 (41.62%) 31 (17.82%)
Administrators 58 (33.53%) 12 (6.94%) 31 (17.92%) 24 (13.87%)
Total 147 26 118 55

With the exception of primary appointment, the faculty and administrator sampl

(Table 13) shared similar characteristics as the senior offiqevrdents.
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Table 13.Demographic Profile of the HBCU Faculty and Administrator Sample

FACULTY ADMINISTRATORS
Primary Number  Percentage of Primary Number *Percentage of Total
Appointment (n) Total Appointment (n)
Lecturer/Instructor 8 7.8 Administrator 38 54.3
Assistant 37 35.9 Administrative 23 32.9
Professor Professional/
Faculty

Associate 26 25.2 Professional 9 12.9
Professor Staff
Professor 32 31.1
Tenure Status Number Percentage of Tenure Status Number *Percentage of Total

(n) Total (n)
Tenured 56 54.3 Tenured 26 37.1
Tenure Tracked 29 28.2 Tenure Tracked 11 15.7
No Tenure for 18 17.5 No Tenure for 33 47.1
Position Position
Years in Higher Number  Percentage of Yearsin Number Percentage of Total
Education (n) Total Higher (n)

Education

<1year 1 1.0 <1year 0 0
1-5years 12 11.7 1-5years 9 12.9
6 — 10 years 13 12.6 6 — 10 years 8 11.4
11 - 15 years 19 18.4 11 - 15 years 10 14.3
16 — 20 years 13 12.6 16 — 20 years 8 114
> 20 years 45 43.7 > 20 years 35 50.0
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Table 13 Demographic Profile of the HBCU Faculty and Administrator Sample — cont'd

FACULTY ADMINISTRATORS
Years at Current  Number Percentage Years at Number *Percentage of Total
Institution (n) of Total Current (n)
Institution on

<1year 3 2.9 <1lyear 5 7.1
1-5years 35 34.0 1-5years 21 30.0
6 — 10 years 22 21.4 6 — 10 years 12 17.1
11 - 15 years 14 13.6 11 - 15 years 10 14.3
16 — 20 years 6 5.8 16 — 20 years 5 7.1
> 20 years 23 22.3 > 20 years 17 24.3
Highest Degree Number Percentage Highest Degree Number Percentage of Total
Earned (n) of Total Earned (n)
Ph.D. 81 78.6 Ph.D. 53 75.7
Master’s 4 3.9 Master’s 14 20.0
Bachelor’s 17 16.5 Bachelor’s 2 2.9
Other 1 1.0 Other 1 14
Race Number Percentage Race Number Percentage of Total

(n) of Total (n)
African 50 48.5 African 53 75.7
American/Black American/Black
Asian 9 8.7 Asian 1 1.4
Caucasian 40 38.8 Caucasian 2 2.9
Hispanic/Latino 1 1.0 Hispanic/Latino 14 20.0
Other 3 2.9 Other 0 0.0
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Table 13. Demographic Profile of the HBCU Faculty and Administrator Sample — cont’d

FACULTY ADMINISTRATORS
Gender Number Percentage Gender Number Percentage of Total
(n) of Total (n)
Female 48 46.6 Female 25 35.7
Male 55 53.4 Male 45 64.3

@ Differences in total percentages due to rounding errors.
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Data Analysis: Research Questions 4 — 5

Research question four addressed faculty and administrators’ perceptions of four
dimensions of the organizational climate for assessment at their respestitugions:
(a) beliefs about the importance of institutional influences on assesgimesdtisfaction
with assessment management practices and policies and leadership s(qpestings
about core value statements about student learning assessmeftl)involvement in
institutional assessment activities

Parametric statistics were conducted to evaluate group differeamtéiseaeffect
of independent variables on faculty and administrators’ perceptions about learning
assessment and leadership support at their respective institutions. TwIN@&AS
were conducted to evaluate the effect of institution type and position type, ara cont
type and position type on faculty and administrators’ perceptions of four dimensions of
the climate for assessment. Effect size indices, eta- and omega-squarsguamatians
of the statistical tests were reported for all results. For signifiBsNOVA results,
composite mean scores were compared to assess pairwise diffdretwessn variables
because independent variables did not include more than two levels. The Aspin-Welch-
Satterthwaite correction for unequal variances was used to correct violatibes of t
assumption of homogeneity for significant main effects.

Research question five examined the relationship between faculty and
administrators’ perceptions about learning assessment practicesdeshep support
for assessment at their respective institutions and their involvement intioativide
assessment activities. The Pearson product-moment correlation Wde aseess these

relationships. Whereas the Pearson correlation identifies positive vee@auil lack of
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linear relationships between two continuous variables (Gliner & Morgan, 2000, Hopkins
1998, Vernoy & Vernoy, 1997) it does not imply causation. Moreover, Toothaker and
Miller, (n.d.), explained that the effect of a third unknown variable prevents idatio

of the “causal agent behind a correlation coefficient” (p. 184).

Similar to other statistical tests of relationship and association rémgst of
association or effect size is equally important. In fact, the Americah&®gical
Association (APA) publication standards strongly advise reporting effexctisita in
journal articles and manuscripts (American Psychological Assartj&002). Effect size
information explains the magnitude of the relationship between two variables.
Accordingly, ther?effect size, also referred to as the coefficient of determination
(Vernoy & Vernoy, 1997) was reported to explain the amount of shared varianeebet
the feelings, beliefs, satisfaction, and involvement variables.

Independent variables

In part two, a third independent variable, appointment type (i.e., faculty,
administrators, administrative faculty, and professional staff) wasiegdmTo
minimize the effect of small sample sizes, appointment type was aggtegdorm a
new variable, position type that included two levels, (i.e., faculty and admiarsjtat
Accordingly, the main effects and interaction effects of institution tyepasition type,
and control type and position type were examined to evaluate faculty and adtonsistra
perceptions about student learning assessment at their respectiveonstituti
Dependent Variables

Dependent variables examined in the organizational climate analgsesiso

pre-defined in the NCPI study and are presented in Table 14.

95



Table 14.Dependent Variables in the Organizational Climate for Assessment Construct

by Dimension

Dimension ltem Rating Scale
Feelings about 1. Faculty and 1 = Disagree strongly
evaluative statements administrators agree 2 = Disagree somewhat

3 = Agree somewhat

about learning on the value of 4 = Agree strongly

assessment assessment

2. Faculty have common
understanding of the
term “student learning
assessment”

3. Administrators’ have
common
understanding of the
term “student learning
assessment”

4. Faculty have common
understanding of the
term “student learning
outcomes”

5. Administrators’ have
common
understanding of the
term “student learning
outcomes”

6. Assessment limits
time for other
academic activities

7. Assessment has
improved quality of
education at
institution

8. Faculty use
assessment
information to modify
teaching methods
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Table 14.Dependent Variables in the Organizational Climate for Assessment Construct

by Dimension — cont’d

Dimension ltem Rating Scale
Feelings about 9. Faculty use 1 = Disagree strongly
evaluative statements assessment 2 = Disagree somewhat

3 = Agree somewhat

about learning ’ information to 4 = Agree strongly
assessment — cont’'d improve teaching
methods

10.Faculty fear
assessment results
used in evaluations

Satisfaction with 1. Institution-wide 1 = Very dissatisfied
assessment practices learning assessment g = thfritl'zf:efnknown
and leadership support  plan and policy 4 = Satisfied
5 = Very satisfied
2. Opportunities to
participate in policy
making
3. Administrative
leadership support for
learning assessment
4. Faculty leadership
support for learning
assessment
5. Professional
development
opportunities
6. Evaluations and
reward based on
assessment data and
involvement
7. Assessment data used
for academic
decisions
8. Impact of assessment
on institution
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Table 14.Dependent Variables in the Organizational Climate for Assessment Construct

by Dimension — cont’d

Dimension ltem Rating Scale
Beliefs about 1. Institution-wide 1 = Very unimportant
institutional influences ~ formal plan 2 = Not important
on assessment administrators and i _ ﬁ;’g?gﬂ?t 'mportant
faculty required to 5 = Very important
follow
2. Institution-wide
informal plan

administrators and
faculty required to
follow
3. Senior level support
4. Vocal detractors

Involvement in 1. Participation in 1 = Very uninvolved

assessment activities institutional g = mﬁ)}CZZ'VGd
WOFKShOpS and 4 = Moderately involved
seminars 5 = Highly involved

2. Participation in
program reviews and
curricula planning
using assessment data

3. Institution-wide
learning assessment
plan and policy

4. Setting assessment
policy

5. Advising students
using assessment
results

6. Revision of
instructional methods
based on assessment
results
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Human Participant Considerations and IRB Approvals

Although institutions represented the unit of analyses for the institutionairigar
assessment profile, human participants provided the data. Peterson, et al., (1999)
considered senior officers the most informed participants about institution-wide
assessment initiatives, accordingly one individual from each partigpasttution
responded to the institutional profile survey. By comparison, faculty and adntoristra
work groups comprised the unit of analysis for the organizational climate analyses
therefore one response per participant was required.

Accordingly, ethical precautions for participants were prioritized albbd\aher
considerations. For example, responses from one senior officer and two &acllty
administrators were not used because, unknown to the participants, their institutions
required additional IRB protocol that the researcher could not accommodatmeiya ti
manner.

Additional precautions were taken to ensure participant anonymity and
confidentiality. Open-ended comments remained unidentified, confidentialeamad;
and all participants and institutions were assured anonymity throughout thespandes
in subsequent reports and articles. The researcher developed an Excel etadkshe
maintain names, email addresses, and senior officers’ phone numbers retaeved fr
university websites. Each participant’s name and email address wgrsedssiunique
identifier code to replace identifiable information. That code was used torefessace
to a master Excel worksheet for follow-up phone calls to senior officers who had not
responded within the survey canvassing period. Phone numbers were not recorded for

faculty and administrators. Access to the Excel worksheets, which weré store
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separately, was restricted to the researcher and an assistaetngved information
from university web-sites. Non identifying electronic data were seloom the

researcher’s password-protected web spab#é@d://vzsharingerizon.net. The data and

hardcopies of surveys will be retained according to GWU'’s IRB and APA imtent
schedules for social science research involving human participants.

This study was exempt from review by The George Washington University and
Medical Center Office of Human Research Institutional Review Board #FB847

(Appendix G).
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Chapter 4: Presentation of the Data

The purpose of this study was to examine institutional support for student learning
assessment initiatives at accredited four-year historically Blaledges and universities
(HBCUSs). In 1999, the National Center for Postsecondary Improvement (N&GB§rch
initiative identified five domains of institutional support for student learngsgssment
(Peterson, et al., 1999), three of which were the foci of the present study: (a)
organizational and administrative practices and policies (OAPP), (b) th ofili
learning assessment information, and (c) the organizational clima®iftamt learning
assessment. To date, no comparable empirical studies have been published and or could
be located in the literature.

The first part of this study examined organizational and administrativegasc
and policies and the utility of student learning assessment informatioaratised four-
year HBCUs. Of 87 accredited four-year HBCUs, 44 institutions partdpatthis
study, which represented the majority of accredited four-year baccakausd.1%
(26/49), master’s, 50% (13/26) institutions, and 41.6% (5/12) of doctoral, research, and
specialty institutions. Moreover, the majority, 86.4% (38/44) of the actual sampl
maintained formal and informal assessment plans and policies. One senerdfinot
identify an assessment plan or policy type. Only 13.6% (6/44) institutions did not
maintain an assessment plan or policy.

The second part of this study addressed the organizational climate fenasses
Faculty and administrators’ at accredited four-year HBCUs offeredpgbaseptions
about student learning assessment practices and leadership support aptetivees

institutions. Of a random sample of 1, 446 patrticipants, 173 responded, which
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represented an 11.96% response rate. A separate sampling frame was not &vailable
the population of faculty and administrators at HBCUs, therefore, the extentdo this
sample was representative of the faculty and administrator populationeditextfour-
year HBCUs could not be ascertained.

Results of this analysis are discussed in five sections to align wihresearch
guestion. Findings from analyses of descriptive statistics are discussednfd results
from the parametric and nonparametric tests are presented second siEéeeind
assumptions of the tests were reported for all results. Because p#na@at variables,
(i.e., institution type, control type, and position type) included only two levels, for
statistically significant ANOVA results, composite mean scoreg wempared to assess
pairwise differences between variables. The Aspin-Welch-Sattetthemrection was
used to adjust violations of homogeneity of variance. Alpha was set at .05 for all
statistical tests. A summary of statistical results for parts onenenaré summarized in
Table 50. A Crosswalk Table is presented in Supplemental Tables, Appendiklé, Ta
A3 to cross-reference research and survey questions with variablestetidattests
used in each analysis.

Results
Research Question 1

One operational research question guided the first analyses:

What organizational and administrative practices and policies have aatredite
four-year HBCUs adopted to support institutional student learning assessment

initiatives; and how do they differ by institution type and control type?
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Results of the analyses of two dimensions of the OAPP domams(g)tional
support strategieand (b)assessment management practeespresented below. To
facilitate clarity,italics are used to distinguish learning assessment practices and policies
from regular text.

Organizational and Administrative Practices and Policies
Institutional Support Strategies

Theinstitutional support strateggimension included: (a) ®ission priorities (b)

6 purposes for conducting assessmand (c) sassessment plans and policy types.
These dimensions were measured on two 5-point rating scales and one dichotomous
scale, respectivelyMission prioritiesare discussed first.

Mission priorities

Descriptive findings

Senior officers rated Bission prioritiesusing a 5-point rating scale where, 1 =
very low priority, 2 = low priority, 3 = moderate priority, 4 = high priority, and 5 = very
high priority. The eightnission prioritiesncluded:

1. Excellence in undergraduate education

2. Teaching undergraduates

3. Identifying clear outcomes

4. Interdisciplinary teaching and research

5. Alternative delivery systems

6. Student diversity

7. Researchand

8. Service to communityPeterson, et al., 1999)
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Of eight mission priorities, senior officer's median raw scores Mdn(= 5)
suggested that (&xcellence in undergraduate educatiand (b)eaching
undergraduatesvere ‘very high priorities’. Median scores were less than 5 for the
remaining mission priorities (Table 15). Moreover, percentages and frequency
distributions of rating scores revealed that the majority of senior affidentified (a)
excellence in undergraduate educati@a.1% (27) and (teaching undergraduates
65.8% (25) as ‘very high priorities’. Percentages and frequency distributidms efght
mission prioritiesare illustrated in Figures 2 through 9.

Table 15 Median Raw Scores for Mission Priorities

Mission Priority Median Rating Scores

=

Excellence in undergraduate 5
education

Teaching undergraduates 5
Identifying clear outcomes

Service to community

Student diversity

Interdisciplinary 3
teaching/research

7. Research 3
8. Alternative delivery systems 3

ook wd
oo_bh

Note:N = 38.

Note. Rating scale: 1 = no priority, 2 = low piigy 3 = moderate priority, 4 = high priority, 5very high
priority.
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Institutional Mission Priority:
Excellence in Undergraduate Education
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Figure 2. Excellence in undergraduate educatiwas a ‘very high’ mission priority for the majarit
(71.1%) of the sample institutions.
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Figure 3. Teaching undergraduatesas a ‘very high’ mission priority for the majorif65.8%) of the
sample institutions.
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Figure 4 ldentifying clear student outcomess a ‘high’ mission priority for 44.7% of the sple

institutions.
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Figure 5. Researctwas a ‘high’ mission priority for 39.5% of the spla institutions.
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Institutional Mission Priority:
Service to Community
All Institutions
17

45%-
40%-
12
35%-+
30%-
25%-+ 7
20%-
15%-+

Percent of HBCU Sample
Institutions ( N = 38)

10%-

5%- O -
Ay

0% T T T T 1

Figure 6. Service to community washah’ mission priority for 44.7% of the samplestitutions.
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Student Diversity
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Figure 7. Student diversityvas a ‘moderate’ mission priority for 36.8% of temple institutions
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Figure 8. Interdisciplinary teaching and researetas a ‘moderate’ mission priority for 55.3% of the

sample institutions.
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Figure 9 Providingalternative delivery systemgas a ‘moderate’ mission priority for 44.7% of temple

institutions.
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Percentages and frequency distributions of rating scores revealed that 69.7% (23
of senior officers at baccalaureate and master’s institutions, and 80% (4)cadacd
research institutions identifiegkcellence in undergraduate educatema ‘very high’
mission priority. The majority, 60% (3) of senior officers at doctoral arehrel
institutions identifieddentifying clear outcomes ‘very high’ mission priority.

The majority of senior officers at public 61.1% (11) and private 80% (16)
institutions also ratedxcellence in undergraduate educatiandteaching
undergraduate$6.7% (12) and 65% (13), respectively, ‘very high’ mission priorities.
Frequency distributions of rating scores for thai8sion prioritiesby institution type
and control type are illustrated in Supplemental Figures, Appendix A,gSidur through
Al6.

Results of the Two-way ANOVA by Control and Institution Type.

A two-way ANOVA was conducted to evaluate the effect of control type and
institution type on the importance wiission priorities Results of the 2 x 2 ANOVA
were nonsignificant for the main effects of control type, the main effeatstitiition
type, and the interaction effects of control type and institution typ@ifsion priorities
(Table 16).

Based on the 5-point rating scale where, 1 = no priority, 2 = low priority, 3 =
moderate priority, 4 = high priority, and 5 = very high priority, composite means and
median scoresyl = 3.79,SD= 0.479,Mdn = 3.88 suggested that therfission priorities
were ‘high priorities’ for the sample (Table 17).

Two assumptions of the test were met: (a) independence, and (b) homogeneity of

variance. The assumption of normalityX 5) was not met due to the small sample of
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doctoral institutionsr(= 5). However, because the ANOVA omnibus test is robust to
violations of the assumption of normality (Gliner & Morgan, 2000) this violation did not
threaten statistical conclusion validity.

Effect size indices, omega- and eta-squared revealed that control type and
institution type accounted for 0% of the total variability in composite meanscdihese
data indicated that 100% of the variability in mean scores could be accounted for by
unknown variables, that is, variables other than control type and institution type.

Table 16.Two-wayANOVA Results for Mission Priorities by Control and Institution
Type

Source df F 2 p
Control Type (A) 1 0.396 011 533
Institution Type (B) 1 0.945 .026 .338
Control Type * 1 0.837 .023 .367

Institution Type (A x B)

Within-group error 34 (15.797)

Note: Values enclosed in parentheses represent sugere errors.

Table 17.CompositeMean and Median Scores for Mission Priorities by Control and

Institution Type

Control Type Institution Type Mean Std Dev  Mdn n

Public Baccalaureate/Master's 3.79 0.479 3.75 15
Doctoral/Research 4.25 0.750 4.25 3

Private Baccalaureate/Master's 3.86 0.471 3.88 18
Doctoral/Research 3.88 0.530 3.88 2

Note. Rating scale: 1 = very low priority, 2 = I@siority, 3 = moderate priority, 4 = high prioritg,= very
high priority.
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The data failed to show a significant difference across the two levels oblcont
type, the two levels of institution type, and the interaction of the two factonsigsion
priorities. Given these results and the absence of threats to statistical concllishioy) va
the finding of no significant difference for the importancena$sion prioritiesby control
type and institution type for the HBCU sample should be accepted.

Purposes for conducting assessment

Descriptive findings

Senior officers rated the importance ghrposes for conducting learning
assessmentsing a 5-point rating scale where 1 = very unimportant, 2 = not important, 3
= somewhat important, 4 = important, and 5 = very important. The 6 purposes for
conducting assessntancluded:

1. Institutional self-study for accreditation

2. Meeting state reporting requirements

3. Guiding resource allocation decisigns

4. Guiding undergraduate program improvement

5. Improving undergraduate achievemgeand

6. Improving faculty instructional performanc@eterson, et al., 1999)

Median raw scores of B4dn = 5) suggested that senior officers considered 3
purposes for conducting assessmnieaty important’: (amproving undergraduate
achievementp) self-study for accreditatiorand (c)guiding undergraduate program
improvement Moreover, percentages and frequency distributions indicated that the
majority of senior officers also identified (@proving undergraduate

achievement1.1% (27), (byelf-study for accreditatiqr63.2% (24)and (c)guiding
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undergraduate program improvemef§.3% (21) ‘very importanpurposes for
conducting assessmentledian raw scores for thepdirposes for conducting assessment
are presented in Table 18. Percentages and frequency distributions aresilustrat
Figures 10 through 15.

Table 18.Median Raw Scores for the Purposes for Conducting Learning Assessment

Purposes for Conducting Assessment Median Raw Scores

1. Improving undergraduate 5
achievement

2. Self-study for accreditation 5

3. Guiding undergraduate program 5
improvement

4. Improving faculty instructional 4
performance

5. Guiding resource allocation 4
decisions

6. Meeting state reporting 4

requirements

Note. Rating scale: 1 = very unimportant, 2 =ingtortant, 3 = somewhat important, 4 = important, 5
very important.

Purposes for Conducting Assessment:
Improving Undergraduate Achievement
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Figure 10 The majority (71.1%) of senior officers identdienproving undergraduate achievemeasta
‘very important’ purpose for conducting assessment.
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Purposes for Conducting Assessment:
Self-Study for Accreditation
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Figure 11. The majority (63.2%) of senior officers identdiself-study for accreditatioas a ‘very
important’ purpose for conducting assessment.
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Figure 12. The majority of senior officers (55.3%) identifigdiding undergraduate program
improvemenas a ‘very important’ purpose for conducting assess.
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Purposes for Conducting Assessment:

Improving Faculty Instructional Performance
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Figure 13 Senior officers (44.7%) identifigchproving faculty instructional performanes a ‘very
important’ purpose for conducting assessment.
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Figure 14 Senior officers (42.1%) identifiemieeting state reporting requirememsa ‘very important’
purpose for conducting assessment.
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Purposes for Conducting Assessment:
Guiding Resource Allocation Decisions
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Figure 15 Slightly more than 39% of senior officers idéietl guiding resource allocation decisioas an
‘important’ purpose for conducting assessment

Frequency distributions by institution type and control type were consisitént
frequency distributions for all institutions. See Supplemental FiguresndppB,

Figures B1 through B12.

Results of Two-way ANOVA by Control and Institution Type

A two-way ANOVA was conducted to evaluate the effects of control tyde a
institution type on the composite of th@@rposes for conducting assessmeResults of
the 2 x 2 ANOVA were nonsignificant for the main effects of control type, the mai
effects of institution type, and the interaction effects of control type antuirmti type
on thepurposes for conducting learning assessnf€able 19). Composite means,
standard deviations, and mediakt=£ 4.25,SD= 0.670,Mdn = 4.33) suggested that the

purposes for conducting learning assessmegre ‘important’ based on the 5-point
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rating scale. Composite means, standard deviations, and medians by control type and
institution type are presented in Table 20.

Omega-and eta-squared effect size indices revealed that the mais @fffec
control type, the main effects of institution type, and the interaction effectsoDI
type and institution type contributed 0% of the variability in composite meaassc
Hence, these data suggested that 100% of the variability in mean scores could be
accounted for by variables other than the main effects of control type, instiygen t
and the interaction of the two factors.

Two assumptions of the ANOVA were met, independence and equality of
variance. The assumption of normalityX 5) was not met due to the small sample of
doctoral institutionsr(= 5). Because the ANOVA omnibus test is robust to violations of
the assumption of normality (Gliner & Morgan, 2000) this violation did not threaten
statistical conclusion validity.

Table 19 Two-way ANOVA Results for the Purposes for Conducting Assessment

Source df F 2 p
Control Type (A) 1 0.575 0.015 454
Institution Type (B) 1 3.390 0.090 .074
Control Type * 1 0.372 0.010 .546

Institution Type (A x B)

Within-group error 34 (15.903)

Note: Values enclosed in parentheses represent sugere errors.
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Table 20. Composite Mean and Median Scores for the Purposes for Conducting

Learning Assessment by Control and Institution Type

Control Type Institution Type Mean  Std Dev Mdn n

Public Baccalaureate/Master's 4.16 0.728 4.33 15
Doctoral/Research 4.56 0.770 5.00 3

Private Baccalaureate/Master's 4.20 0.615 4.33 18
Doctoral/Research 5.00 0.00 5.00 2

Note: Rating scale: 1 = very low priority, 2 = Igwiority, 3 = moderate priority, 4 = high priorjtg =
very high priority.

The data failed to show a significant difference across the two levels titiosti
type, the two levels of control type, and the interaction of control type and imstitypie
on thepurposes for conducting learning assessmésitzen these results and the absence
of threats to statistical conclusion validity, the finding of no significafértihce for the
purposes for conducting assessment by control type and institution type should be
accepted.
Assessment plans and policy types

The third institutional support strategy comprised five assessment plan aryd poli
types: (aformal mandatory institution-wide plan&) formal plans within divisions and
schools (c) academic units encouraged to conduct assessifthmconsistent
compliance within divisions and schoddéd (e)plans in progress Senior officers could
select one to five plans or policies that described their respective insistlassSessment
initiative. None of the senior officers selected more than one assessmentpaéayor
One senior officer did not identify a plan type from the list provided. This omission was
reflected in the sample size for each statistical test.

Descriptive findings,
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Descriptive statistics at the item-level informed the institutiosg’ of institution-
wide assessment plans and policid3ercentages and frequency distributions indicated
that 84.1% (37) of the sample institutiohs= 44) used one of the fiessessment plan
and policy types One institution did not identify an assessment plan or policy type.
Only 13.6% (6) institutions did not maintain assessment plan and policiMore
important, 48.6% (18/37) of the institutions that identifiecaasessment plan and policy
type used drmal mandatory institution-wide assessment plan and politye

distribution ofassessment plan and poliypes is illustrated in Figure 16.

Distribution of Assessment Plans and Policy Types
All Institutions
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&
Il
Z  50% -
é 40% A
° 30% -
g 20% 4 6
g 7
% 10% A
= / 1
8 0% 7. [T
o)
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institution- within units compliance progress
wide divisions and encouraged among
mandatory schools to conduct divisions and
plans assessment schools

Figure 16 The majority (48.6%) of the sample used formatitution-wide mandatory assessment plans
and policies.

Descriptive statistics by institution type and control type revealéeréift usage
patterns of assessment plans and policies. Over 53% of the baccalaureate er'&l mast
institutions utilizedormal institution-wide mandatory assessment pkms policies.

Although only five doctoral and research institutions participated in this studyp#0%
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these institutions usddrmal plans within divisions and schoold$vioreover, none of the
doctoral and research institutions repoitembnsistent compliance within divisions and
schools This may have implied that these institutions did not encounter compliance
issues.

By control type, none of the private institutions reporn@bnsistent compliance
within divisions and schoqlsvhich may have implied that these institutions did not
encounter compliance issues. Over half of the private institutiongarseal institution-
wide plans whereas one-thirdncouraged academic units to conduct assessniamiy
one public institution experienca&aconsistent compliance within divisions and schools
Supplemental Figures, Appendix C, Figures C1 through C2 illustrates thieulistr of
assessment plan and poligpes by institution type and control type, respectively.

Results of the Chi-square test of independence.

A chi-square test of independence was conducted to assess the association
between the use aksessment plans and policy typed institution type and control
type. The results,?(4,N = 37) = 4.201p = .379,V = .337 were nonsignificant by
institution type. The effect size, Crame¥'s= .337, suggested a medium strength of
association between the useasessment plans and polgi@nd institution type. The
results were also nonsignificant by control typ&4, N = 37) = 3.198p = .525,V =
.294. The effect size, CrameWNs= .294 also suggested a medium strength of association
between the use assessment plans and policaesd control type.

By institution type, two assumptions (i.e., mutual exclusivity and mutual
exhaustiveness, and independence) were met. However, the assumption of large sample

size (E 5 wheredf > 1) was not met because 7 cells had expected counts less than 5. By
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control type, the assumptions of mutual exclusivity and exhaustiveness, and
independence were met; however, the assumption of large sample size was not met
because 8 cells had expected counts less than 5. One technique for corr@etiog i

of the assumption of large sample size is to combine adjacent rows or columnst&the da
would not be distorted (Camilli & Hopkins, 1978). However, this technique could be not
used because none of the fagsessment plan and policy typesild have been

combined without distorting the data.

As such, the data failed to show a significant relationship between the usage of
assessment plan and policy types institution type and control type. However, given
that the violation of the assumption of large sample size could not be corrected, the
finding of no significant relationship between the usasgessment plan and policy types
with institution type and between the useas$essment plan and policy typath
control type should not be accepted.

Assessment Management Practices and Policies

The second dimension of the OAPP domain comprised five groups of assessment
management practices and policies:stagent participation policiegb) resource
allocation policies (c) professional development practicéd) faculty evaluation and
reward policies and (e)Jacademic program reviews and planning practicésach
practice and policy included two to four items that totaled 18 assessmentemamnig
practices and policies. This analysis evaluated the effect of institufieratyd control
type on the institutions’ use of five groupsasisessment management practices and

policies
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Senior officers identified assessment practices and policies used atspective
institution. To conduct parametric statistics, a dichotomous scale was usedtéoan
additive index in the following manner. Survey items were coded 1 to indicate’a *
response if the senior officer indicated that her or his respective instituédralspecific
assessment practice and poleyd O to indicate a ‘no’ response if a spe@Bsessment
practice and policywvas not used. Composite scores were computed using these scores to
conduct two-way analyses of variance. Median scores were not meaningful éor thes
analyses.Student participation policieare examined first.
Student participation policies

Descriptive findings

Two student participation policies were examinednfahdatory student
participation, and (b)incentives for participatiorn assessment activities. Senior officers
could select from zero to two policies used at their respective instituticrerifages and
frequency distributions indicated that 57.9% (22) of the institutieqgired student
participationin assessment activities, and 34.2% (13) provideentives for
participationin assessment activities.

Different usage patterns fetudent participation policieemerged by institution
type. Frequency distributions revealed that the majority 60% (3) of doctoralssadiaie
institutions used both policies, and 30.3% (10) of the baccalaureate and master’s
institutions provided studeniiscentives for participatioin assessment activities (Figure
17). By control type, the majority of public 61.1% (11) and private 55% (11) institutions
required student participatiom assessment activities. A minority, 20% (4) of private

institutions providedncentives for participatioin assessment activities (Figure 18).
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Student Participation Policies
by Institution Type
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Figure 17. The majority (57.6%) of baccalaureate and masiastitutionsrequired student participation
in assessment activities whereas the majority (6@Rdpctoral and research institutions used botlties
equally.

Student Participation Policies
by Control Type
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Figure 18 The majority of public (61.1%) and private instibns (55%Yyequired student participatiom
assessment activities. Half (50%) of public ingtitns providedncentives for participation assessment
activities.
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Results of the Two-Way ANOVA by Control and Institution Type.

A two-way ANOVA was conducted to evaluate the effect of control type and
institution type on the use efudent participation policieat the sample institutions.
Results of the 2 x 2 ANOVA were nonsignificant for the main effects of conpel the
main effects of institution type, and the interaction effects of controlagganstitution
type (Table 21). Composite meais £ 0.632,SD= 0.502 N = 38) suggested that the
sample institutions’ used at least 1 of the 2 student policies. Composite Ioyezorgrol
type and institution type are presented in Table 22.

Table 21.Two-wayANOVA Results for Student Participation Policies by Control and
Institution Type

Source df F 2 p
Control Type (A) 1 1.237 .033 274
Institution Type (B) 1 0.798 .021 378
Control Type * 1 0.000 .001 .986

Institution Type (A x B)

Within-group error 34 (13.211)

Note. Values in parentheses represent mean squars

Table 22. Composite Mean Scores for Student Participation Policies by Control and

Institution Type

Control Type Institution Type  Mean Std Dev n
Public Baccalaureate/ 0.77 0.495 15
Master’'s
Doctoral/Research 1.00 0.500 3
Private Baccalaureate/ 0.44 0.416 18
Master’s
Doctoral/Research 0.75 1.061 2
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Omega- and eta-squared effect sizes revealed that control typatiorstiype,
and the interaction of the two factors contributed 0% of the variability in compos#e
scores. Accordingly, these data suggested that 100% of the proportion of variance i
mean scores could be accounted for by unknown variables, that is, variables other than
control type and institution type and interaction of the two factors.

Two assumptions of the test were met (i.e., independence and equality of
variance). The assumption of normalityX 5) was not met due to the small sample of
doctoral and research institutioms< 5). However, because the ANOVA omnibus test is
robust to violations of the assumption of normality (Gliner & Morgan, 2000)tstatis
conclusion validity was not threatened.

The data failed to a show significant difference between the institutions’ use of
student participation policieacross the two levels of control type, the two levels of
institution type, and the interaction of the two factors. Therefore, givea tbsslts and
the lack of threats to statistical conclusion validity, the finding of no sogmiti
difference between the institutions’ usestiident participation policieby control type
and institution type should be accepted.

Resource allocation practices

Descriptive findings

The use of 4esource allocation practicesomprised the third assessment
management practice examined:dn)explicit operating budget for assessmény
student performance indicators considered in budget decisioyrewards for past

performance considered in budget decisjarsl (d)resource allocations based on
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competition between academic unienior officers could select from O teebource
allocation practicesised at their respective institutions.

Descriptive findings informed that the majority, 57.9% (22) of the sample nsed a
explicit operating budgeds the primaryesource allocation practictor student learning
assessment purposes. Figure 19 illustrates the distribution of rating &odies four

resource allocation practices

38)
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Figure 19. The majority (57.9%) of the sample institutionsdis@explicit operating budggtolicy for
student learning assessment initiatives. A migarftthe sample usezbmpetitive resource allocations
(5.3%) andewards for past student performan@@9%) resource allocation practices

Different patterns emerged by institution type and control type. It was
noteworthy, however that none of the doctoral and research institutions allocated
resources to academic units basedampetition between academic unaad none of

the private institutions allocated resources baseguashstudent performance
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Percentages and frequency distributions of resource allocation policiesitoyiarstype
and control type are illustrated in Supplemental Figures, Appendix E, FigureslERa

Results of the Two-way ANOVA by Control and Institution Type.

A two-way ANOVA was conducted to evaluate the effect of control type and
institution type on the institutions’ use r@source allocation practicesResults of the 2
x 2 ANOVA were nonsignificant for the main effects of control type, the maicteftd
institution type, and the interaction effects of control type and institution typbd
compositaesource allocation practicdable 23). Composite mean scoriglks< 0.395,
SD=0.471N = 38) suggested that the sample made minimal use of resource allocation
policies. Composite means and standard deviations by control type and institution type
are presented in Table 24

Table 23 Two-wayANOVA Results for Resource Allocation Policies by Control and
Institution Type

Source df F 2 p
Control Type (A) 1 0.550 .015 463
Institution Type (B) 1 1.238 .034 274
Control Type * 1 1.238 .034 274

Institution Type (A x B)

Within-group error 34 (18.40)

Note. Values in parentheses represent mean squars

Table 24 Composite Mean Scores for Resource Allocation Policies by Control and

Institution Type

Control Type Institution Type Mean Std Dev n
Public Baccalaureate/ 0.367 0.581 15
Master’'s
Doctoral/Research 0.667 0.722 3
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Table 24. Composite Mean Scores for Resource Allocation Policies by Control and

Institution Type — cont'd

Control Type Institution Type Mean Std Dev n
Private Baccalaureate/ 0.389 0.356 18
Master’s
Doctoral/Research 0.250 0.000 2

Omega- and eta-squared effect sizes revealed that the main effemtsérof type
accounted for 1.1% to 1.5% of the variability in composite mean scores. The main
effects of institution type accounted for 0.6% to 3.4%, and the interaction &ffects
control type and institution type accounted for 0.6% to 3.4% of the variability in
composite mean scores. Therefore, these data suggested thato#t. 88asio 96.6% of
the variability in composite mean scorestesource allocation policiesould be
accounted for by unknown variables.

Two assumptions of the test were met (i.e., independence and equality of
variance). The assumption of normalityX 5) was not met due to the small sample of
doctoral and research institutioms 5). However, because the ANOVA omnibus test is
robust to violations of the assumption of normality, this violation did not threaten
statistical conclusion validity.

The data failed to a show significant difference between the institutionsfuse
resource allocation policieacross the two levels of control type and the two levels of
institution type. Given these results, the finding of no significant diftereén the use of
resource allocation policieby control type and institution type should be accepted.
Professional development practices

Descriptive findings.
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The third analysis examingutofessional development practiceSenior officers
could select from O to grofessional development practiagsed at their respective
institutions: (aupport for faculty attendance at professional assessment conferences
(b) financial assistance to faculty to develop scholarship in assesgegntgrants,
stipends, paid leaves, and reduced worklya@tg workshops for deans, department
chairs, andacademic administrator&and (d)assessment workshops for student affairs
administrators(Peterson, et al., 1999).

At least 84.2% (32) of the institutions providagpport for faculty attendance at
professional assessment conferenaesl 60.5% (23) providaslorkshops for deans,
department chairsand academic administratard=ewer institutions providefthancial
assistance for scholarship in assessnamtassessment workshops for student affairs
administrators See Figure 20.

Use of Professional Development Practices for

Faculty and Administrators
All Institutions
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Figure 20. Less than 35% the HBCU sample providiedncial assistance to faculty and administratto's
develop scholarshim learning assessment disciplines however 36.8%igedassessment workshops for
student affairs administrators
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By institution type, descriptive data revealed that none of the doctoral and
research institutions providetipport for faculty attendance at professional assessment
conferencedhyut the majority 60% (3) provideassessment workshops for student affairs
administratorsandworkshops for deans, department chairs, and academic
administrators By comparison, the majority 81.8% (27) of baccalaureate and master’s
institutions providedupport for faculty attendance at professional assessment
conferenceand 33.3% (11) provideassessment workshops for student affairs
administratorsandworkshops for deans, department chairs, and academic
administrators

Usage patterns were identical among control types. Although the overwhelming
majority 75% (15) of private and 94.4% (17) of public institutions provgigaport for
faculty attendance at professional assessment conferestigigly more than 35% (7) of
private and 33.3% (6) of public institutions providetncial assistance to faculty to
develop scholarship in assessmenprovided assessment workshops for student affairs
administrators See Supplemental Figures, Appendix F Figures F1 through F2.

Results of the Two-way ANOVA by Control and Institution Type.

A two-way ANOVA was conducted to evaluate the effect of control type and
institution type on the institutions’ use @fofessional development practides student
learning assessment purposes. Results of the 2 x 2 ANOVA were nonsigndrduet f
main effects of control type, the main effects of institution type, and thedhtera
effects of control type and institution type on the institutions’ uggafessional
development practicg3 able 25). Composite mean scorels<1.204,SD= 0.828N =

38) suggested that the sample used at least 1 of the 4 professional development policies
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Composite means and standard deviations by control type and institution type are
presented in Table 26.

Table 25 Two-way ANOVA Results for the Use of Professional Development Policies by

Control and Institution Type

Source df F 2 p
Control Type (A) 1 0.275 .008 .603
Institution Type (B) 1 0.384 .011 .539
Control Type * 1 1.422 .040 241

Institution Type (A x B)

Within-group error 34 (48.278)

Note: Values in parentheses represent mean squars.

Table 26. Composite Mean Scores for Professional Development Policies by Control

and Institution Type

Control Type Institution Type Mean Std Dev n
Public Baccalaureate/ 1.283 0.731 15
Master’'s
Doctoral/Research 1.167 0.878 3
Private Baccalaureate/ 1.083 0.916 18
Master’'s
Doctoral/Research 1.750 1.061 2

Two assumptions of the test were met (i.e., independence and equality of
variance). The assumption of normalityX 5) was not met due to the small sample of
doctoral and research institutioms< 5). However, the ANOVA omnibus test is robust
to violations of the assumption of normality (Gliner & Morgan, 2000), therefore,

statistical conclusion validity was not threatened.
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The data failed to show a significant difference across the two levels oblcontr
type and the two levels of institution type on the institutions’ uggaessional
development policiesGiven these results and the absence of threats to statistical
conclusion validity, the finding of no significant difference between the institsituse
of professional development practidag control type and institution type should be
accepted.

Faculty evaluation and reward policies

Descriptive findings

The fourth assessment management practice comprisedld/ evaluation and
reward policies (a) evidence of student performance in faculty evaluati@mg$aculty
scholarship considered in evaluatigrfs) faculty encouraged to conduct learning
assessmenand (d)yewards and incentives for administrators who promoted learning
assessmerh their units. Senior officers could select from 0 faculty evaluation and
reward policiesused at their respective institution.

The majority of senior officers, 84.2% (32) used one policy {aeulty
encouraged to conduct learning assessment in their classy@magst to the exclusion
of the other policiesFigure 21 illustrates the distribution fafculty evaluation and

reward policiedor all institutions
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Figure 21 The majority (84.2%) of the sammacouraged faculty to conduct student learning sssent
Less than 13.2% of the sample used the remainineg folicies.

There were few differences in usefatulty evaluation and reward policidy
institution type and control type. The majority, 81.8% (27) of baccalaureateasterin
institutions and 100% (5) of doctoral and research institugonsuraged faculty to
conduct student learning assessmehtivas noteworthy that none of the private
institutions used 3 of the 4 evaluation and reward policiegvidgnce of student
performance in faculty evaluation®) faculty scholarship in assessment considered in
evaluationsand (cyewards and incentives for administrators who promoted learning
assessmenibut 90% (18)encouraged faculty to conduct assessment in their classrooms
See Supplemental Figures, Appendix F, Figures F1 through F2.

Results of the Two-way ANOVA by Control and Institution Type.

132



A two-way ANOVA was conducted to evaluate the effect of control type and
institution type on the institutions’ use faficulty evaluation and reward policieResults
of the 2 X 2 ANOVA were significant for the main effects of control typél, 34)=
5.106,p = .03, ?=.116, *=.091. Composite means wehd £ 0.776,SD= 0.489N =
39), which suggested that the institutions used at least 1 of the 4 faculty ievedunat
reward policies. The results were nonsignificant for the main effects dtitrmstitype
and the interaction effects of control type and institution type (Table 27). Coeposit
means by control and institution types are presented in Table 28.

Table 27 Two-wayANOVA Results for the Use of Faculty Evaluation and Reward

Policies by Control and Institution Type

Source df F 2 p
Control Type (A) 1 5.106 116 .030
Institution Type (B) 1 2.924 .079 .098
Control Type * 1 1.973 .055 .169

Institution Type (A x B)

Within-group error 34 (0.544)

Note: Values in parentheses represent mean squars.

Table 28 Composite Mean Scores for the Use of Faculty Evaluation and Reward

Policies by Control and Institution Type

Control Type Institution Type Mean Std Dev n

Public Baccalaureate/Master’s 0.783 0.573 15
Doctoral/Research 1.417 0.946 3

Private Baccalaureate/Master’s 0.667 0.242 18
Doctoral/Research 0.750 0.00 2
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Of the three assumptions of the test, only the assumption of independence was
met. The assumption of normality ¥ 5) was not met because of the small sample of
doctoral and research institutioms< 5). However, because the two-way ANOVA
(Gliner & Morgan, 2000) is robust to violations of this assumption, statisticadlusion
validity was not threatened.

However, a significant Leveng € .001) indicated that the assumption of
homogeneity of variance had been violated. Therefore, the Aspin-WelentSattite
(AWS) correction was used in conjunction with the two independent-satripl&sto
assess the pairwise differences.

Results of thé-test were nonsignificant at the .05 lewel19.428) = 1.835 =
.082, 2=14.82, ?=10.0, which suggested that the significant ANOVA main effects for
control type was attributed in part to differences between group variakffest size
indices (omega- and eta-squared) indicated that 10% to 14.82% of the variabikgnn m
scores could be accounted for by control type and 85.2% to 100% of the variability in
composite mean scores could be attributed to unknown variables.

Effect size indices for the remaining two-way ANOVA effeatggested that the
main effects of institution type and the interaction effects of controlagpganstitution
type contributed 0% of the variability in mean rating scores. These dgfested that
100% of the proportion of variance in composite mean scoréadolty evaluation and
reward policiescould be accounted for by unknown variables.

In summary, after correction for violations of homogeneity, the data failed to
show a significant effect across the two levels of control type and the twe ¢déve

institution type for the institutions’ use faculty evaluation and reward policiessiven
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these results and the absence of threats to statistical conclusion vélelftgding of no
significant difference between the institutions’ uséaclilty evaluation and reward
policiesshould be accepted.
Academic program reviews and planning practices

Senior officers reported their respective institutions’ use of assessme
information inacademic program reviews and planning practicébese practices
represented the fifth and last group of assessment management peacinesed in this
study, which included: (egcademialepartment and program plannin) general
education and core curricula review&) course-level development and revieassd (d)
reviews and planning for academic support services

Descriptive findings.

Descriptive analyses suggested that the majority (i.e., 65% to 79%) aintipdes
used assessment information in each of thedoademic program reviews and planning
practicesexamined. Figure 22 illustrates the distribution of the use of these practices

across all institutions.
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Figure 22 The majority of the institutions used assessmetimation in the fouacademic program
reviews and planning practices8.9%, 78.9%, 71.1%, and 65.8%, respectively

Even though the majority of the sample used each of theataaemic program
review and planning practicedifferent usage patterns emerged by institution type and
control type. For example, 100% of the doctoral and research institutions used three
practices exclusivelygcademiaepartment and program planningpurse-level
development and reviepandreviews and planning for academic support services
Furthermore, the majority of baccalaureate and master’s institi@hthe majority of
public and private used each practice at almost equal proportions (Supplemenés, Figur

Appendix G, Figures G1 and G2).
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Results of the Two-way ANOVA by Control and Institution Type.

A two-way ANOVA was conducted to evaluate the effect of institution tyye a
control type on the institutions’ use of foarademic program review and planning
practices Results of the 2 x 2 ANOVA were nonsignificant for the main effects of
control type, the main effects of institution type, and the interaction effectsobDl
type and institution type (Table 29). Composite mean scores Merel (78,SD=
0.870,N = 38) which suggested that the institutions used at least 2 of the 4 policies.
These data by control type and institution type are reported in Table 30.

Table 29.Two-wayANOVA Results for the Use of Academic Program Reviews and

Planning Practices by Control and Institution Type

Source df F ° p
Control Type (A) 1 0.001 <.001 974
Institution Type (B) 1 1.251 .035 271
Control Type * 1 0.810 .002 778

Institution Type (A x B)

Within-group error 34 (1.854)

Note: Values in parentheses represent mean squars.

Table 30.Composite Mean Scores for the Use of Academic Program Reviews and
Planning Practices by Control and Institution Type

Control Type Institution Type Mean Std Dev n

Public Baccalaureate/Master’s 1.60 0.880 15
Doctoral/Research 2.33 0.289 3

Private Baccalaureate/Master’s 1.792 0.940 18
Doctoral/Research 2.250 0.354 2
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Omega- and eta-squared effect sizes suggested that the maincéféectsol
type accounted for 2.7% to 0% of the variability in composite mean scores, the main
effects of institution type accounted for 0.7% to 3.5% and the interaction effects of
control type and institution type contributed 2.5% to 0.2% of the variability in composite
mean scores facademic program reviews and planning practicésese data
suggested that 99.3% to 97.3% of the variability in composite mean scoaeademic
program reviews and planning practicesuld be accounted for by variables other than
control type, institution type, and the interaction of the two factors.

The data failed to show a significant effect across the two levels obtoyge,
the two levels of institution type, and the interaction of control type and institypen t
on the institutions’ use @cademic program reviews and planning practic€ven
these results and the absence of threats to statistical conclusion vélelftgding of no
significant difference between the institutions’ usacddemic program reviews and
planning practicedy control type and by institution type should be accepted.

Research Question 2

The Utility of Assessment Information

The utility of assessment informatia@lomain comprised two dimensions: (ag
influence of assessment information in institutional decision ma&imdy(b)the impact
of assessment information on institutional performance indicatohe two dimensions
encompassed multiple items that represented 10 uses of assessment orfanthsix

institutional performance indicators.
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The objective of the second research question was to examine the extent that
assessment information had influenced institutional decision making at theesampl
institutions. One research question guided this analysis:
To what extent has learning assessment information influenced institutional
decision-making, and are there differences by institution type and control
type?

The Influence of Assessment Information in Decision Making

Descriptive Findings.

Senior officers rated the influence that assessment information had tutiosél
decision making based on her or his operational knowledge of its use at her and his
respective institution. In the data analyses phase toption on the 5-point rating scale
where, 1 = no influence, 2 = data not influential, 3 = data somewhat influential and, 4 =
data very influential, 5 = influence unknown, was determined an inappropriate ordinal
rating. Therefore, this analysis is based on responses to a 4-point ratenglsere, 1 =
no influence, 2 = data not influential, 3 = data somewhat influential and, 4 = data very
influential. As a result of this modification, 31 rating scores where senioersf
responded ‘influence unknown’ were excluded, which resulted in smaller degrees of
freedom {If = 25) and sample sizeN(= 26) for this analysis. Ten institutional decision
making areas were examined:

1. Academic missions and goals

2. Academic programs and majors

3. General education curricula

4. Academic support services
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5. Student affairs activities

6. Resource allocations to academic units

7. Assessment plans, policies, and processes

8. Faculty promotion and tenure policies

9. Faculty salary increases and reward@sd

10.Reports for external agentdeterson, et al., 1999)

Median rating scores of Mdn = 4) suggested that assessment information had
been ‘very influential’ for senior officers in 5 decision areasat@demic programs and
majors,(b) general education curriculgc) academic support servicesl) assessment
plans, policies and processesd (eyeports for external agentsSenior officers’
median scores of 3Mdn = 3) suggested that assessment information had been ‘somewhat
influential’ in student affairs activitieandresource allocations to academic units
decisions. Senior officers’ median scores suggested assessment informatiwot had °
been influential’ Mdn = 2) infaculty promotion and tenure policiesndfaculty salary
increases and rewardsl'he composite median score for the 10 decision areas was 3.20
(Mdn = 3.20) which suggested that assessment information had been ‘somewhat
influential’ in institutional decision making.

Percentages and frequency distributions revealed that the majority of senior
officers reported assessment information had been ‘very influential’ stifutional
decision areas: (@)eneral education curriculg9.4% (25), (bacademic programs and
majors,66.7% (24)(c) assessment plans, policies, and proce29 % (22), (d)
reports for external agent§0% (24), and, (eacademic support services4.1% (20).

However, the majority 50% (16) of senior officers reported that assessnentatibn
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had ‘not been influential’ in decisions regardfiagulty salary increases and rewards
Moreover, 37.5% (12) of senior officers reported that assessment informalibedra of
‘no influence’ infaculty promotion and tenure policiegcisions.

Similarly, the distribution of rating scores did not vary by institution gpe
control type. See Supplemental Figures, Appendix H, Figures H1 — H20.

Results of the Two-way ANOVA by Control and Institution Type.

To evaluate the effect of control type and institution type omthence of
assessment information in institutional decision makangvo-way ANOVA was
conducted. The 4-point rating scale was treated as interval data (Ja&bvarm 1996)
to compute a composite score of the 10 decision areas. Results of the 2 x 2 ANOVA
were nonsignificant for the main effects of control type, the main effeatstitiition
type, and the interaction effects of control type and institution type (Baple
Composite mean and median scoids=(2.99,SD=.707,Mdn = 3.20,N = 26) suggested
that assessment information had been ‘somewhat influential’ in institutionailaeci
making. Composite mean and median scores by control type and institution type are
presented in Table 32.

Table 31. Two-wayANOVA Results for the Influence of Assessment Information in

Institutional Decision Making by Control and Institution Type

Source df F ° p
Control Type (A) 1 0.008 .001 931
Institution Type (B) 1 2.158 .076 .156
Control Type * 1 1.280 .045 270
Institution Type (A x B)

Within-group error 22 (44.231)

Note: Values in parentheses represent mean squars.
Note: N = 26.
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Table 32 Composite Mean and Median Scores for the Influence of Assessment

Information by Control and Institution Type

Control Institution Type Mean Std Dev  Median n

Type

Public Baccalaureate/Master's 2.63 0.870 3.00 9
Doctoral/Research 3.70 0.436 3.90 3

Private Baccalaureate/Master’s 3.06 0.524 3.30 13
Doctoral/Research 3.20 - 3.20 1

Note: Rating scale: 1 = no influence, 2 = dataimfttiential, 3 = data somewhat influential, 4 salsery
influential

Omega- and eta-squared effect sizes revealed that the main efiemtérof type
accounted for 3.3% to less than 0.02% of the variability in composite mean scores. The
main effects of institution type accounted for 3.9% to 7.6%, and the interactiots effe
control type and institution type contributed 0.9% to 4.5% of the variability in coraposit
mean scores of thafluence of assessment informatiofherefore, these data revealed
that at least 99.1% to 100% of the variability in composite mean scoresiwfitleace of
assessment informatiaould be accounted for by unknown variables.

The assumptions of independence and equality of variance were met. The
assumption of normalityn(> 5) was not met due to the small sample of doctoral and
research institutions)(= 5). However, because the two-way ANOVA omnibus test is
robust to violations of this assumption,(Gliner & Morgan, 2000), these results did not
threatened statistical conclusion validity.

The data failed to show a significant effect across the two levels of ctyqteol
the two levels of institution type, and the interaction of the two factors anfthence of
assessment in institutional decision makiggven these results and the absence of

threats to statistical conclusion validity, the finding of no significafiéihce between
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theinfluence of assessment information in institutional decision mddiragpntrol type
and by institution type on should be accepted.
Research Question 3
The Impact of Learning Assessment Information on Institutional Performance Indicators
The second dimension of the utility of assessment information domain addressed
the impact of assessment information on institutional performance indicedersor
officers used a 4-point rating scale where 1 = not monitored, 2 = monitored, negative
impact, 3 = monitored, no known impact, and 4 = monitored, positive impact to rate the
impact of assessment information®mstitutional performance indicatois their
respective institutions:
1. Campus discussions of undergraduate education
2. Changes in teaching methgds
3. Student grade performance
4. Student retention and graduation rates
5. Student achievement on external exams
6. Allocation of state funding
7. Evaluations from regional accrediting agenciasd
8. Institutional reputation and imagé¢Peterson, et al., 1999)
One research question guided this analysis:
To what extent has the use of student learning assessment information
impacted institutional performance indicators, and are there differences by
institution type and control type?

Descriptive findings
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An analysis of descriptive data revealed that the sample institutions had
monitored thempact of assessment informatifem 7 of the 8 institutional performance
indicators. Moreover, based on the 4-point rating scale, median rating scér@adof=
4) suggested that senior officers experienced ‘positive impact’ from thef aseessment
information in 7 institutional performance areas. These areas includedn{pys
discussions of undergraduate educatifiy) changes in teaching methods) student
grade performanceg(d) student retention and graduation ratée) student achievement
on external examgf) evaluations from regional accrediting agencies, &
institutional reputation and imageMedian rating scores of Mfin= 1) suggested that
the institutions’ had not monitored the impact of one institutional performancetoica
allocation of state funding

Percentages and frequency distributions of rating scores suggestadeast a
52.6% (20) of the sample had monitoredithpact of assessment information 7
performance indicators, however, the identical percentage of institutions, 52.6etd(20)
not monitor thempact of assessment information the performance indicator,
allocation of state fundingThe distribution of rating scores is illustrated in Figures 23

through 30.
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Impact of Assessment Information on Performance Ind icator:
Evaluations from Regional Accrediting Agencies

All Institutions 30
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Figure 23 The overwhelming majority of senior officers (7&Preported that assessment information
had ‘positively impactedévaluations from regional accrediting agencagheir respective institutions.

Impact of Assessment Information on Performance Ind icator:
Campus Discussions of Undergraduate Education
All Institutions

20
70%-

60%-

38)

50%-

40%-
30% 10

20%-+

Percent of HBCU Sample
Institutions ( N

10%-+

0% T T T 1

Figure 24. A large majority of senior officers (65.8%) refmat that assessment information had ‘positively
impacted’campus discussions of undergraduate educatdheir respective institutions
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Impact of Assessment Information on Performance Ind icator:
Institutional Reputation and Image

All Institutions
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Figure 25. The majority of senior officers (57.9%) reportbdttassessment information had ‘positively
impacted their respective institutionrgputation and image

Impact of Assessment Information on Performance Ind icator:
Student Achievement on External Exams
All Institutions
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Figure 26. The majority of senior officers (57.9%) reportedttassessment information had ‘positively
impacted’student achievement on external examtheir respective institutions.
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Impact of Assessment Information on Performance Ind icator:
Student Retention and Graduation Rates

All Institutions 22
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Figure 27. The majority of senior officers (57.9%) also repdrthat assessment information had
‘positively impacted’student retention and graduation ratgstheir respective institutions.

Impact of Assessment Information on Performance Ind icator:
Changes in Teaching Methods
All Institutions
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Figure 28. Over half of senior officers (52.6%) reported thasessment information had ‘positively
impacted’changes in teaching methodstheir respective institutions.
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Impact of Assessment Information on Performance Ind icator:
Student Grade Performance
All Institutions
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Figure 29 Over half of senior officers (52.6%) reported taasessment information had ‘positively
impacted’student grade performane their respective institutions.

Impact of Assessment Information on Performance Ind icator:
Allocation of State Funding
All Institutions
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Figure 30. Over half of senior officers (52.6%) reportedittheir respective institutions had ‘not
monitored’ the impact of assessment informationhaallocation of state funding.
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The distribution of rating scores revealed different patterns by institutioratype
control type. For example, the majority (54.3% to 78.8%) of senior officers at
baccalaureate and master’s institutions reported ‘positive impact’ onfalfrpance
indicators excepdllocation of state fundin@Supplemental Figures, Appendix J, Figures
J1 through J8). The majority of senior officers at doctoral and research iossitut
reported ‘positive impact’ on 2 of the 8 performance indicatoreValuations from
regional accrediting agencie80% (4) and (binstitutional reputation and imag&0%

(3).

By control type, 50% to 83.3% of senior officers at public and private institutions
reported ‘positive impact’ on 5 institutional performance indicatorda)pus
discussions of undergraduate educatifiy) changes in teaching methods) student
achievement on external exar{®) evaluations from regional accrediting agenciaad
(e) institutional reputation and imageOnly 38.9% of senior officers’ at public
institutions monitored the impact sfate funding allocation§Supplemental Figures,
Appendix |, Figures 19 through 116).

Results of the Two-way ANOVA by Control and Institution Type.

A two-way ANOVA was conducted to evaluate the effect of control type and
institution type on th@npact of assessment information on institutional performance
indicators Results of the 2 x 2 ANOVA were nonsignificant for the main effects of
control type, the main effects of institution type, and the interaction effectsoDl
type and institution type (Table 33). Despite high median raw scores, compeaite
and median scores for the sampe<£ 3.16,SD= 0.667 Mdn = 3.25,N = 38) suggested

that assessment information had ‘no known impact’ on institutional performance
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indicators for the sample, based on the 4-point rating scale. These dataanéepran
Table 34 by control type and institution type.

Table 33.Two-wayANOVA Results for the Impact of Assessment Information on

Institutional Decision Making by Control and Institution Type

Source df F ? Y
Control Type (A) 1 0.071 .002 792
Institution Type (B) 1 0.007 .002 .932
Control Type * 1 0.010 .003 919

Institution Type (A x B)

Within-group error 34 (31.072)

Note: Values in parentheses represent mean squars.

Table 34.Composite Mean and Median Scores for the Impact of Assessment Information

on Institutional Decision Making by Control and Institution Type

Control Institution Type Mean Std Dev  Median n

Type

Public Baccalaureate/Master's 3.13 0.732 3.25 15
Doctoral/Research 3.13 0.875 3.13 3

Private Baccalaureate/Master's 3.19 0.641 3.31 18
Doctoral/Research 3.13 0.707 3.13 2

Note. Rating scale: 1 = data not monitored, 2 =atieg impact, 3 = no known impact, 4 = positive aop

Omega-and eta-squared effect sizes revealed that the main effeatgrol type
accounted for 2.65% to 0.02% of the variability in composite mean scores. The main
effects of institution type accounted for 2.83% to 0.02%, and the interaction effects of
control type and institution type accounted for 2.81% to 0.03% of the variability in

composite mean scores for tihgpact of assessment information on institutional
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performance indicators These data suggested that 97.17% to 99.97% of the variability
in composite mean scores could be accounted for by unknown variables, that is,svariable
other than control type, institution type, and the interaction these factors.

The assumptions of independence and homogeneity of variance were met. The
assumption of normalityn(> 5) was not met due to the small sample of doctoral and
research institution)= 5). However, because the ANOVA omnibus test is robust to
violations of the assumption of normality (Gliner & Morgan, 2000), statisticallusion
validity was not threatened.

The data failed to show a significant effect across the two levels of ctypeol
the two levels of institution type, and the interaction of control type and institypen t
on theimpact of assessment information on institutional performance indicairsen
these results and the absence of threats to statistical conclusion vélelftgding of no
significant difference of thempact of assessment information on institutional
performance indicatorby control and institution type should be accepted.

The concluding analysis in this chapter explored the organizational chonate
assessment based on faculty and administrators’ perceptions abougleasgasment
practices and leadership support at their respective institutions. A broefuation is
provided prior to the presentation of these results.

Research Question 4
The Organizational Climate for Student Learning Assessment

The objective of this analysis was twofold: (a) to evaluate faculty and

administrators’ perceptions about student learning assessment practitesdanship

support for assessment by institution, control, and position type and, (b) to ideatify
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relationship between faculty and administrators’ perceptions about studemntdear
assessment practices at their respective institutions and their invohierassessment
activities.

Whereas the NCPI study examined the perceptions of faculty and adnonsstrat
at seven institutions with well-established assessment initiatives ebenpistudy
examined an actual sample of 173 faculty and administrators at 85 actfeditgear
HBCUs. It was not known if the participants’ institutions had been actively edgag
assessment initiatives. Four perception dimensions were examinkeeli¢éy about the
importance o#} institutional influences(b) satisfaction witt8 assessment management
practices and leadership support activiti¢s) feelings about 10 evaluative statements
about student learning assessmemid (d)involvement ir6 institution-wide assessment
activities To facilitate brevity, the perceptions were abbreviated as the beliefs,
satisfaction, feelings, and involvement dimensions.

One research question guided this analysis:

What are faculty and administrators’ perceptions about student learning
assessment initiatives at their respective institutions, and how do their
perceptions differ by institution type and position type, and control type and
position type?

The Beliefs Dimension

Descriptive findings

Two analyses were conducted to evaluate the effect of institution type and
position type, and control type and position type on faculty and administriagdiess

about the importance of institutional influenc@s student learning assessment initiatives
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at their respective institutions. Participants used a 5-point rating Scate vt = very
unimportant, 2 = not important, 3 = somewhat important, 4 = important, and 5 = very
important to rate thebeliefs about the importanad four institutional influences:

1. An institution-wide formal plan all were required to follow

2. Aninstitution-wide informal plan all were required to follow

3. Senior level supporaaind

4. Vocal detractorgInstitutional Climate for Student Assessment Survey)

http://www.umich.edu/~ncpi/52/ICSA.pdp.4 )

Median raw scores Mdn = 5) suggested that faculty and administrators believed
(a) senior level supporand (b)an institution-wide formal assessment plagre ‘very
important’ institutional influences on learning assessment initiativéeatrespective
institutions. Median raw scores of Midn = 4) suggested that faculty and administrators
believed that amstitution-wide informal plan all were required to followas an
‘important’ institutional influence. Faculty and administrators beliexszhl detractors
of learning assessment initiative®re ‘somewhat important’ institutional influences on
learning assessment based on median scoresvdr3< 3).

Percentages and frequency distributions of rating scores were consigttent
median scores (Figures 31 through 34). For example, the overwhelmingynajsyo
(128) of faculty and administrators believahior level supponvas a ‘very important’
institutional influence on learning assessment initiatives. Slightly rharetialf, 54.9%
(95) of faculty and administrators believed thatrestitution-wide formal assessment
planwas a ‘very important’ institutional influence on assessment at their tegpec

institutions. However, it was noteworthy that over 59% (102) of faculty and
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administrators believed thatcal detractoravere ‘somewhat important’ institutional
influences on learning assessment initiatives at their respectivetinst.
Identical patterns emerged by position type as illustrated in Supplerfeniets,

Appendix J, Figures J1 through J4.

Faculty and Administrators' Beliefs about the Impor tance of
An Institution-wide Formal Plan All Required to Fol low
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Figure 31 The majority of faculty and administrators (54.96)ieved annstitution-wide formal
mandatory assessment plaas a ‘very important’ institutional influence student learning assessment
initiatives
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Faculty and Administrators' Beliefs about the Impor tance of
an Institution-wide Informal Plan All Requiredto F ollow
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Figure 32. The majority of faculty and administrators (50.9&)ieved annstitution-wide informal
mandatory assessment plaas an ‘important’ institutional influence on laarg assessment initiatives.

Faculty and Administrators' Beliefs about the Impor tance of
Senior Leadership Support
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Figure 33. The majority of faculty and administrators’ (74%@lievedsenior level supponvas a ‘very
important’ institutional influence on learning assment initiatives.
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Faculty and Administrators' Beliefs about the Impor tance of
Vocal Detractors
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Figure 34 The majority of faculty and administrators’ (59%@lievedvocal detractorsvere ‘somewhat
important’ institutional influence on learning assment initiatives.

Results of the Two-way ANOVA by Institution and Position Type.

A two-way ANOVA was conducted to evaluate the effect of institution type and
position type on faculty and administratoogliefs about the importance of institutional
influences on assessmeantheir respective institutiongkesults of the 2 x 2 ANOVA
were nonsignificant for the main effects of institution type, the main eféégtssition
type, and the interaction effects of institution type and position type (Table 35).
Composite mean and median scores were 3.84,SD=.715,Mdn=4.0,N = 173),
which suggested that faculty and administrators believed that the four institutiona
influences were ‘important’ influences on assessment initiatives ar¢iseective

institutions based on the 5-point rating scale. Composite mean and median sdbees fo
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faculty and administrator sample by institution type and position are prdseritable
36.

Table 35.Two-wayANOVA Results for the Beliefs Dimension by Institution and Position
Type

Source df F 2 p
Institution Type 1 1.828 .011 178
(A)

Position Type 1 1.386 .008 241
(B)

Institution Type 1 0.369 .002 544
* Position Type

(AxB)

Within-group 169 (8.010)

error

Note: Values enclosed in parentheses represent sugeare errors.

Table 36 CompositeMean and Median Scores for the Beliefs Dimension by Institution

and Position Type

Institution Type Position Type  Mean Std Dev  Median n

Baccalaureate/Master’s  Faculty 3.76 0.795 4.00 89
Administrators  4.03 0.527 4.25 58

Doctoral/Research Faculty 3.64 0.870 4.13 14
Administrators  3.72 0.548 3.75 12

Note: Rating scale: 1= very unimportant, 2= notamtant, 3 = somewhat important, 4 = important, 5 =
very important

Omega- and eta-squared effect sizes revealed that the main effiestitution
type accounted for 0.57% to 1.04% of the variability in composite mean scores. Position
type and the interaction of institution type and position type accounted for leg¥than
of the variability in composite mean scores. These data suggested that 80143% to

100% of the variability in composite mean scores could be accounted for by variables
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other than the main effects of institution type, position type, and the interactios tofd
factors.

All assumptions of the two-way ANOVA were met (i.e., independence, noymalit
(n>5), and equality of variance).

The data failed to show a significant difference between faculty and
administratorsbeliefs about the importance of institutional influeneedearning
assessment initiatives across the two levels of institution type, theuvels & position
type, and the interaction of the two factors. Given these results and the absaneat®f t
to statistical conclusion validity, the finding of no significant differenegvieen faculty
and administratordieliefs about the importance of institutional influeneedearning
assessment initiatives their respective institutions by institution type and position type
should be accepted.

Results of the Two-way ANOVA by Control and Position Type.

A second two-way ANOVA was conducted to evaluate the effect of control type
and position type on faculty and administratordidéfs about the importance of
institutional influencesn student learning assessment initiatives at their respective
institutions. Results of the 2 x 2 ANOVA were statistically signiftdar the main
effects of position typ€ (1,169) = 4.148p = .043, = .024, ?=.018. These data
suggested that the participants’ beliefs about the importanostidéitional influences on
assessmentere significantly different across the two levels of position type. Catepos
mean and median scores for faculty wée<3.73,SD= 0.802Mdn = 4.0,n = 170) and
(M =3.98,SD = 0.539,Mdn = 4.0,n = 70) for administrators, which suggested that

administrators believed that the four institutional influences on assesserentare
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‘important influences’ on assessment than faculty did based on the 5-pmgtsedie.
Results were nonsignificant for the main effects of control type and the trdaraffects
of control type and position type (Table 37). Composite mean and median scores by
control type and position type are presented in Table 38.

Omega- and eta-squared effect sizes revealed that the mais effposition
type accounted for 1.8% to 2.4% of the variability in mean rating scores foelibés
dimension These data suggested that 98.2% to 97.6% of the variability in composite
mean scores could be accounted for by variables other than position type. The main
effects of control type accounted for 1.02% to 1.6% and the interaction effectsrof cont
type and position type accounted for 0% of the variability in mean rating scotbs for
beliefs dimension.These data suggested that at least 98.98% to 100% of the variability
in mean rating scores for theliefs dimensiorgould be accounted for by unknown
variables (i.e., variables other than control type and the interaction of control @mhpos
type).

Table 37.Two-wayANOVA Results for the Beliefs Dimension by Control and Position
Type

Source df F 2 p

Control Type (A) 1 2.816 .016 .095
Position Type (B) 1 4.148 .024 .043
Control Type * 1 0.076 .001 783

Position Type (A x B)

Within-group error 169 (7.974)

Note: Values enclosed in parentheses represent sugere errors.
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Table 38.CompositeMean and Median Scores for the Beliefs Dimension by Control and

Position Type

Control Type Position Type Mean Std Dev Median n

Public Faculty 3.69 0.837 4.00 72
Administrators 3.90 0.531 4.00 46
Private Faculty 3.85 0.715 4.25 31
Administrators 413 0.531 4.25 24

Note: Rating scale: 1= very unimportant, 2= notamtant, 3 = somewhat important, 4 = important, 5 =
very important

The assumptions of independence and normatity3) were met. However, a
significant Levenep = .043 indicated that the assumption of homogeneity of variances
had been violated. Therefore, the Aspin-Welch-Satterthwaite (AME)ction and the
t-test for two independent samples were conducted to correct this violation.

Results of thé-test were significant, (170.985) = -2.303 = .023, ?=.029, ?
=.023, two-tailed for position type. These results corrected the violation of hoemygen
of variances for the significant ANOVA and validated the significantreéfects for
position type. Omega- and eta-squared effect size indices revealed thab 2.3% of
the variability in mean scores could be accounted for by position type. Hence, 97.7% to
97.1% of the variability in composite mean scores could be accounted for by variables
other than position type. The main effects of control type and the interactiots effe
control and position type contributed 0% to the variability in composite mean scores
accordingly, 100% of the variability in scores for these effects could ideuédtt to
variables other than control type and the interaction of control and position type.

Because there were only two levels of the independent variable, composite mean

scores were compared to assess pairwise differences betwebtegariResults of the
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pairwise comparisons revealed higher mean scores for adminis{Mter3.98,SD =
0.539,n = 70) than facultyNl = 3.73,SD= 0.802,n = 103). These data suggested that
administrators believed institutional influences on assessment were moré&aim gaan
faculty did. Given these results and the absence of threats to statistichision
validity, the finding that position type had a significant effect on facultly an
administrators’ beliefs about tlmportance of institutional influences on assessrmaent
their respective institutions should be accepted.
The Satisfaction Dimension

The second analysis examined faculty and administratatisfaction with
assessment management practees leadership suppofor learning assessment
initiatives at their respective institutions. Participants used a 5-poing rscale where, 1
= very dissatisfied, 2 = not satisfied, 3 = neutral or unknown, 4 = satisfied, 5 = very
satisfied to rate their satisfaction witta8sessment management practices and leadership
support activities:

1. An institution-wide assessment plan or pglicy

2. Opportunities to participate in setting assessment policy

3. Administrative leadership support for student assessment

4. Faculty leadership support for student assessment

5. Professional development opportunities in student learning assessment

scholarship
6. Evaluations and rewards based on assessment information and involvement in
institution-wide assessment activities

7. The use of assessment information in academic decision makihg
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8. The impact of student assessment on their institufi®runwald & Peterson,
2003)

Descriptive findings

Of 8 satisfaction items, faculty and administrators’ median raw ssagggested
that they were ‘satisfied’ with 4 measures and ‘not satisfied’ with@uaores. Based on
the 5-point rating scale, composite mean and median séére2(81,SD= 0.426 Mdn
= 2.90) suggested that the participants’ satisfaction agessment management
practices and leadership supp@t their respective institutions was at most ‘neutral or
unknown’.

Percentages and frequency distributions of rating scores for the 8 siatisfac
measures were consistent with these patterns. At least 52% of the s@as (datisfied’
with three practices (anstitution-wide learning assessment policy and pléo)s,
opportunities to participate in setting assessment poéing (c)aculty leadership
support for learning assessmerlmost half 49% (85) of faculty and administrators
were ‘not satisfied’ with two assessment management practicgsofa¥sional
development opportunitieand (b)the use of assessment data in academic decision
making The majority 52% (90) of the participants expressed ‘neutral or unknown’
satisfaction withevaluations and reward based on assessment information and
involvement in assessment activiti@sdthe impact of assessment on their institution

(Figures 35 through 42).
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Faculty and Administrators' Satisfaction with
Institution-Wide Student Learning Assessment Plan a nd Policy
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Figure 35 Over half (53.2%) of faculty and administrators evéatisfied’ with their respective
institutions’assessment plan and policy.

Faculty and Administrators' Satisfaction with
Opportunities to Participate In Policy Making
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Figure 36. At least half (52%) of faculty and administratorsres ‘satisfied’ withopportunities to
participate in policy makingt their respective institutions.
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Faculty and Administrators' Satisfaction with
Administrative Leadership for Student Learning Asse ssment
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Figure 37. Almost half (49.1%) of faculty and administratevere ‘satisfied’ withadministrative
leadership supporfor student learning assessment at their respeitstitutions

Faculty and Administrators' Satisfaction with
Faculty Leadership Support for Student Learning Ass essment
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Figure 38. Over 52% of faculty and administrators were ‘sai$fwith faculty leadership suppofor
student learning assessment at their respectitituiiens
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Faculty and Administrators' Satisfaction with
Opportunites for Professional Development
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Figure 39. At least 49.1% of faculty and administrators waret ‘satisfied’ withopportunities for
professional developmeint student learning assessment at their respecistiéutions

Faculty and Administrators' Satisfaction with
Evaluations and Reward Based on Assessment Informat ion
and Involvement in Assessment Activities
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Figure 40. The majority (53.2%) of faculty and administratoeported ‘neutral or unknown’ satisfaction
with evaluations and rewards based on assessment infianmand involvement in assessment activities
their respective institutions

165



Faculty and Administrators' Satisfaction with
Assessment Data Used in Academic Decision Making
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Figure 41. At least 48.6% of faculty and administrators waret ‘satisfied’ with the use afssessment
information in academic decision makiagtheir respective institutions

Faculty and Administrators' Satisfaction with
Impact of Assessment on Institution
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Figure 42. At least 50.3% of faculty and administrators mépd ‘neutral and unknown’ satisfaction with
the’ impact of assessmeth their respective institutions

166



Percentages and frequency distributions by position type revealed sirttéginpa
See Supplemental Figures, Appendix K, Figures K1 through K8.

Results of the Two-way ANOVA by Institution and Position. Type

A two-way ANOVA was conducted to evaluate the effect of institution &yyk
position type on faculty and administratossatisfaction with assessment management
practices andeadership suppordt their respective institutions. Results of the 2 x 2
ANOVA were nonsignificant for the main effects of institution type, the mdeces of
position type, and the interaction effects of institution type and position types(38jl
Based on the 5-point rating scale, composite mean and median $¢ar&s08,SD =
0.829,Mdn = 3.25) suggested that faculty and administrators’ satisfaction with
assessment management practices and leadership sdippassessment was at most
‘neutral or unknown’. Composite means and median scores by institution type and
position type are presented in Table 40.

Table 39 Two-way ANOVA Results for the Satisfaction Dimension by Institution and
Position Type

Source df F 2 p
Institution Type 1 0.313 .002 577
(A)

Position Type 1 0.440 .003 .508
(B)

Institution Type 1 941 .006 333
* Position Type

(AxB)

Within-group 169 (42.66)

error

Note: Values enclosed in parentheses represent sugere errors.
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Table 40. Composite Mean and Median Scores for the Satisfaction Dimension by

Institution and Position Type

Institution Type Position Type  Mean Std Dev  Median n
Baccalaureate/ Faculty 2.98 0.766 3.25 89
Master’'s
Administrators  3.27 0.890 3.25 58
Doctoral/Research Faculty 3.05 0.927 3.25 14
Administrators  3.00 0.651 3.00 12

Note: Rating scale: 1 = very dissatisfied, 2 =suttsfied, 3 = neutral or unknown, 4 = satisfied; ery
satisfied.

Omega- and eta-squared effect sizes revealed that the main effgosstion
type and the interaction effects of institution type and position type accountetitféo
variability in composite mean scores. These data suggested that 100% oiatbiétyar
in composite mean scores could be accounted for by unknown variables.

The three assumptions of the two-way ANOVA were met, independence,
normality ( >5), and homogeneity of variances.

The data failed to show that faculty and administratestisfaction with
assessment management practeedleadership suppomvere significantly different
across the two levels of institution type, the two levels of position type and enacindn
of these factors. Given these results, and the absence of threats toattebistizision
validity the finding of no significant difference between faculty and adinags’
satisfaction withassessment management practices and leadership sugypiostitution
type and position type should be accepted.

Results of the Two-way ANOVA by Control and Position Type.
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A second two-way ANOVA was conducted to evaluate the effects of control type
and position type on faculty and administrat@aisfaction with leadership and
assessment management practices and leadership sdippladrning assessment
initiatives at their respective institutions. Results of the 2 x 2 ANOVA were statlisti
significant for the interaction effects of control type and position tyfik,169) = 4.060,
p=.046, ?=.023, #=0.017, and the main effects of position typg,, 169) = 5.757,
p=.018, ?=.033, #=0.027. The significant interaction effects suggested that faculty
and administratorsatisfaction with assessment management practicgdeadership
supportwere significantly different across the two levels of control typeth@dwo
levels of position type. Further, the significant main effects suggestedc¢hhy fand
administratorssatisfaction with assessment management praciecgdeadership
supportwere significantly different across the two levels of position typesufewere
nonsignificant for the main effects of control typ¢1, 169) = 0..733 =.393, %=
.004, ?=.010.

Composite mean and median scores for faculty wdre 2.99.SD= 0.785Mdn
=3.25,n=103) and = 3.22.SD= 0.866 Mdn = 3.25,n = 70) for administrators.
Composite mean and median scores by control and position type are presented in Table
41. Based on the 5-point rating scale, these scores suggested that faculty and
administratorssatisfaction with th& assessment management practices and leadership

supportwas at most ‘neutral or unknown’.
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Table 41. Composite Mean and Median Scores for the Satisfaction Dimension by

Control Type and Position

Control Type Position Type Mean Std Dev  Median n
Public Faculty 3.04 0.825 3.25 72
Administrators 3.09 0.834 3.25 46
Private Faculty 2.88 0.683 3.13 31
Administrators 3.47 0.857 3.50 24

Note: 5-point rating scale: 1 = very dissatisfigd; not satisfied, 3 = neutral or unknown, 4 =<fagd, 5 =
very satisfied.

Omega- and eta-squared effect sizes revealed that the interdietais ef control
type and position type accounted for 1.7% to 2.3% of the variability in composite mean
scores, which suggested that 98.3% to 97.7% of the variability in mean scores could be
attributed to unknown factors. Similarly, omega- and eta-squared effeabdizes
revealed that the main effects of position type accounted for 2.7% to 3.3% of the
variability in composite mean scores. These data suggested that 97.3% to 9th&% of
variability in mean scores could be attributed to unknown variables. Finallgt sffes
revealed that the main effects of control type accounted for 0.4% to 0.6% of the
variability in mean scores, which suggested that 99.6% to 99.4% of the variability in
mean scores for the main effects of control type could be accounted for by unknown
variables.

The assumptions of independence, normality, and equality of variance were met.

Because there were only two levels of the independent variables, composite mean
scores were compared to assess pairwise differences for the aigrsfatrol type and
position type interaction. Results of the comparison indicated that admonstedt

private institutions1 = 3.47,SD= 0.857,n = 24) were more satisfied with assessment
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management practices and leadership support than administrators at ptitlicoms (M

= 3.09,SD= 0.834n = 46) were. Similarly, composite mean scores were compared to
assess pairwise differences for the significant main effects of posigen This
comparison also revealed that administratbts=(3.22.SD= 0.866,n = 70) were more
satisfied with assessment management practices and leadership suppadutaivf =
2.99.SD=0.785n = 103) were.

These data suggested that faculty and administraatisfaction with assessment
management practicesd leadership suppowere significantly different across the two
levels of control type and two levels of position type. In both instances, compoaite me
scores indicated that administrators were more satisfied with assgsmanagement
practices and leadership support than faculty were. Given these results aio#t tife |
threats to statistical conclusion validity, these findings should be accepted.

The Feelings Dimension

Faculty and administrators’ feelings abeutluative statements regarding
student learning assessmevdre examined in this analysis. Participants rated their
feelings about 10 statements regarding learning assessment on aldkeoirdgcale
where, 1 = disagree strongly, 2 = disagree, 3 = agree somewhat, and 4 = aggbe stron

1. Faculty and administrators agree on the value of assessment

2. Faculty has a common understanding of the term “student learning

assessment”,

3. Administrators have a common understanding of the term “student learning

assessmefyt

4. Faculty has a common understanding of the term “student learning

outcomey
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5. Administrators have a common understanding of the term “student learning
outcomes

6. Assessment limits time for other academic activities

7. Assessment has improved the quality of education at their instjtution

8. Faculty use assessment information to modify what and how they teach

9. Faculty use assessment information to improve what and how theydeadch,

10. Faculty fear results will be used in evaluatid@unwald & Peterson, 2003).

Descriptive findings

Based on median scores of\8dn = 3), faculty and administrators ‘agreed
somewhat’ with 9 of the 18valuative statements about learning assessateheir
respective institutions. Median scores oM&I(i = 2), suggested that the sample
‘disagreed somewhat’ with only one statemasgessment limited time for other
academic activities

Percentages and frequency distributions of rating scores sugges$tedPine
65% of faculty and administrators ‘agreed somewhat’ with 9 of trevaiative
statements about learning assessmexitmost a majority, 49.1% (85) of the sample
‘disagreed somewhat’ with one statemastsessment limited time for other academic
activities. These patterns were consistent by position type. Frequency distributions by
position type are illustrated in Supplemental Figures, Appendix L, Figdrédsraugh
L10.

Results of the Two-way ANOVA by Institution and Position Type.

A two-way ANOVA was conducted to evaluate the effect of institution tyye a

position type on faculty and administratoieselings about evaluative statements about
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learning assessmeat their respective institutions. Results of the 2 x 2 ANOVA were
nonsignificant for the main effects of institution type, the main effects ofiposype,

and the interaction effects of institution type and position type (Table 42hp@site

mean and median scores for the faculty and administrator sampleMiver2.81,SD =
0.426,Mdn = 2.90) which, based on the 4-point Likert scale suggested that at most, the
participants ‘agreed somewhat’ with theev@luative assessment statements about
learning assessmenComposite mean and median scores by institution type and position
type are presented in Table 43.

Table 42.Two-way ANOVA Results for the Feelings Dimension by Institution and
Position Type

Source df F 2 p
Institution Type (A) 1 0.049 <.000 .824
Position Type (B) 1 0.422 .003 517
Institution Type* 1 0.097 .001 .756

Position Type (A x B)

Within-group error 169 (18.284)

Note: Values enclosed in parentheses represeart sguare errors.

Table 43.Composite Mean and Median Scores for the Feelings Dimension by Institution

and Position Type

Institution Type Position Type Mean Std Dev  Median n
Baccalaureate/  Faculty 2.78 0.441 2.90 89
Master’'s

Administrators 2.87 0.430 2.90 58
Doctoral/ Faculty 2.79 0.376 2.90 14
Research

Administrators 2.82 0.351 2.90 12

Note: Likert scale: 1 = disagree strongly, 2 sagiree somewhat, 3 = agree somewhat, and 4 = agree
strongly.
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Omega- and eta-squared effect sizes revealed that the main effieststution
type, the main effects of position type, and the interaction of the two factotsnded
for less than 0% of the variability in composite mean scores. Therefore dfG0&o
variability in mean scores for all effects could be accounted for by unknowileatia

All assumptions of the test were met (i.e., independence, normality, and equality
of variance).

The data failed to show a significant difference between the particifpaelis’gs
about thelO evaluative statemenégross the two levels of institution type, the two levels
of position type, and the interaction of institution type and position type. Given these
results and the absence of threats to statistical conclusion validitindiveyfof no
significant difference between faculty and administratf@slings aboul 0 evaluative
statementgabout learning assessmemy institution type and position type should be
accepted.

Results of the Two-way ANOVA by Control and Position. Type

A second two-way ANOVA was conducted to evaluate the effect of control type
and position type on faculty and administratdeglings aboul 0 evaluative statements
about learning assessmaeatttheir respective institutions. Results of the 2 x 2 ANOVA
were nonsignificant for the main effects of control type, the main effegissation type,
and the interaction effects of control type and position type (Table 44). Compesite
scores for the faculty and administrator sample wdre .81,SD= 0.436.Mdn = 2.90)
which, based on the 4-point Likert scale suggested that at most, theppatticagreed

somewhat’ with the 1@valuative statements about learning assessateheir
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respective institutions. Composite mean and median scores by control type and posit
type are presented in Table 45.

Table 44 Two-way ANOVA Results for the Feelings Dimension by Control and Position
Type

Source df F 2 p
Control Type (A) 1 0.376 .002 541
Position Type (B) 1 2.115 .012 .148
Control Type* 1 1.062 .006 304

Position Type (A x B)

Within-group error 169 (18.162)

Note: Values enclosed in parentheses represent sugere errors.

Table 45 Composite Mean and Median Scores for the Feelings Dimension by Control

and Position Type

Control Type Position Type Mean Std Dev  Median n
Public Faculty 2.79 0.412 2.90 72
Administrators 2.81 0.369 2.90 46
Private Faculty 2.76 0.480 2.90 31
Administrators 2.93 0.493 2.90 24

Note: Likert scale: 1 = disagree strongly, 2 sagiree somewhat, 3 = agree somewhat, and 4 = agree
strongly.

Omega- and eta-squared effect size indices revealed that the meis efffe
control type and the interaction of control type and position type accountedsfthdes
0% of the variability in composite mean scores. Accordingly, 100% of the vadyiaiili
composite mean scores for these effects could be accounted for by unknowiesaria

The main effects of position type accounted for 0% to 1.2% of the variability in
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composite mean scores, which suggested that 100% to 98.8% of the variability in mean
scores could be attributed to unknown variables.

All assumptions of the test were met (i.e., independence, normality, andyequalit
of variance).

The data failed to show a significant difference between faculty and
administratorsfeelings about th&0 evaluative statemengross the two levels of
control type, the two levels of position type, and the interaction of control type and
position type. Given these results and the absence of threats to statistiaadioancl
validity, the finding of no significant difference between faculty and adtnators’
feelings about evaluative statemeal®ut learning assessmey control type and
position type at their respective institutions should be accepted.

The Involvement Dimension

The last examination of the organizational climate for assessmamniresd
faculty and administratorgvolvement ir6 institution-wide assessment activities

1. Attending assessment workshops and seminars

2. Participation in academic program reviews and curricula planpning

3. Service on assessment committees and task forces

4. Setting assessment policy

5. Using assessment results for individual student advisind

6. Revising instructional methods based on assessment results

(Grunwald & Peterson, 2003)

Descriptive findings
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Faculty and administrators used a 5-point rating scale where, 1 = not involved, 2
= moderately involved, 3 = involved, 4 = highly involved, and 5 = very highly involved
to rate theiinvolvement ir6 institution-wide assessment activitegstheir respective
institutions. Median scores of BlfIn = 3) suggested that faculty and administrators had
been ‘involved’ in 4 of Bnstitution-wide assessment activiti€s) participation in
institutional workshops and seminagb) participation in academic program reviews
and curricula planning(c) service on institution-wide committees and assessment task
forces and (d)revising instructional methods based on assessment reddéidian
scores of 2Nldn = 2) suggested the sample had been ‘moderately involvadiviising
students using assessment resuHewever, median scores of Mldn =1) suggested that
the sample had ‘not been involved’setting assessment policy

Even though median scores suggested that the sample had been ‘involved’ in 4
institution-wide assessment activities, frequency distributions andrgages of rating
scores revealed that less than 50% of the faculty and administrator sathple ha
participated in these activities. It was instructive that the ntgjofithe sample, 53.8%
(93), had ‘not been involved’ isetting assessment poli@nd 49.4% (86) had not been
involved inadvising students using assessment resdlkese patterns were consistent by
position type as illustrated in Supplemental Figures, Appendix M, Figures bligtinr
M6.

Results of the Two-way ANOVA by Institution and Position Type.

A two-way ANOVA was conducted to evaluate the effect of institution tyye a
position type on faculty and administratarsyolvement in institution-wide assessment

activitiesat their respective institutions. Results of the 2 x 2 ANOVA were
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nonsignificant for the main effects of institution type, the main effects ofiposype,

and the interaction effects of institution type and position type (Table 46). Cibenpos
mean and median scores wevkex 2.74,SD = 0.946 Mdn = 2.33) which suggested that
faculty and administrators were at most ‘moderately involved’ in the @utisti-wide
assessment activities based on the 5-point rating scale. Composite mean and media
scores by institution type and position type are presented in Table 47.

Table 46. Two-way ANOVA Results for the Involvement Dimension by Institution and

Position Type

Source df F z p
Institution Type (A) 1 0.760 .004 .384
Position Type (B) 1 0.220 .001 .640
Institution Type* 1 2.850 .017 .093

Position Type (A x B)

Within-group error 169 (31.31)

Note: Values enclosed in parentheses represent sugeare errors.

Table 47. Composite Mean and Median Scores for the Involvement Dimension by

Institution and Position Type

Institution Type Position Type Mean Std Dev  Median n
Baccalaureate/  Faculty 2.67 0.901 2.33 89
Master’'s

Administrators 291 1.018 2.58 58
Doctoral/ Faculty 2.83 0.906 2.58 14
Research

Administrators 2.40 0.726 2.42 12

Note: Rating scale: 1 = not involved, 2 = moddyaitevolved, 3 = involved, 4 = highly involved, 5very
highly involved.
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Omega- and eta-squared effect sizes revealed that the mais effatdtitution
type and the main effects of position type accounted for 0% of the variability in
composite mean scores. Accordingly, 100% of the variability in composite T&&s S
for the main effects of institution type and position type could be accounted for by
unknown variables. The interaction effects of institution type and position type
accounted for 1.1% to 1.7% of the variability in composite mean scores. Therefore, at
least 99.9% to 98.3% of the variability in composite scores for the interactictseife
institution type and position type could be accounted for by unknown variables.

The three assumptions of the test (i.e., independence, normality, and equality of
variance) were met.

The data failed to show that faculty and administraiokgdlvement in institution-
wide assessment activitiastheir respective institutions differed across the two levels of
institution type, the two levels of position type, and across the interaction twfdahe
factors. Given these results and the absence of threats to statisticasiconealidity,
the finding of no significant difference between faculty and administratorsivement
in institution-wide assessment activitl@ginstitution type and position type should be
accepted.

Results of the Two-way ANOVA by Control and Position Type.

The second analysis evaluated the effect of control type and position type on
faculty and administratorgvolvement in institutional assessment activiietheir
respective institutions. Results of the 2 x 2 ANOVA were statisticaltyfsignt for the
main effects of control type on the participamts/olvement in institutional assessment

activities F(1, 169) = 5.813p = .017, ?=.033, 2= .027. Results for the main effects
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of position type and interaction of control type and position type were nonsignificant
(Table 48). Composite mean and median scores for private institutionsMver2.99,
SD=0.910Mdn = 2.67,n= 55) and ¥ = 2.63,SD= 0.930Mdn = 2.33,n= 118) for

public institutions. Overall, composite mean and median scifesa.75,SD= 0.936,

Mdn = 2.33,N = 173) suggested that faculty and administrators were at most ‘mdyglerate
involved’ in institution-wide assessment activities at their respectstéutions based on

the 5-point rating scale. Composite mean and median scores by control type aad positi
type are presented in Table 49.

Table 48.Two-way ANOVA Results for the Involvement Dimension by Control and

Position Type

Source df F z p
Control Type (A) 1 5.813 .033 .017
Position Type (B) 1 1.038 .006 310
Control Type* 1 0.483 .003 .488

Position Type (A x B)

Within-group error 169 (30.851)

Note: Values enclosed in parentheses represent sugere errors.

Table 49 Composite Mean and Median Scores for the Involvement Dimension by

Control and Position Type

Control Type Position Type Mean Std Dev  Median n
Public Faculty 2.61 0.901 2.33 72
Administrators 2.66 0.981 2.33 46
Private Faculty 2.88 0.882 2.33 31
Administrators 3.14 0.944 2.92 24

Note: Rating scale: 1 = not involved, 2 = moddyaitevolved, 3 = involved, 4 = highly involved, 5wvery
highly involved.
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Omega- and eta-squared effect sizes revealed that the main effeatsrol type
contributed 2.7% to 3.3%, respectively of the variability in composite mean scores.
Therefore, 97.3% to 96.7% of the variability in mean scores could be accounted for by
unknown variables, that is, variables other than the main effects of control type. On the
other hand, effect sizes suggested that the main effects of position type and the
interaction of control type and position type contributed 0% of the variability in mean
scores. Consequently, 100% of the variability in composite mean scores for feetse ef
could be attributed to unknown variables.

All assumptions of test, independence, normality, and homogeneity of variances
were met.

Because there were only two levels of the independent variable, composite mean
scores were compared to assess pairwise differences for the metis efffeontrol type.

This comparison revealed that involvement in assessment activities \&tes giteprivate
institutions M = 2.99, SD = .91 = 55) than at public institutiond/(= 2.63, SD =
.930,n = 118).

The data suggested that involvement in institution-wide assessmeittescti
differed significantly across the two levels of control type. Given tresdts and the
lack of threats to statistical conclusion validity, the finding that involvement in
assessment activities differed significantly by control type shoulddepted.

Research Question 5
Correlations between Faculty and Administrators’ Perceptions about Student Learning

Assessment and Their Involvement in Assessment Activities
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The purpose of this concluding analysis was to evaluate the relationshipretwee
faculty and administrators’ perceptions about student learning assessnogoépiand
leadership support at their respective institutions with theolvement in institution-
wide assessment activitie®ne research question directed this analysis:

Is there a relationship between faculty and administrators’ perceptions
about student learning assessment initiatives with their involvement in
institution-wide assessment activities?

A Pearson product-moment correlation was conducted to evaluate the
relationship between faculty and administrators’ perceptions of assassm
management practices and leadership support at their respective amstiwith
their involvement in institution-wide assessment activities. Gliner andavorg
(2000) and Toothaker (n.d.) explained that the Pearsorrelation measures
linear relationships that range from +1 to -1, where values greater than .7
represent strong positive relationships, and values near zero indicate theabsenc
of a relationship between two variables. However, Gliner and Morgan
emphasized that “the index of effect size” (p. 253) describes the amount af share
variance between variables and “the strength of the relationship between the
independent and dependent variables” (p. 253). The effect size ihgeayides
a precise description of significance, and is expressed as a percentage.

Ordinal data from 4-and 5-point rating and Likert scales were traated
interval data to compute composite scores for the perceptions and involvement
variables. Composite scores of faculty and administrators’ perceptionstiadiout

(a) beliefs about the importance of institutional influengb3satisfaction with
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assessment management practices and leadership suagporic)feelings about
evaluative statements about student learning assessinéair respective
institutions were correlated with themvolvement in institution-wide assessment
activities

A statistically significant relationship emerged between faculty and
administratorsfeelings about evaluative statements about assessmeénheir
involvement in institution-wide assessment activitres,.165,df = 171,p = .030,

N = 173. This positive linear relationship suggested that as faculty and
administratorsfeelings about evaluative statemeimitseased, their involvement

in assessment activities increased. However, the effect sizéeckacsmall
proportion of shared variance € .0272) between the feelings and involvement
dimensions. Therefore, despite the statistically significant posirelation,

the effect size suggested that faculty and administrefeebhgs about the
evaluative statemengbout assessment had a small effect on their involvement in
assessment activities at their respective institutions.

The second analysis examined the correlation between faculty and
administratorsbeliefs about institutional influences on learning assessaraht
theirinvolvement in institution-wide assessment activdtabeir respective
institutions The Pearson product-moment correlation indicated a statistically
significant positive relationship between the beliefs and involvement dimensions
r=.181df=171,p=.017,N=173.

However, the effect size revealed a small proportion of shared variance,

=.0328 between the two variables. Therefore, despite the significant positive
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correlation, the effect size index suggested that faculty and admimistizliefs
about institutional influences on learning assessrhaata small effect on their
involvement in assessment activities at their respective institutions

The concluding analysis examined the correlation between faculty and
administratorssatisfaction with assessment management practices and
leadership suppoffor learning assessment at their respective institutions with
theirinvolvement in institution-wide assessment activitiRgsults of the Pearson
product-moment correlation were statistically significant,.291,df = 171,p =
.001,N = 173. However, despite the significant positive correlation between the
satisfaction and involvement dimensions, the effect sfze,0857 revealed a
small proportion of shared variance between the two variables. Thus, faculty and
administratorssatisfaction with assessment management practices and
leadership suppotttad a small effect on their involvement in assessment
activities at their respective institutions.

Given these results, it may be concluded that despite statistically
significant positive correlations, faculty and administrators’ peraeptabout
learning assessment (i.eeelings about evaluative statements about assessment
beliefs about institutional influences on assesspaerdsatisfaction with
assessment management practices and leadership suppadra small effect on
their involvement in institutional assessment activities at their regpect
institutions (Table 50).

A summary of all statistical tests discussed in this chapter is rdporte

Table 51.
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Table 50 Pearson Product-Moment Correlations between the Perceptions and InvolvementibDasiens

Dimensions Involvement Beliefs Feelings Satisfaction
Involvement 1 .181* .165* 291
Pearson’s

re - .033 027 .085
Sig. (2-tailed) - .017 .030 .001
Beliefs .181* 1 .226** .364**
Pearson’s

re .033 - .051 132
Sig. (2-tailed) .017 .003 .001
Feelings .165* 226** 1 713
Pearson’s

r? .027 .051 - 508
Sig. (2 tailed) .030 .003 - .001
Satisfaction 291** .364** 713 1
Pearson’s

re .086 132 508 -
Sig. (2-tailed) .001 .001 .001 -
Note: N=173.

**Correlation is significant the .001 level (2-ted).

*Correlation is significant the .05 level (2-tailed
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Table 51.Summary of Statistical Results by Research Question

Research Dimension Statistical Test Result Conclusion
Question

1. Institutional Two-way Nonsignificant No significant
Organizational Mission ANOVA by interaction and difference across
and Priorities institution and main 2 levels of

Administrative
Practices

2.
Assessment
Management
Plans and
Practices

Purposes for
Conducting
Assessment

Assessment
Plan and
Policy Types

Student
Participation
Policies

control type

Two-way
ANOVA by
institution and
control type

Chi-square tests
of independence
by institution
type and control
type

Two-way
ANOVA by
institution and
control type

effects

Same as above

Nonsignificant
chi-square

Nonsignificant
interaction and
main

effects

institution type
and control type

Same as above

No significant
relationship

No significant
difference across
2 levels of
institution type
and control type
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Table 51. Summary of Statistical Test Results by Research Question — cont'd

Research Dimension Statistical Test Result Conclusion
Question

2. Resource Two-way Nonsignificant No significant
Assessment Allocation ANOVA by interaction and difference
Management Policies institution and main across 2 levels
Plans and control type effects of institution
Practices — type and
cont'd control type

Professional
Development
Policies

Faculty
Evaluation and
Reward
Practices

Academic
Planning and
Review
Practices

Impact of
Assessment
Information

Same as above

Same as above

Same as above

Same as above

Same as above

Same as above

Same as above

Same as above

Same as above

Same as above

Same as above

Same as above
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Table 51. Summary of Statistical Test Results by Research Question — cont'd

Research Dimension Statistical Test Result Conclusion
Question
4, Beliefs about Two-way Nonsignificant No significant
Organizational Institutional ANOVA by interaction and difference
Climate for Influences on institution and main across 2 levels
Assessment Assessment position type effects of institution
type and
position type
Two-way Significant Higher mean
ANOVA by main effects scores for
control and for position administrators
position type type than faculty

Satisfaction
with
Assessment
Practices and
Leadership
Support

Two-way
ANOVA by
institution and
position type

Two-way
ANOVA by
control and
position type

Nonsignificant
interaction and
main

effects s

Significant
interaction
effects for
control and
position type

No significant
difference by
institution or
position type

Higher mean
scores for
administrators
at private vs
public
institutions
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Table 51. Summary of Statistical Test Results by Research Question — cont'd

Research Dimension Statistical Test Result Conclusion
Question
Organizational Feelings with Two-way Nonsignificant No significant
Climate for Evaluative ANOVA by interaction and difference by
Assessment — Assessment institution and main institution or
cont'd Statements position type effects position type
Two-way Same as above No significant
ANOVA by difference by
control and control or
position type position type
Involvement in Two-way Same as above No significant
Institution-wide ANOVA by difference by
Assessment institution and institution or
Activities position type position type
Two-way Significant Higher mean
ANOVA by main effects scores for
control and for control private than
position type type public
institutions
5. NA Pearson 3 small Small
Correlation Product- significant correlation
between Moment positive between
perception and Correlation correlations perception and
involvement involvement
and constructs constructs
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Chapter 5: Summary, Conclusions, Recommendations, and Implications
Summary of Findings

Significant differences between faculty and administrators’ satish with
student learning assessment practices and leadership support, theirrbtiefs
importance of institutional support for learning assessment, and their involvement in
institution-wide assessment activities emerged based on the resétedl| two way
analyses of variance. However, despite statistically significaitiygoselationships
between their perceptions about assessment and their involvement in assessme
activities, effect sizes revealed a small relationship betweea twesdimensions. The
fact that less than 20% of faculty and administrators were highly or very Iniglolved
in assessment activities is consistent with this finding.

There were no statistically significant differences between thieuithsns’ use of
organizational and administrative practices and policies, the influence sfimesg
information in decision making, and the impact of assessment information outiosél
performance indicators by institution type and control type. However,ipibser
statistics proved instructive about the HBCUs use of organizational and admtives
practices to support learning assessment initiatives. For example, over 869 of t
institutions maintained an assessment plan and policy, and of those institutiast, alm
half, 48% used a formal mandatory learning assessment plan or policy. Moreever, th
overwhelming majority of institutions identified excellence in undergradedtication
(71%) and teaching undergraduates (65.8%) as ‘very high’ mission prioritisgsn

identical percentage of institutions identified improving undergraduate\arhent
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(71.1%) and self-study for accreditation (63.2%) as very important purposes for
conducting assessment.

Of four groups of assessment management practices and policies, the rofjority
institutions leveraged one practice or policy almost to the exclusion oother
example, 57.9% of institutions used mandatory student participation policies and an
explicit operating budget to allocate resources for learningsaeses purposes. Over
84% used one professional development policy almost exclusively (i.e., support for
faculty to attend assessment conferences). Similarly, the predomindtyt éxeluation
and reward policy was to encourage faculty to conduct learning assessment as 84.2% of
the institutions used this policy. However, the fifth assessment manageaetitepr
examined revealed that 65% to 79% of institutions utilized all four academi@prog
reviews and planning practices at similar extents.

Over 60% of the institutions reported that assessment information had been ‘very
influential’ in institutional decision making in 4 of 10 decision areas; geeératation
curricula (69.4%), academic programs and majors (66.7%), assessment plans al polici
(62.9%), and reports for external agents (60%). By contrast, 37.5% of theiorsditut
reported that assessment information had ‘no influence’ in faculty promantid tenure
decisionsand the majority (50%) reported that assessment information had ‘not been
influential’ in faculty salary and reward decisions.

More important, the majority of institutions monitored the impact of assessment
information for 7 of 8 institutional performance indicators. Although composite mean
and median scores suggested assessment information had ‘no known impact’ on the 8

performance indicators, analysis of item-level data informed other&iseajority of
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senior officers reported that assessment information had ‘positive ingpaevaluations
from regional accreditors (78.9%), campus discussions of undergraduate education
(65.8%), institutional reputation and image (57.9%), student achievement on external
exams (57.9%), retention and graduation rates (57.9%), student grade performance
(52.6%), and changes in teaching methods (52.6%). It was worth noting, howaver, tha
the majority of institutions (52.6%) did ‘not monitor’ the allocation of state funds.

Faculty and administrators’ perceptions about the organizational climate for
assessment illuminated strengths and improvement areas to cultivateerants
conducive to effective assessment initiatives. Over 74% of faculty and adnbongstra
believed senior level support was a ‘very important’ influence on institutional gudppor
learning assessment, and over 51% believed both formal and informal assessnsent pl
were ‘important’ institutional influences on assessment. Yet it was ndtexntbat the
majority of faculty (56.3%) and administrators (62.9%) believed vocal detraxftors
assessment were ‘somewhat important’ institutional influences orsass#s

The majority of faculty and administrators’ were ‘satisfied’ wtiRit respective
institutions’ assessment plans and policies (54%) and opportunities to sehastess
policy (58%). However, by position type, administrators (53%) and faculty (W&ye
‘not satisfied’ with opportunities for professional development at their ragpect
institutions. Moreover, 54% of faculty and 51% of administrators reported ahaumid
unknown’ satisfaction with evaluations and reward policies based on assedataeantd
their involvement in assessment activities, and the impact of assessmerntt on the

respective institutions, 56% and 41%, respectively.

192



Despite composite mean scores that suggested faculty and administeators w
‘involved’ in assessment workshops and seminars, academic program rawiews a
curricula planning, served on institution-wide assessment committees anodrtasi &nd
participated in revising instructional methods, slightly less than 45% did so. One
anomaly in the data surfaced. Whereas 58% of faculty and administratorsadeport
‘satisfaction’ with opportunities to set assessment policy, almost half)(4@% ‘not
involved’ in this activity. Furthermore, 53% were ‘not involved’ in advising students
using assessment results.

These findings were consistent with three Pearson product-moment camrelat
analyses. Despite statistically significant positive relationdhepseen faculty and
administrators’ perceptions about student learning assessment and thlgarment in
institution-wide assessment activities, effect sizes revealed arehatibnship between
faculty and administrators’ perceptions about assessment practices anu/ttegment
in assessment activities at their respective institutions.

Overview

The purpose of this study was to examine institutional support for student learning
assessment initiatives at accredited four-year historically Blaltdpes and universities
(HBCUSs). This study used nationally benchmarked learning assessitend to
examine two domains and one construct of institutional support for postsecondary student
learning assessment: (a) organizational and administrative practetesliies, (b) the
utility of assessment information, and (c) the organizational climatddent learning

assessment, respectively. The objective of this chapter is to synthesisasigfindings
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and observations in the data to offer conclusions, recommendations and implications for
policy, practice, resources, and future research.

Accredited four-year HBCUs were selected for this research bechilsedeficit
in empirical and scholarly literature about both HBCUs (Brown & Davis, 20IH&son
& Nunn, 2003) and specifically, student learning assessment. The first natimiealts
learning assessment research in postsecondary education concludedhthiatdsearch
about was warranted because of the vast differences between institution gtpeso(®?
et al., 1999). Accordingly, this exploratory study examined organizational and
administrative practices and policies that HBCUs utilize to support lggassessment
initiatives. The study also examined faculty and administrators’ pesosmbout
student learning assessment to explore the climate for assessmentlid. HBllow-
up analysis assessed the relationship between faculty and adminispextoeptions
about student learning assessment and their involvement in assessmerdsaatithigir
respective institutions.

One senior officer most knowledgeable about her or his respective institutions’
learning assessment initiative provided an institutional profile of organizbéinda
administrative assessment practices and policies. The actual sempld, comprised
half of the accredited four-year HBCU population, which represented a 50.5766ses
rate. Results of a chi-square goodness of fit analyses were nonsignifesabl/th
confirming the representativeness of the HBCU sample to the populatiorredited
four-year HBCUs.

A second equally important component of institutional support for student

learning assessment, the organizational climate for assessmempl@ed. Faculty and
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administrators were randomly selected from 85 HBCU websites to sbéait

perceptions about learning assessment at their respective institutiomsis&eeparate
sampling frames for faculty and administrator populations at HBCUsnwe¢@vailable,

an oversampling strategy was used to compensate for this limitation. Over 2900 fa
and administrators names and email addresses were randomly selected frB@85 H
websites. However, a definitional response rate could not be reported arstjaarie
goodness of fit analyses could not be conducted to ascertain the represensativtmes
sample. Nonetheless, of the selected sample of 1,446 faculty and administrators, 173
participants responded (11.96%). These respondents constituted the actual sample of
faculty and administrator participants who represented 55 (63%) accrieditegbar
HBCUs.

This nonexperimental causal-comparative study employed a quantitative
methodology, general linear univariate statistics, and a web-basey soethod. With
permission, two surveys were adapted from the National Center for Postsgcondar
Improvement (NCPI) research on postsecondary student learning assesssoéait t
institutional profile information from one senior officer per HBCU, and facarhg
administrators’ perceptions about learning assessment practices egdpective
institutions. Two directors of assessment from one public and one private HBCU
evaluated each instrument for content validity. Because the present sliadg subsets
of the original NCPI instruments, construct validity and instrument reliabiitl been
pre-established via extensive factor analyses and inter-item congiateaigses.

Several design and procedural limitations were identified for the preseiyt

Foremost, nonresponse bias posed a threat to the generalizability of the fatddgs
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for both analyses. Nonresponse bias suggests that nonrespondents may possess different
characteristics than respondents, which may ultimately influence thmalxtalidity or
generalizability of statistical results (Hopkins, 1998). For examplegrsefiicer, faculty
and administrator respondents may have had more interest in student learrssgnasse
than nonrespondents. In this respect, nonresponse bias resulting from low response rates
may have influenced generalizability of this study’s findings to ssprative
populations. Efforts to increase response rates, including multiple follow-up phane call
and emails to senior officer nonrespondents were made, however phone callyo fac
and administrator nonrespondents were not feasible because of the largel Salexile
(N =1,446). Weekly emails were sent to these nonrespondents to increaseafadulty
administrators’ response rates. Neither effort provided adequate infamrt@tdentify
and characterize nonrespondents.

Small sample sizes posed another limitation, that is, the increased thieTgleo
Il errors for the institutional sample. Despite the high 50.76% response raese¢hech
objective to attain a census of the 87 accredited four-year HBCUs was regdeali
Although almost half 41.7% (5) of the population of accredited four-year doctoral and
research HBCUs participated in the study, this small size increasesktiogé Type Il
errors, (i.e., statistical power) for analyses by institution type.

Type Il errors influence the probability of not rejecting the null hypothelsenw
it should be rejected, in other words, believing that there are no significkmeddes
between variables when there are significant differences (Cohen, 1992a; Cohen, 1992b;
Gliner & Morgan, 2000). The goal of research is to increase statisticat,pbateis, to

reject the null hypothesis in favor of the alternative hypothesis (Garson, 200%ther
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words, researchers seek to make correct decisions by maximizing power &ili
Morgan, 2000). Whereas increasing sample size is one option to increase powsr, effor
to encourage participation from nonrespondents were not successful.

Another issue increased the risk of inflated Type | errors. Statistgraficance
represents the chance of a Type | error, in other words, the probability afidiogcl
there is a relationship when none exist, or the decision to fail to accept the nutlesypot
when it is true (Cohen, 19992b; Garson, 2009b). Typically, .05 is the baseline
significance level used in the social sciences. Interestingly, howeweaxaym of null
hypothesis testing is that the researcher may never know if a Typedroorihas
occurred, only the probability of its occurrence (Dannels, 2004).

Another important limitation inherent to survey research is the reliance on
participant self-reporting. Hopkins (1998) suggested that “respondents repagdeel
not necessarily how they actually feel” (p. 291). Hopkins added that deceptionssarele
errors, and fallible memories also distort survey findings. In this redpecstudy was
not exempt from this common limitation in nonexperimental research.

Lastly, it was interesting to note common demographics between the senior
officer, faculty, and administrator participants. As expected, the ovenvgemajority,
79.5% (35) of the senior officers held administrative positions, of which 72.7% (32) were
institutional researchers and institutional assessment officers. Bnfaaulty
comprised the majority (59.5%) of the faculty and administrator sample.

The majority of all participants held terminal degrees, senior officers%§3.6
faculty (78.6%), and administrators (74.3%). Moreover, the majority (61.4%) of senior

officers and 38.6% of administrators held non tenure-tracked positions, whereas53.4%
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faculty held tenured positions. Almost half of the participants had been in higher
education for more than 20 years: (a) senior officers, 50%, (b) faculty, 48nP4c)
administrators, 48.6%. By the same token, almost one-third of all participantsemad be
at their current institution for 1 to 5 years: (a) senior officers, 31.8%, (b)ya8ako,
and (c) administrators, 30%. The majority of all participants were fesaheor officers
(50%), faculty (53.4%) and administrators (58.6%), and African American, senior
officers (65.9%), faculty (48.5%), and administrators (74.3%).
Conclusions

Statistically significant differences between faculty and adstriatiors’
perceptions about assessment management practices and leadership support for
assessment establish the basis for three conclusions about the dimaateEsment at
four-year HBCUs. The first conclusion is that the organizational cliajgpears
fragmented, unbalanced, and counter-productive to cultivating effectivemeses
initiatives. The second conclusion is that the fragmented climate for asaessfieets
the influence of the deep-rooted schism between the professional (faculty)
bureaucratic (administrators) authorities in higher education, at thasxpé
institutional effectiveness, and risk to external accountability mandatessthird
conclusion is that control type may represent an important predictor of institutiona
support for learning assessment initiatives as this study found that involvement i
assessment activities was greater at private institutions than at psbtiations.

To begin, significant differences between faculty and administrators’gience
about learning assessment suggest an unbalanced organizational clirasse$sment at

the participating institutions. For example, this study found that admioistraere

198



more satisfied with assessment management practices and leadersbrpthapp

faculty, administrators believed institutional influences on assessmeniseze
important than faculty, and administrators were more involved in institutida-wi
assessment activities than faculty. Organizational climate literatinich suggested that
administrators were more supportive of institutional effectivenesstimigathan faculty
(Moran & Volkwein, 1988; Welsh & Metcalf, 2003) corroborate these findings.

Furthermore, faculty and administrators’ involvement in institution-wide
assessment activities also illuminates an unbalanced climate. Ontpatynfless than
20%) of faculty and administrators were eithaghly involvedor very highly involvedn
assessment activities. Of six assessment activities, 43% to 45% of tawlilt
administrators reportaédvolvementin four assessment activities, and more than half
(50% to 54%) weraot involvedn two important assessment activities (i.e., setting
assessment policy and advising students using assessment resultsjteftveda
activities represent key components of a continuous improvement model for effective
assessment initiatives.

Equally important was that faculty and administrators’ perceptions about
assessment had a small effect on their involvement in assessmernieactibeir
respective institutions. Correlations between faculty and administratoceppens
about assessment, (i.e., their feelings about evaluative statements gegasgssment,
their satisfaction with assessment management practices and leadgogloip, and their
beliefs about the importance of institutional influences on assessment) exgosalll a
relationship with their involvement in institution-wide assessment activii#fgct size

indices suggest that other reasons may explain faculty and administnsaks’
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involvement in assessment activities. Although non-engagement in institutiona
assessment efforts may be attributed to the lack of opportunity or lack@sitin
either instance, senior leaders’ efforts to meet learning assessneativelsjand
institutional effectiveness mandates are severely impeded.

The second conclusion is tangentially related to the first. That is, theatultur
divide between the professional and bureaucratic authorities in higherieducat
continues and jeopardizes the effectiveness of student learning assesgragvnes.
Organizational scholars addressed the academic and organizational oufiigresr
education in terms of the traditional schism between the professional (faoudty
bureaucratic (administrators) authorities (Dill, 1982; Masland, 1985; Mintzberg, 1979;
Peterson & Spencer, 1990; Tierney, 1988). However, in today’s currency, such an
obsolete encumbrance exacts a high price on institutional performancayeiffess and
accountability to external stakeholders. The cultural divide betweenyfarat
administrators effectively breeds diminished assessment capacity aothestor
students, constituents, internal, and external stakeholders. This divide undermines
institutional leaders’ capacity to cultivate assessment-friendly@mnwients, despite
SACS accreditation standards requiring environments conductive toraeséss

Another important finding supports the third conclusion. By control type,
significant differences emerged between private and public institutionsvemeint in
assessment activities. Further, a higher proportion of administratorsaepnstitutions
were more involved in institution-wide assessment activities than theiago#és and
faculty at public institutions were. These findings suggest that control typbera

predictor of institutional support for student learning assessment.
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No statistically significant differences emerged regardingdhepte institutions’
(N = 44) use of organizational and administrative practices and policies, theaefloe
assessment information in decision making, and the impact of assessment iofoamat
institutional performance indicators. An overview of salient observations about the
sample institutions’ assessment practices is provided later in the chapter

Nonetheless, in the following sections, recommendations for practice, resourc
and policy are discussed for these conclusions. One recommendation forreséagch
is offered. Lessons learned and a final commentary concludes this chapter.

Recommendations and Implications for Practice, Resources, and Policy

The recommendations and implications for practice, resources, and policy are
discussed in tandem. A fragmented, unbalanced climate for student leasesgment
clearly reflects the de facto by-product of the cultural divide betweesittyeand
administrator subclimates. There are no silver bullets for this dilemma, aodawléure
change initiatives would neither be feasible nor practical to resolveshisfisr the
immediate future. Therefore, senior administrators and faculty leadersyngkronize
three initial steps to seek resolution to exigent issues regardingiskeaeing
assessment. First, they must collaborate between and within their iressgeatips to
discuss assessment strategies at their respective institutiamdSkeoth groups must
partner to establish an open campus dialogue about learning assessateznest
practice, resources, and issues such as professional development, trainingpce re
allocations for assessment. Vocal detractors must be engaged, andrevgafenent
will be crucial to allow open and honest communications among faculty and

administrators without fear of reprisal. Third, senior administrators anttyfdeaders
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must leverage technology to co-sponsor on-going institution-wide commanicat
mechanisms about assessment that permit knowledge exchanges, publishreassessm
literature and current events, and identify opportunities for improvement aasdddre
strength in assessment practices at their respective institutionsinifiatve should take
place within and between institutions.

It is important to note that these recommendations and implications for practice
and resources represent an opportunity to exploit what Peter Senge terncedatiec”
tension” in organizations as they visualize “where we are relative to whatnt®
(Senge, 1990, p. 142). Senge explained that creative tension is the groups’ natural
tendency to seek resolution. Senior administrative and faculty leadersoveauat tnust
seek resolution to the issues that impede effective student learning assessiatves.
Indeed, any effort to exploit the creative tension in the academy wifl begprocess of
dismantling vestiges of the cultural divide between faculty and administratdeast
among the HBCU cohort.

Assessment’s link to accreditation establishes the basis for thediicst
implication, which is to promote dialogue between faculty and administtateslders
on campus. Unequivocally, accreditation is a high-stakes proposition for the ynafjorit
HBCUs. To remain viable educational enterprises, all HBCUs must maintain
accreditation. Though the foci of this study were internal influences on support f
assessment, it found that over 72% of senior officers at public institutions and 55% at
private institutions considered self-study for accreditatioarg important purpose for
conducting assessmentherefore, accreditation represents a common goal among the

HBCU cohort. With this common goal in mind, senior leaders should take advantage of
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the White House Initiative on Historically Black Colleges and UnivesifWHIHBCU)
Executive Order 13256 agenda for strengthening HBCUs. One of the initiatigegon
is to “share administrative and programmatic practices within the HR@uwneinity for
the benefit of all” (The White House: Office of the Press Secretary, 2010, in 2)s
regard, senior administrators and faculty leaders should seize the opportunity to
collaborate, partner, share experiences, and identify best practieasimg assessment
for the benefit of the cohort. The best-case scenario is that sharingressess
information will increase the cohort’s capacity to maintain accreditadiothé majority
of institutions.

In a similar manner, HBCU leadership should also exploit a second WHIHBCU
mission to improve the dissemination of information about HBCUSs to inform public
policy and practice (The White House: Office of the Press Secretary, Z04i3)mission
affords a prime opportunity for the cohort to influence learning assespaiay and
engage HBCUs in the national assessment discourse. The national policy agenda would
be advanced with more aggregated information about issues that influence th& cohor
learning assessment initiatives. Senior assessment leaders should bkecoimseize
this opportunity.

It is plausible that high stakes student learning assessment may kesecatabyst
for change within the HBCU cohort. It is crucial, however, that crossionatt
collaboration with student affairs leaders be a priority during thisfoaanation (Kuh &
Banta, 2000) .

The third conclusion, that control type may represent a predictor of institutional

support for assessment, has practice, resource and policy implicationéldeagh

203



private HBCUs share similar reliance on federal funds for student loans a&s publ
institutions do, unlike public institutions, their reliance on private funding is lgqual
important. It is plausible therefore, that private institutions use studeninigar
assessment as a competitive edge to attract constituents, parentslantssand appeal
to employers and industry. As such, one recommendation for practice igiibat se
leaders at public institutions should tap into similar dynamics that privai@tioss use
to motivate faculty and administrators’ involvement in assessment agctiviilee means
that senior leaders at public institutions must cross boundaries to collabihate
leadership at private institutions to exchange knowledge and share besepracti

Two WHIHBCU missions support the recommendation for resources. The
initiative seeks to strengthen HBCUs participation in Federal programi$oster public-
private partnerships to promote specific areas of academic resehect(iite House:
Office of the Press Secretary, 2010). Therefore, one clear recommarfdatiesources
is that senior leaders, particularly at public institutions, should exploit typytnes to
acquire federal resources to strengthen assessment initiatives.tugyofithe
WHIHBCU mission statements, the implications for policy are clear, gahaen
established through Executive Order 13256. Senior leaders must embrace feabgral pol
initiatives established specifically to support their respectivetutisins.

Recommendations for Future Research

One recommendation for future research is proposed. A causal comparative
research design utilizing a mixed methods approach is proposed to invabsigaftect
and predictive utility of control type on learning assessment initiativdsaaicaedited

two and four-year HBCUs. The scope of this research proposal would require méull-ti
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project director and principal investigator, a detailed project plan, and funding. Thi
research would advance the research agenda in several ways.

For example, incorporating quantitative methods, i.e., multiple and hierarchical
regression analyses would confirm the predictive utility of control tyevasiable of
interest. Second, use of qualitative methods such as observations, focus groups, and
interviews with faculty, administrators, senior leaders, students, alumninaidyers
would ensure input from a cross-section of key stakeholders in the learnirgnasses
agenda. Third, a web-based data collection method should also be utilized, with open
access to surveys to appropriate campus stakeholders, rather than random samples of
faculty and administrators.

Central to developing an effective research design and project plan would be
obtaining buy-in from HBCU senior leaders to conduct this research on theirtrespec
campuses. Adequate funding would be equally important.

Observations

Three observations emerged from the institutional profile analysesarieréf
notation: (a) the samples’ use of institutional support strategies, (b)\selest of
assessment management policies and practices, and (c) benefits denvaddessment
information.

First, it was noteworthy that institutional support strategies for studentriga
assessment at many HBCUSs coincide with legacy objectives to maintalia via
educational enterprises. The fact that over 86% of the sample maintainetnasges
plans and policies, half of which were institution-wide formal assessment pldns a

policies supports this observation and counters anecdotal beliefs to the contrary.
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Institutional support strategies for assessment illustrate exphaitefo integrate student
learning assessment within existing institutional priorities and azgaonal structures.
Two important institutional support strategies, improving undergraduate eduaadion a
self-study for accreditation were identified as ‘very important’ pugpdsr conducting
assessment for over 63% of the sample. These strategies reflectkieavladgement
of the inseparable link between student learning assessment and regiorkisdiccre
requirements, the latter a requisite for maintaining institutional WiabiMoreover, high
priority missions that focus on excellence in undergraduate education, and teaching
undergraduates convey institutional commitment and accountability to extednal a
internal stakeholders to deliver successful student outcomes. Acknowledgement and
articulation of these institutional support strategies for assessmentserake leaders’
accountable for aligning institutional practices, policies, and resources.

A second observation highlights a policy and practice issue regarding the
selective use of assessment management practices and policies. FRueeabfour
resource allocation policies, only 26% of institutions considered making resource
allocations to academic units based on student performance indicators. Kuh and Banta
(2000) argued that faculty and administrators have no tangible cause to eararace
engage in learning assessment when improvements in student performance do not
influence resource allocations decisions to academic units. Assessmenssaigplad
that faculty motivation to support learning assessment initiatives indredmn they
witnessed that their efforts benefitted student and institutional perforr{Baict, 1997;
Banta, 2005; Schilling & Schilling, 1998). Senior leaders and decision makers must

engage faculty and administrator support by realigning linkages betvwssenae
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allocation for learning assessment and faculty assessment praaici® otherwise
reinforces the vocal detractors’ agenda (Lakos & Phipps, 2004). In this regard, it was
particularly instructive that 59% of faculty and 62% of administrators dgemewhat

that vocal detractors’ were important institutional influences on learniegssent
initiatives. Senior leaders should not underestimate such an undercurrent thaathat cle
has potential to influence faculty and administrators’ support for learningsasset
initiatives.

A third observation addresses the influence and impact of assessment iiormati
Senior leaders reported that assessment information had been ‘very inflireBtial 10
institutional decision areas, and had ‘positive impact’ on 7 of 8 institutional perfoeman
indicators. Most important, 79% of senior officers reported that assessmemtatbor
had positively impacted reports from regional accrediting agencies, ardtatle-
thirds of institutions used assessment information in the four academic preyiam r
and planning practices examined. These findings suggest that participatgsHiave
enhanced their capacity to assess the influence of assessment information on key
institutional decisions and monitor its impact on key performance indicatorse The
results apparently have influenced policy decisions to ensure the continuous flow of
assessment information to support these activities.

In conclusion, this study revealed an interesting pattern among the sample
institutions’ use of organizational and administrative support practicessiessasent.

This pattern suggests that many HBCUs share common goals, namely, to continue the
tradition of successful student outcomes for external and internal stakeholders,

constituencies, and students.
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Lessons Learned

Jackson and Nunn (2003) articulated the need for empirical research about the
cohort of HBCUs in the aggregate to advance strategic planning. Despite the 50.57%
response rate from accredited four-year HBCUs, one lesson learned sastutty was
the challenge associated with small sample sizes, especiallyalpatsearch, and
specialty HBCUs. Assuming that the current population of two-and four-yesdied
HBCUs (N = 105) (The White House: Office of the Press Secretary, 2010) remains
constant, conducting empirical research at the institutional level requirestivealata
collection approaches to avoid issues resulting from low responses. Empiiicas st
about the HBCU cohort should not be constrained by methodological issues nor should
research about the cohort be limited to case studies, historical accounts, aatualit
research.

Second, results of the institutional assessment profile suggested thatehereow
significant differences between the participating institutions’ use aintgtional and
administrative practices and policies, and the utility of assessmemhatfon to support
learning assessment by institution type or control type. This conclusidksdpaae
cohorts’ culture that, unlike climate, is not malleable and less subject to difsrgson,
1996; Ouchi & Wilkins, 1988; Peterson & Spencer, 1990; Pettigrew, 1979; Schneider,
1990; Tierney, 1988). The fact that there were no significant differences lhytiastor
control type suggests that, at least in the field of student learning assessmen
organizational and administrative practices, HBCUs are more similar tseimiiar.

The lack of significant differences between public and private or baccamareht

doctoral institutions’ use of assessment information counters a long-helotgper of
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HBCUs that their use of data-driven decision-making is uneven and mirtibesta
Despite the uneven resources found at many of the participating institutignisatiee
appeared to make the aforementioned constructs priorities. Most HBCUs comtinue t
uphold a longstanding commitment to successful student outcomes, thereforestioe abs
of significant differences between institutions types and control types on skegiering
assessment initiatives reinforce that commitment.

Closing

Institutional support for learning assessment at HBCUs will remain
underappreciated until additional efforts to conduct scholarly and empiricalatesea
undertaken. Additional scholarly and empirical research about student learning
assessment at HBCUs will benefit HBCU leaders, assessmentipnacif constituents,
and the higher education community-at-large. One desired outcome of thisssimudy i
stimulate this interest.

The sample of accredited four-year institutions that participated in this study
showcased contemporary HBCUSs full engagement in tAle@itury student learning
assessment movement. More important, the senior officers, faculty, andsicators
who participated in this study embody the special group of HBCU professionals
reminiscent of their predecessors who made successful student outcomes syrsonym
with the HBCU tradition. These professionals made an important first contrildotthe
literature about student learning assessment practices and organizatioeslat

contemporary HBCUSs.
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Appendix A

Accredited Four-Year Historically Black Colleges and Universities

| Institution City State Control |
Alabama A & M University Normal AL Public
Alabama State University Montgomery AL Public
Albany State University Albany GA  Public
Alcorn State University Alcorn State MS  Public
Allen University Columbia SC Private
Arkansas Baptist College Little Rock AR Private
Barber Scotia College Concord NC  Private
Benedict College Columbia SC Private
Bennett College Greensboro NC Private
Bethune Cookman College Daytona Beach FL Private
Bluefield State College Bluefield WV  Public
Bowie State University Bowie MD  Public
Central State University Wilberforce OH  Public
Cheyney University of Pennsylvania Cheyney PA Public
Claflin University Orangeburg SC Private
Clark Atlanta University Atlanta GA  Private
Concordia College Selma AL Private
Coppin State University Baltimore MD  Public
Delaware State University Dover DE Public
Dillard University of Louisiana New Orleans LA Private
Edward Waters College Jacksonville FL Private
Elizabeth City State University Elizabeth City NC Public
Fayetteville State University Fayetteville NC  Public
Fisk University Nashville TN Private
Florida Agricultural and Mechanical Universityl allahassee FL Public
Florida Memorial University Miami FL Private
Fort Valley State University Ft Valley GA  Public
Grambling State University Grambling LA Public
Hampton University Hampton VA  Private
Harris-Stowe State College St Louis MO  Public
Howard University Washington DC  Private
Huston-Tillotson College Austin TX Private
Interdenominational Theological Center Atlanta GA  Private
Jackson State University Jackson MS  Public
Jarvis Christian College Hawkins TX Private
Johnson C Smith University Charlotte NC Private
Kentucky State University Frankfort KY  Public
Knoxville College Knoxville TN Private
Lane College Jackson TN Private
Langston University Langston OK  Public
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Accredited Four-Year Historically Black Colleges and Universiiesnt’'d

| Institution City State Control |
Le Moyne-Owen College Memphis TN Private
Lincoln University Jefferson City MO Public

Lincoln

Lincoln University University PA Public
Livingstone College Salisbury NC Private
Meharry Medical College Nashville TN Private
Miles College Fairfield AL Private
Mississippi Valley State University Itta Bena MS Public
Morehouse College Atlanta GA Private
Morehouse School of Medicine Atlanta GA Private
Morgan State University Baltimore MD Public
Morris College Sumter SC Private
Morris Brown College Atlanta GA Private
Norfolk State University Norfolk VA Public
North Carolina A & T State University Greensboro NC Public
North Carolina Central University Durham NC Public
Oakwood College Huntsville AL Private
Paine College Augusta GA Private
Paul Quinn College Dallas TX Private
Philander Smith College Little Rock AR Private
Prairie View A & M University Prairie View TX Public
Rust College Holly Springs MS Private
Saint Augustine’s College Raleigh NC Private
Saint Pails College Lawrenceville VA Private
Savannah State University Savannah GA Public
Selma University Selma AL Private
Shaw University Raleigh NC Private
South Carolina State University Orangeburg SC Public
Southern University and A & M College Baton Rouge LA Public
Southern University at New Orleans New Orleans LA Public
Southwestern Christian College Terrell TX Private
Spelman College Atlanta GA Private
Stillman College Tuscaloosa AL Private
Talladega College Talladega AL Private
Tennessee State University Nashville TN Public
Texas College Tyler TX Private
Texas Southern University Houston TX Public
Tougaloo College Tougaloo MS Private
Tuskegee University Tuskegee AL Private
Univ of the Dist of Col David A Clarke Sch of Law Washington DC Public
University of Arkansas at Pine Bluff Pine Bluff AR Public
University of Maryland-Eastern Shore Princess Anne MD Public




Accredited Four-Year Historically Black Colleges and Universiiesnt’'d

Institution City State Control
University of the District of Columbia Washington DC Public
University of the Virgin Islands St. Thomas VI Public
Virginia State University Petersburg VA Public
Virginia Union University Richmond VA Private
Virginia University of Lynchburg Lynchburg VA Private
Voorhees College Denmark SC Private
West Virginia State University Institute wv Public
Wilberforce University Wilberforce OH Private
Wiley College Marshall TX Private
Winston-Salem State University Winston-Salem NC Public
Xavier University of Louisiana New Orleans LA Private
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Appendix B
Solicitation Letter to HBCU Senior Officers

September 9, 2008
To the Esteemed Cohort of HBCU Senior Officers:

You are invited to represent your institution in the first national research study to address student
learning assessment practices at Historically Black Colleges and Universities (HBCUS). The
purpose of this study is twofold: 1) to examine and inventory organizational and administrative
assessment support practices and policies at HBCUs and, (2) to gauge the organizational climate
for assessment at HBCUs based on faculty and administrator's perceptions.

You are asked to provide institution-level assessment profile information based on your role as
the senior officer most knowledgeable of your university's current learning assessment effort.
Your participation is voluntary.

The project director is Doris A. Overton, doctoral candidate at the George Washington University,
Graduate School of Education and Human Development (GSEHD), Washington, D. C. The
dissertation chair is Brian K. Bridges, Ph.D., Adjunct Professor at the GSEHD.

This study replicates a subset of the first national research project conducted in 1999 that
examined organizational and administrative learning assessment practices at all postsecondary
institutions in the United States. Our study is the first of its kind to target accredited, non-
proprietary, four-year HBCUs with the intent of critically examining "how learning assessment
impacts institutions and how academic administrators can use this information to improve the
academic performance of their institutions" (Peterson, Einarson, Augustine and Vaughan, 1999).

In view of the national focus on accountability in higher education, and the debate about student
learning outcomes and assessment, today's dearth of scholarly and empirical knowledge about
learning assessment at HBCUSs is inexcusable. The need for this study is long overdue.
Therefore, your input is needed to augment the public debate, to balance educational policy
agendas, and to add to the body of knowledge about learning assessment at HBCUs. Indeed,
without your input, scholarly and empirical knowledge, and best practices about learning
assessment across HBCUs will remain an enigma and speculative at best.

If you choose to take part in this study, you will be asked to complete the survey, “National
Survey of Student Learning Assessment Practices at Historically Black Colleges and
Universities.” The instrument should take no more than 10 to 20 minutes to complete and you
may stop your participation at any time.

Your responses will be held in strict confidence. Each survey will be pre-coded with a unique
identifier to replace your identifying information. If results of this research study are reported in
journals or at scientific meetings, individuals who participated in this study will not be named or
identified.

The Office of Human Research of George Washington University, at telephone number (202)
994-2715, can provide further information about your rights as a research participant. Further
information regarding this study may be obtained by contacting Doris A. Overton, sub-
investigator, at telephone number (757) 881-9443 or (804) 513-7077 or email
dorisaoverton@verizon.net.
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To access the online survey, please click on the link below. The password is HBCU2008 (not
case-sensitive).

https://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx?sm=FJWYBMHZ96i 2fmcCdm_2f1jAIMMmJSDtQCqlhv
Dp_2fVcuVv4 3d

To access a hardcopy survey, please click on the link below. No password is required.

http://mysite.verizon.net/dovenable/

These links are uniquely tied to this survey and your email address, so this message should not
be forwarded.

If you have questions or need additional information, please contact Doris A. Overton, at 757-
881-9443 or by email at dorisaoverton@verizon.net

With kind regards,

Doris A. Overton, M.S.

Doctoral Candidate

The George Washington University

Graduate School of Education and Human Development Washington, D. C. 20052

Brian K. Bridges, Ph.D.

Dissertation Chair/Adjunct Professor

The George Washington University

Graduate School of Education and Human Development Washington, D. C. 20052

Please note: If you do not wish to receive further emails from us,
please click the link below, and you will be automatically removed from
our mailing list.

https://www.surveymonkey.com/optout.aspx
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Appendix C
Solicitation Letter to HBCU Faculty and Administrators

September 9, 2008
To the Esteemed Cohort of HBCU Faculty and Administrators:

You are invited to represent your institution in the first national study to address student learning
assessment practices at Historically Black Colleges and Universities (HBCUSs). The purpose of
this study is twofold: 1) to examine and inventory organizational and administrative assessment
support practices and policies at HBCUs and, (2) to gauge the organizational climate for
assessment at HBCUs based on faculty and administrator's perceptions.

You are asked to provide your perceptions, i.e., your satisfaction, involvement, and personal
feelings about your institution's current learning assessment effort. Your participation is voluntary.

The project director is Doris A. Overton, doctoral candidate at the George Washington University,
Graduate School of Education and Human Development (GSEHD), Washington, D. C. The
dissertation chair is Brian K. Bridges, Ph.D., Adjunct Professor at the GSEHD.

This study replicates a subset of the first national research project conducted in 1999 that
examined organizational and administrative learning assessment practices at all postsecondary
institutions in the United States. Our study is the first of its kind to target accredited, non-
proprietary, four-year HBCUs with the intent of critically examining "how learning assessment
impacts institutions and how academic administrators can use this information to improve the
academic performance of their institutions" (Peterson, Einarson, Augustine and Vaughan, 1999).

In view of the national focus on accountability in higher education, and the debate about student
learning outcomes and assessment, today's dearth of scholarly and empirical knowledge about
learning assessment at HBCUSs is inexcusable. The need for this study is long overdue.
Therefore, your input is needed to augment the public debate, to balance educational policy
agendas, and to add to the body of knowledge about learning assessment at HBCUs. Indeed,
without your input, scholarly and empirical knowledge, and best practices about learning
assessment across HBCUs will remain an enigma and speculative at best.

If you choose to take part in this study, you will be asked to complete the survey, "National
Survey of Student Learning Assessment Practices at Historically Black Colleges and
Universities." The instrument should take no more than 10 to 15 minutes to complete and you
may stop your participation at any time.

Your responses will be held in strict confidence. Each survey will be pre-coded with a unique
identifier to replace your identifying information. If results of this research study are reported in
journals or at scientific meetings, individuals who participated in this study will not be named or
identified.

The Office of Human Research of George Washington University, at telephone number (202)
994-2715, can provide further information about your rights as a research participant. Further
information regarding this study may be obtained by contacting Doris A. Overton, sub-
investigator, at telephone number (757) 881-9443 or (804) 513-7077 or email
dorisaoverton@verizon.net.

To access the online survey, please click on the link below. The password is HBCU2008 (not
case-sensitive).
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https://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx?sm=ol5e 2f0 2fKfyIWMnVJgKyJ4A 3d 3d

To access a hardcopy survey, please click on the link below. No password is required.
http://mysite.verizon.net/dovenable/

These links are uniquely tied to this survey and your email address, so this message should not
be forwarded.

If you have questions or need additional information, please contact Doris A. Overton, at 757-
881-9443 or by emalil at dorisaoverton@verizon.net

With kind regards,

Doris A. Overton, M.S.

Doctoral Candidate

The George Washington University

Graduate School of Education and Human Development
Washington, D. C. 20052

Brian K. Bridges, Ph.D.

Dissertation Chair/Adjunct Professor

The George Washington University

Graduate School of Education and Human Development
Washington, D. C. 20052

Please note: If you do not wish to receive further emails from us,
please click the link below, and you will be automatically removed from
our mailing list.

https://www.surveymonkey.com/optout.aspx
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Appendix D

Authorization to Use NCPI Instruments

Doris Overton-Venable

From: marvp@mail.umich.edu on behalf of Marvin W. Peterson [marvp@umich.edu]
Sent: Thursday, December 08, 2005 9:44 AM

To: Doris Overton-Venable

Subject: Re: Request for Information re: Project 5.2

doris

Thanks for the note. | am glad to hear you are pursuing this topic.
Unfortunately, | am afraid | cannot be of much help wit the data you request since this project was so long ago.

Since the study was public record, the survey instruments were available to anyone who wanted to use them. Some have
asked for permission as you are doing but | do not have a systematic record of those. And | do not know how many used
them without asking.

We do not have a list of participating institutions. The survey as you are aware was a whole population sample of all 2
year, 4 year and university institutions. We guaranteed them anonymity so did not keep a list of those who responded.
We only have the data reported about the numbers and percentages by institutional type based on their Carnegie
classification at the time.

| would certainly be delighted if you used all or part of either instrument in your work and would appreciate any summary of
your final research findings.
My best on rapid and successful completion of your dissertation.

Marv
--On Wednesday, December 7, 2005 5:12 PM -0500 Doris Overton-Venable <dovenable@cox.net> wrote:

>
b3

> Dr. Peterson:

>

>

>

> | am a doctoral student at The George Washington University and am in

> the dissertation proposal phase. My topic of interest is 'the impact

> of student learning outcomes assessment programs as a measure of

> accountability in higher education'. | am referencing your work

> extensively in my study.

>

>

>

> Earlier today, | emailed Dr. Gumport and Dr. Jennings at Stanford

> requesting assistance in locating studies conducted subsequent to the

> NCPI project 5.2 that addressed the impact of SLO assessment programs.
> Dr. Jennings suggested that | contact you directly.

>

| have 2 additional requests:

VVVVVYV

? How may | access the data, or at a minimum, get a list of the
> institutions that participated in the NCPI 5.2 project?

> 7?7 How may | get permission to use a subset of the "Inventory of
> Institutional Support for Student Assessment" survey, specifically,
> Section V -- Impacts of Student Assessment?

>

>
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Appendix E
HBCU Senior Officers’ Survey

NATIONAL HBCU SENIOR OFFICER'S SURVEY

1.

2

INTRODUCTION

To the Esteemed Cohort of HBCU Senior Officers:

We thank you for contributing to the body of knowledge about student learning assessment practices at Historically Black Colleges and
Universities.

This instrument contains 24 shart questions about your institution's assessment initiative that should take no more than 15 to 20 minu
complete. If your institution does not have an active assessment initiative, please complete the Participant Profile section of the survey:

For your convenience, you may start and re-enter the survey at any time. We kindly request that you complete the survey no later than
October 31, 2008.

Your willingness to participate in this research study is implied if you proceed with completing the survey. To access a hardcopy of the R
Consent Information Sheet, please go to: http://www.mysite.verizon.net/dovenable/.

Should you have guestions or comments, please contact Doris A. Overton at 757-881-9443 or by email at dorisaoverton@verizon.net.

Respectfully,

Doris A. Overton, M.S.

Doctoral Candidate

The George Washington University

Graduate School of Education and Human Development
Washington, D. C. 20052

Brian K. Bridges, Ph.D.

Dissertation Chair

The George Washington University

Graduate School of Education and Human Development
Washington, D. C. 20052

PARTICIPANT PROF

Please describe yourself:

1. Race/Ethnicity:
j African American/Black
Alaskan Native

American Indian

Caucasian
Hispanic/Latino

|
5
§ Asian
|
B |
|

Other

2. Gender:
N | Male

| | Female
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NATIONAL HBCU SENIOR OFFICER'S SURVEY

3. How many years have you worked at this institution?
T < 1 year
¥ 1-5years
g 6 -10 years
¥ 11 - 15 years
§ 16 -20 years

§ > 20 years

4. How many years have you worked in higher education?
5§ <1lyear
j - 5 years
§ 6-10years
i | 11 - 15 years
’: 16 - 20 years

® > 20 years

5. What is your highest degree?
§ Ph.D./Ed.D.
§ J1.D./M.D.
E Master's
¥ Bachelor's
" Associate's

g Other

6. What is your primary appointment?
® Faculty
B | Administrator

® Administrative/Professional Faculty

§ Professional Staff

5 NA
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Appendix F

HBCU Faculty and Administrators’ Survey
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Appendix G

The George Washington University’s Internal Review Board Approval

249



Supplemental Figures, Appendix A

Institutional Mission Priorities

Institutional Mission Priority:
Excellence in Undergraduate Education
by Institution Type
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Figure ALl Excellence in undergraduate educatiemerged as a ‘very high priority’ for 69.7% of the
sample baccalaureate and master’s institutions38#@ of the doctoral and research sample institation

Institutional Mission Priority:

Teaching Undergraduates
by Institution Type
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Figure A2 Teaching undergraduatesnerged as a ‘very high priority’ for 69.7% of temple
baccalaureate and master’s institutions and 408eo$ample doctoral and research institutions.
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Institutional Mission Priority:
Identifying Clear Outcomes
by Institution Type
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Figure A3. Identifying clear outcomesmerged as a ‘very high priority’ for 36.4% of themple
baccalaureate and master’s institutions and 608eo$ample doctoral and research institutions.

Institutional Mission Priority:
Student Diversity
by Institution Type
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Figure A4 Student diversityvas a ‘moderate priority’ for 39.4% of the sampéecalaureate and master’s
institutions and a ‘high priority’ for 40% of thample doctoral and research institutions.
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Institutional Mission Priority:
Research
by Institution Type
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Figure A5. Researclwas a ‘high priority’ for 36.4% of the sample balzreate and master’s institutions
and 60% of the sample doctoral and research itistitsi

Institutional Mission Priority:
Service to Community
by Institution Type
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Figure A6. Service to community emergedaathigh priority’ for 42.4% of the sample baccaleate and
master’s institutions and 60% of the sample dotw&md research institutions
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Institutional Mission Priority:
Alternative Delivery Systems
by Institution Type

60% 1

W Baccalaureate/Master's (n = 33)
16 M Doctoral/Research (n = 5)

50% 4

40%

30% A

20% A

10% -

Percent of HBCU Sample ( N = 38)

0 0
0% T T

Very low Low priority Moderate High priority ~ Very high
priority priority priority

Figure A7 Alternative delivery systems emergedadmoderate priority’ for 48.5% of the sample
baccalaureate and master’s institutions and 208eo$ample doctoral and research institutions

Institutional Mission Priority:
Interdisciplinary Teaching and Research
by Institution Type
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Figure A8. Interdisciplinary teaching and research emergediasioderate priority’ for 54.5% of the
sample baccalaureate and master’s institution$@#@ of the sample doctoral and research institation
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Figure A9. Excellence in undergraduate education emerged ‘&gery high priority’ for 61.1% of the
sample public institutions and 80% of the sampiegpe institutions.
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Figure A10. Teaching undergraduates wasasvery high priority’ for 66.7% of the sample gigb
institutions and 65% of the sample private institos.
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Institutional Mission Priority:
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Figure A1l Identifying clear outcomes was asvery high priority’ for 39% of the sample publi
institutions and a 40% of the sample private ingtns.

Institutional Mission Priority:
Student Diversity
by Control Type
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Figure A12 Student diversity emerged asmoderate priority’ for 28.8% of the sample palhstitutions
and 45% of the sample private institutions.
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Institutional Mission Priority:
Research
by Control Type
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Figure 13. Research emerged ashigh priority’ for 38.9% of the sample publiastitutions and 40% of
the sample private institutions.

Institutional Mission Priority:
Service to Community
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Figure 14. Service to community was'high priority’ for 55.6% of the sample publiestitutions and 35%
of the sample private institutions.
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Institutional Mission Priority:
Alternative Delivery Systems
by Control Type
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Figure A15. Alternative delivery systems emergedaamoderate priority’ for 38.9% of the sample pabl
institutions and 50% of the sample private institos.

Institutional Mission Priority:
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by Control Type
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Figure A16 Interdisciplinary teaching and research wasmoderate priority’ for 55.6% of the public
sample and 55% of the private sample institutions.
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Supplemental Figures, Appendix B

Purposes for Conducting Assessment

Purposes for Conducting Assessment:
Improving Undergraduate Achievement
by Institution Type
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Figure B1 Improving undergraduate achievement was a ‘iraportant’ purpose for conducting
assessment for 66.7% of the sample baccalauredtmaster’s institutions and 100% of the sample

doctoral research institutions

Purposes for Conducting Assessment:
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Figure B2 Self-study for accreditatioamerged as a ‘very important’ purpose for conahgciissessment
for 60.6% of the sample baccalaureate and masimstisutions and 80% of the sample doctoral and
research institutions.
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Figure B4 Meeting state reporting requiremergmerged as a ‘very important’ purpose for conahggti
assessment for 36.3% of the sample baccalauredtmaster’s institutions and 100% of the sample

doctoral and researc

h institutions.

259



Purposes for Conducting Assessment:
Guiding Resource Allocation Decisions
by Institution Type
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Figure B5 Guiding resource allocation decisioesnerged as a ‘very important’ purpose for conahgcti
assessment for 18.1% of the sample baccalauredtmaster’s institutions and 80% of the sample datto
and research institutions.
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Figure B6 Improving faculty instructional performaneeas a ‘very important’ purpose for conducting
assessment for 39.4% of the sample baccalaureatmaster’s institutions and 80% of the sample datto
and research institutions.
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Improving Undergraduate Achievement
by Control Type
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Figure B7. Improving undergraduate achievemevds a ‘very important’ purpose for conducting
assessment for 61.1% of the sample public institgtand 80% of the sample private institutions.
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Figure B8 Self-study for accreditation emergas a ‘very important’ purpose for conducting assesg
for 72.2% of the sample public institutions and 588the sample private institutions.
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Figure BQ Guiding undergraduate program improvement emeged ‘very important’ purpose for
conducting assessment for 61.1% of the sample@indiitutions and 80% of the sample private
institutions.
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Figure B10 Meeting state reporting requirementasva ‘very important’ purpose for conducting
assessment for 44.4% of the sample public institgtand 40% of the sample private institutions.
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Figure B11 Guiding resource allocation decisionggvan ‘important’ purpose for conducting assessment
for 22.2% of the sample public institutions and 588the sample private institutions.
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Figure 12 Improving faculty instructional performance emergesh ‘very important’ purpose for
conducting assessment for 50% of the sample pirdfitutions and 40% of the sample private insittos.
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Supplemental Figures, Appendix C

Assessment Plans and Policy Types

Institutional Assessment Plan and Policy Types
by Institution Type

<
© 60% -
z 17
B Baccalaureate/Masters (n = 32)
-~ 50% 4
@ B Doctoral/Research (n = 5)
kel
2 40% -
D
£
() %
= 30%
g 1
8 20% 4
T
5 10% A 2
= 1
- — . °
o Formal Formal plans Academic units Inconsistent Plans in
institution-wide  within divisions encouraged to compliance progress
mandatory and schools conduct among
plans assessment divisions and
schools

Figure C1 The majority (53.1%) of the sample baccalaureatkmaster’s institutions and 20% of the
sample doctoral and research institutions useddbmstitution-wide mandatory assessment plans
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Figure C2 The majority (52.6%) of private institutions a#di% of public institutions used formal
institution-wide mandatory assessment plans.
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Supplemental Figures, Appendix D
Resource Allocation Practices

Resource Allocation Practices
by Institution Type
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Figure D1 Over half (54.5%) of the sample baccalaureatkraaster’s institutions, and 80% of the
sample doctoral and research institutions maintaémeexplicit operating budgdbr learning assessment.
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Figure D2 Half (50%) of the sample public institutions &6 of the sample private institutions
maintained amxplicit operating budgéor learning assessment.
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Supplemental Figures, Appendix E

Professional Development Practices

Professional Development Practices for
Faculty and Administrators
by Institution Type
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Figure E1 The majority (81.8%) of the sample baccalauraatt master’s institutions and 100% of the
sample doctoral and research institutions provilgzport to attend professional development confaren
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Faculty and Administrators
by Control Type
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Figure E2 The majority (94.4%) of the sample public ingittns and 75% of the sample private
institutions provideaupport to attend professional assessment confesenc
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Supplemental Figures, Appendix F

Faculty Evaluations and Reward Policies

Faculty Evaluations and Reward Policies
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Figure F1The majority (81.8%) of sample baccalaureate aasten’s institutions and 100% of the sample

doctoral and research institutiomscouraged faculty to engage in learning assessment
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Figure F2. The majority (77.8%) of the sample public and 9@Pthe sample private institutions’
encouraged faculty to conduct learning assessment
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Supplemental Figures, Appendix G

Academic Program Reviews and Planning Practices

Academic Program Reviews and Planning Practices
by Institution Type
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Figure G1. More than 60.6% of the sample baccalaureate astdenis institutions and doctoral and
research institutions used assessment informatieaé¢hacademic program review and planning practice
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Figure G2. More than 61.1% of the sample public and 65%hefsample private institutions used
assessment information in eaatademic program review and planning practice.
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Supplemental Figures, Appendix H

Influence of Assessment Information

Influence of Assessment Information in
Academic Missions and Goals Decisions
by Institution Type
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Figure HL Assessment information had been ‘very influéhitiedecisions regardingcademic missions
and goalsfor 45.2% of the sample baccalaureate and masted€80% of the sample doctoral and research
institutions
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General Education Curriculum Decisions
by Institution Type
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Figure H2 Assessment information had been ‘very influéhitiedecisions regardingeneral education
curriculumfor 71% of the sample baccalaureate and masted$8% of doctoral and research
institutions
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Figure H3 Assessment information had been ‘very influehimatiecisions regardingcademic programs
and majordor 67.7% of the sample baccalaureate and masted$60% of the sample doctoral and
research institutions.
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Figure H4 Assessment information had been ‘very influehimatlecisions regardingeports for external
agentsfor 56.7% of the sample baccalaureate and maststisutions and 80% of the sample doctoral and
research institutions.
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Figure H5 Assessment information had been ‘very influehiratlecisions regardingcademic support
servicedfor 51.5% of the sample baccalaureate and masteds/5% of the sample doctoral and research

institutions.
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Figure H&6 Assessment information had been ‘somewhat inflakim decisions regardingtudent affairs
activitiesfor 59.4% of the sample baccalaureate and masted$0% of the sample doctoral and research

institutions.
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Influence of Assessment Information in
Resource Allocation Decisions
by Institution Type
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Figure H7. Assessment information had been ‘somewhat inflag for 63.3% of the sample
baccalaureate and master’'s and 50% of the sampterdband research institutions in decisions reigar

resource allocations to academic units
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Figure H8 Assessment information had been ‘very influehimatiecisions regardingssessment plans
and policedor 60% of the sample baccalaureate and masted'8@%o of the sample doctoral and research
institutions.
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Influence of Assessment Information in
Faculty Promotion and Tenure Decisions
by Institution Type
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Figure H9 Assessment information had been of ‘no influenmeealecisions regardinfaculty promotion
and tenure decisiorfer 40.7% of the sample baccalaureate and mastad<20% of the sample doctoral
and research institutions.

Influence of Assessment Information in
Faculty Salary Increases and Reward Decisions
by Institution Type
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Figure H1Q Assessment information had ‘not been influeniiallecisions regardinfaculty salary
increases and reward decisiofts 51.9% of the sample baccalaureate and masted<10% of the
doctoral and research institutions.
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Influence of Assessment Information in
General Education Curriculum Decisions
by Control Type
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Figure H11.Assessment information had been ‘very influeniiailecisions regardingeneral education
curriculumfor 76.5% of the sample public and 63.2% of thmde private institutions.
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Figure H12.Assessment information had been ‘very influeniiallecisions regardingcademic missions
and goalsfor 41.2% public and 57.9% of private institutions
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Influence of Assessment Information in
Academic Programs and Majors Decisions
by Control Type

—_ 90% 4
(o]
‘I‘I’ 16
80% A
z
- 70% A B Public (n = 16)
g W Private (n = 20)
g 60% A
£ 8
£ 50% A
K}
g_ 40%
6 -
3 5
8 30% -
T
04 -
5 20% 5 3
=
g 10% A 1 1
) 0
g L e
No influence Data not Data somewhat Data very
influential influential influential

Figure H13 Assessment information had been ‘very influehiratiecisions regardingcademic programs
and majorsfor 50% of the sample public and 80% of the sarppieate institutions.
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Academic Support Services Decisions
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Figure H14 Assessment information had been ‘very influehiratiecisions regardingcademic support
servicesfor 44.4% of the sample public institutions and288 of the sample private institutions.
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Influence of Assessment Information in
Reports for External Agents
by Control Type
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Figure H15. Assessment information had been ‘very influeniiakeports for external agenfer 62.5%
of the sample public and 57.9% of the sample peiuagtitutions.
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Figure H16 Assessment information had been ‘very influehiratiecisions regardingssessment plans,
policies, and processdsr 60% of the sample public and 65% of the sarppieate institutions.
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Influence of Assessment Information in
Student Affairs Activities Decisions
by Control Type
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Figure H17 Assessment information had been ‘somewhat inflakim decisions regardingtudent affairs
activitiesfor 58.8% of the sample public and 57.9% of thee private institutions.
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Resource Allocation Decisions
by Control Type
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Figure H18 Assessment information had been ‘somewhat inflakim decisions regardingesource
allocations to academic unifsr 50% of the sample public and 72.2% of the dampvate institutions.
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Influence of Assessment Information in
Faculty Promotion and Tenure Decisions
by Control Type
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Figure H19 Assessment information had ‘no influencefasulty promotion and tenure decisioius
26.7% of the sample public and 47.1% of the sampplate institutions.

Influence of Assessment Information in
Faculty Salary Increases and Rewards Decisions
by Control Type
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Figure H2Q Assessment information had ‘not been influeniiafaculty salary increases and reward
decisions for 40% of the sample public and 58.8%hefsample private institutions.
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Supplemental Figures, Appendix |

Impact of Assessment Information on Institutional Performance Indicators

Impact of Assessment Information:
Campus Discussion of Undergraduate Education
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Figure 1L The majority of the sample baccalaureate anderiag63.6%) and doctoral and research (80%)
institutions reported assessment information hagitive impact’ orcampus discussions of undergraduate
education

Impact of Assessment Information:
Changes in Teaching Methods
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Figure 12. The majority (54.5%) of the sample baccalaureatt master's and 40% of doctoral and
research institutions reported assessment infooméaad ‘positive impact’ onhanges in teaching
methods.
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Figure 13. The majority (54.5%) of the sample baccalaureat master’s institutions and 40% of doctoral
and research institutions reported assessmentiatayn had ‘positive impact’ ostudent grade

performance.
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Figure 14. The majority (60.6%) of the sample baccalaureatt master’s and 40% of doctoral and
research institutions reported ‘positive impact'sbadent retention and graduation rates.
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Impact of Assessment Information:
Student Achievement on External Exams
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Figure 15. The majority (60.6%) of the sample baccalaureatt master's and 40% of doctoral and
research institutions reported ‘positive impact'stmdent achievement on external exams.
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Figure 16. The majority (57.6%) of the sample baccalaureatt master’s and 20% of doctoral and
research institutions had ‘not monitored’ the intpafa@llocation of state fundingn assessment.
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Impact of Assessment Information:
Evaluations from Regional Accrediting Agencies
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Figure 17. The majority (78.8%) of the sample baccalaureatt master's and 80% of doctoral and
research institutions reported ‘positive impact’regional accreditors evaluatiorfsom assessment
information.
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Figure 18. The majority (57.6%) of the sample baccalaureate master’s and 60% of doctoral and
research institutions reported ‘positive impact'tbairinstitutional reputation and image.
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Figure 19. Assessment information had ‘positive impact’aampus discussions of undergraduate
educationfor 66.7% of the sample public and 65% of priviastitutions
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Figure 110. The majority (50%) of the sample public instituis and 55% of private institutions reported
‘positive impact’ from using assessment informatiochange teaching methods.
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Figure 111. Assessment information had ‘positive impact'stmdent grade performander 44.4% of the
sample public and 60% of the sample private insbits.
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Figure 112. Assessment information had ‘positive impact'stimdent retention and graduation raties
44.4% of the sample public and 70% of the sampiafa institutions.
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Figure 113. Half (50%) of the sample public institutions a8&Po of private institutions reported ‘positive
impact’ onstudent achievement on external exams’

70% - Impact of Assessment Information:
13 Allocation of State Funding
?g By Control Type
- 60% -
z
~ 50u B Public (n = 18)
g 0 W Private (n = 20)
5 ]
B 40% -
£
Q
Q.
£ 30%-
n
-]
O
D 209% -
G
5
O 10% -
5 1
) [ ]
0
0% = T T
Data not Negative Impact No known impact Positive impact
monitored

Figure 114. At least 38.9% of the sample public instituti@msl 65% of private institutions did ‘not
monitor’ assessment information falfocation of state funding
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Figure 115. Assessment information had ‘positive impact'emaluations from regional accrediting
agenciedor 83.3% of the sample public and 75% of privaigitutions.
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Figure 116. Assessment information had ‘positive impactiinstitutional reputation and imagdsr 50%
of the sample public and 65% of private institution
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Supplemental Figures, Appendix J

Faculty and Administrators’ Beliefs about Influences on Assessmeiatiires

Beliefs about the Importance of

An Institution-wide Formal Assessment Plan All Requ ired to Follow
By Position
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Figure J1 The majority (51.5%) of faculty and administrat§60%) believed that anstitution-
wide mandatory formal assessment pleas a ‘very important’ institutional influence on
assessment initiatives.

Beliefs about the Importance of
An Institution-wide Informal Assessment Plan All Re quired to Follow
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Figure J2 The majority (54.4%) of the sample faculty addninistrators (45.7%) believed that
aninstitution-wide informal assessment plaas an ‘important’ institutional influence on
assessment initiatives.
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Figure J3 The majority (69.9%) of the sample faculty addninistrators (80%) believesknior
level supporfor student learning assessment was a ‘very impbiitastitutional influence on
assessment initiatives.

Beliefs about the Importance of
Vocal Detractors
By Position
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Figure J4. The majority of the sample faculty (56.3%) andhadstrators (62.9%) believedcal

detractorsof student learning assessment were a ‘somewlartamt’ influence on assessment
initiatives
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Supplemental Figuregppendix K

Faculty and Administrators’ Satisfaction with Assessment Managemactides

Satisfaction with
Institution-wide Student Learning Assessment Plan o r Policy

> by Position
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Figure K1. The majority (58.6%) of the administrator and 48.868faculty sample was ‘satisfied’ with
their respective institutionsissessment plan or policy.
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Figure K2.The majority (57.1%) of the administrator and 48.6ftaculty sample were ‘satisfied’ with
opportunities to participate in setting assessnpaticy.
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Figure K3.The majority (54.3%) of the administrator and 45.6Pfaculty sample was satisfied with
administrative leadership support for learning assment.
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Figure K4.The majority (56.3%) of the faculty and 45.7% o eidministrator sample were ‘satisfied’ with
faculty leadership support for learning assessment
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Satisfaction with
Opportunities for Professional Development
by Position

N

60% 1

B Faculty (n = 103)

0f -
50% 48 B Administrators (n = 70)

40% A

30% 4

= 173)

20% 4

10% -

N

0% -

Very Not Satisfied Neutral or Satisfied Very
Dissatisfied Unknown satisfied

Percent of HBCU Faculty and Administrator Sample (

Figure K5.The majority (52.9%) of the administrator and aiste46.6% of the faculty sample was ‘not
satisfied” withprofessional development opportunitiesassessment

Satisfaction with
Evaluations and Reward Based on Assessment Informat ion and Involvvement
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Figure K6.The majority of the faculty (54.4%) and administrat51.4%) sample reported ‘neutral or
unknown’ satisfaction witlevaluations based on assessment information ardviement in assessment
activities.
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Figure K7.Almost half (48.5%) of the faculty and administnafé8.6%) sample were ‘not satisfied’ with
the use ofissessment information in academic decision making.
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The Impact of Assessment on Their Respective Instit  utions
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Figure K8.The majority (56.3%) of the faculty and 41.4% aof tdministrator sample reported ‘neutral or
unknown’ satisfaction with thenpact of assessment information their respective institutions.
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Supplemental Figures, Appendix L

Faculty and Administrators’ Feelings about Student Learning Assessment

Faculty and Administrators Agree
On the Value of Assessment
by Position
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Figure L1 The majority of the faculty (65%) and adminittra(57.1%) sample ‘agreed somewhat’ on the
value of student learning assessment

Faculty Has a Common
Understanding of the Term "Student Learning Assessme nt"
by Position
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Figure L2 The majority (63.1%) of the faculty and admirasdr (60%) sample ‘agreed somewhat’ that
faculty has a common understanding of the t&tadent learning assessment”.
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Administrators' Have a Common Understanding
of the Term "Student Learning Assessment"
by Position
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Figure L3 The majority (61.2%) of the faculty and admirasdr (55.7%) sample ‘agreed somewhat’ that
administrators had a common understanding of tha tstudent learning assessment”.

Faculty Has a Common Understanding
of the Term "Student Learning Outcomes"
by Position
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Figure L4 The majority of the faculty (62.1%) and admirasdr (68.6%) sample ‘agreed somewhat’ that
faculty has a common understanding of the termdstu learning outcomes”.
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Administrators' Have a Common Understanding
of the Term "Student Learning Outcomes"
by Position
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Figure L5 The majority of the faculty (60.2%) and admirasbdr (64.3%) sample ‘agreed somewhat’ that
administrators’ had a common understanding of #rent“student learning outcomes”.
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Figure L6 Almost half (49.5%) of the faculty and adminidgbr (48.6%) sample ‘disagreed somewhat’
thatassessment limited time for other academic aditi
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Assessment Has Improved Quality of Education at My Institution
by Position
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Figure L7. The majority of the faculty (62.1%) and admirasor (58.6%) sample ‘agreed somewhat’ that
assessment had improved the quality of educatidheir respective institutions

Faculty Use Assessment Information to
Modify Teaching Methods
by Position
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Figure L8 The majority of the faculty (63.1%) and admirasbdr (62.9%) sample ‘agreed somewhat’ that
faculty used assessment information to modify iegaimethodst their respective institutions.
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Faculty Use Assessment Information to
Improve Teaching Methods
by Position
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Figure L9 The majority of the faculty (64.1%) and admirasdr (61.4%) sample ‘agreed somewhat’ that
faculty used assessment information to improve teachingodsat their respective institutions.

Faculty Fear Assessment Results Used in Evaluations
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Figure L1Q The majority of the faculty (54.4%) and admirasbr (52.9%) sample ‘agreed somewhat’ that
faculty feared assessment results would be usedalnationsat their respective institutions.
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Supplemental Figures, Appendix M

Faculty and Administrators’ Involvement in Institution-wide Assessmetitities

Faculty and Administrators' Involvement in
Institution-wide Assessment Workshops and Seminars
by Position
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Figure M1 At least 46.6% of the faculty and 42.9% admraistr sample were ‘involved’ in institution-
wide assessment workshops and seminars

Faculty and Administrators' Involvement in
Academic Program Reviews and Curriculum Planning
by Position
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Figure M2 Less than half (43.7%) of the faculty and adstmaitor (42.9%) sample were ‘involved’ in
academic program reviews and curriculum plannfogassessment
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Faculty and Administrators' Service on Institution -wide Assessment
Committees and Task Forces
by Position
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Figure M3 Less than half of the faculty (42.7%) and adstmaitor (47.1%) sample were ‘involved’ in
institutions-wide assessment committees and taskdat their respective institutions.

Faculty and Administrators' Involvement in
Setting Assessment Policy

by Position
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Figure M4 The majority of the faculty (62.1%) add.4% of administrator sample was ‘not involved’ in
setting assessment poliaytheir respective institutions.
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Faculty and Administrators' Involvement in
Advising Students Using Assessment Results

by Position
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Figure M5 Almost half (49.5%) of the faculty and 50% o tadministrator sample were ‘not involved’ in
advising students using assessment reatiliseir respective institutions.

Faculty and Administrators' Involvement in
Revising Instructional Methods Based on Assessment Results
by Position
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Figure M6 At least 45.6% of the faculty and 38.6% of adstmator sample were ‘involved’ irevising
instructional methods using assessment restltseir respective institutions.
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Supplemental Tables, Appendix A

Table Al. Missing and Imputed Values for Senior Officer’s Instrument

Domain Dimension Total# Total # Total # of % of
ltems ltems Missing/ Missing
per (N=38) Imputed Values
Question Values
OAPP Mission Priorities 8 304 12 3.95
Purposes for 6 228 6 2.63
Conducting
Assessment
Assessment Plansand 5 190 6 3.16
Policies
Student Policies 2 76 2 2.63
Resource Allocation 4 152 4 2.63
Policies
Professional 4 152 4 2.63
Development Policies
Faculty Evaluation 4 152 4 2.63
and Reward Policies
Academic Planning 4 152 4 2.63
and Review Practices
Total 37 1406 42 2.98%
Utility of Influence of 10 380 42 11.05
Assessment Assessment
Information Information
Impact on 7 266 54 20.30
Performance
Indicators
Total 17 2052 96 6.725%

Note: Missing values used to impute new values.
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Table A2.Missing and Imputed Values for Faculty and Administrators’ Instrument

Domain Dimension  Total # Total # Total # of % of
Items per of Items Missing/ Missing
Question (N =173) Imputed Values
Values
Organizational Feelings 10 1,730 46 2.66
Climate about
Assessment
Statements
Satisfaction 8 1,384 372 26.88
with
Assessment
Practices
Involvement 6 1,038 256 24.66
in
Assessment
Activities
Beliefs re: 4 692 180 26.10
Institutional
Influences
Total 28 4844 856 17.63%

Note: Missing values used to impute new values.
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Table A3.Research Questions, Variables, and Statistical Tests

Research Survey Dependent Independent Statistical
Questions Questions Variables Variables Tests
Participant 1-11 Senior Officer Race, Frequency
Profile Position Gender, distributions
Data Position,
Years in Higher
Education,
Years at Institution,
Tenure Status,
Degree Earned
RQ1 12 Institution Assessment Plan and2-way
type and Policy Types ANOVA
control
RQ1 16 Institution Mission priorities 2-way
type and ANOVA
control
RQ1 17 Same as Purposes for Same as
above conducting above
assessment
RQ1 18 Same as Resource allocation Same as
above policies above
RQ 1 19 Same as Student participation Same as
above policies above
RQ 1 20 Same as Professional Same as
above development policies above
RQ 1 21 Same as Academic planning Same as
above and review practices above
RQ 1 22 Same as Faculty evaluation =~ Same as
above and reward practices above
RQ 2 23 Same as Influence of Same as
above assessment above
information
RQ 3 24 Same as Impact of assessmentSame as
above data on performance above

indicators
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Table A3.Research Questions, Variables, and Statistical Tests — cont'd

Research Survey Dependent Independent Statistical
Questions Questions Variables Variables Tests
Participant 1-11 Position type Race, Gender, Frequency
Profile (faculty and Position, Yearsdistributions
administrators) in Higher

Education,

Years at

Institution,

Tenure Status,

Degree

RQ 4 12 Same as above Feelings aba2zdWay ANOVA
evaluative
assessment
statements
RQ4 13 Same as above  Satisfaction w/ Same as above
assessment
management
practices and
leadership
support
RQ 4 14 Same as above InvolvementSame as above
assessment
activities

RQ5 15 Same as above RelationshigPearson Product-
between moment
perceptions andorrelations
involvement in
assessment
activities
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