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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 universities.  Three 

domains and one construct of institutional support for learning assessment were the foci 

of this two-part study (i.e., organizational and administrative practices and policies, the 

utility of assessment information, and the organizational climate for assessment. 

respectively).  A causal-comparative research design was employed to evaluate the effect 

of control type, institution type, and position type on these domains. 

One senior officer per institution (N =44) most knowledgeable about student 

learning assessment practices provided a profile of assessment practices and policies at 

their respective institutions.  Faculty and administrators (N = 173), representing 55 

accredited HBCUs provided their perceptions about learning assessment management 

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.  Two-way ANOVAs, 

chi-square tests of independence, and Pearson product-moment correlations were used to 

analyze the data.  The Aspin-Welsh-Satterthwaite correction for unequal variances was 

employed.  Effect sizes and the assumptions of statistical tests were reported. 

Despite significant differences between faculty and administrators’ satisfaction 

with assessment practices and leadership support, and their beliefs about institutional 

influences on assessment, Pearson r’ correlations revealed a small relationship with their 
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involvement in assessment activities.  By contrast, no significant differences between the 

institutions’ use of organizational and administrative practices and policies, and the utility 

of assessment information emerged.  Over 86% of the institutions maintained an 

assessment plan or policy, of which 48% were formal, mandatory policies.  Moreover, 

over 70% of the institutions’ mission priorities reflected emphasis on excellence in 

undergraduate education.  Self-study for accreditation emerged as a very important 

purpose for conducting assessment for 63% of all institutions.  Assessment information 

was very influential in four decision areas for over 55% of the institutions, who also 

realized positive impact on seven of eight institutional performance indicators.  Three 

implications for practice, resources and policy were identified, and one recommendation 

for future research was proposed. 

 

 

 



 

 
viii 

Table of Contents 

Dedication .......................................................................................................................... iii 

Acknowledgement ............................................................................................................. iv 

Abstract of Dissertation ..................................................................................................... vi 

List of Figures .................................................................................................................. xiii 

List of Tables .................................................................................................................. xvii 

Chapter I:  Introduction ....................................................................................................... 1 

Overview of the Study .................................................................................................... 3 

Statement of the Problem ................................................................................................ 6 

Purpose ............................................................................................................................ 7 

Research Questions ......................................................................................................... 8 

Statement of Significance ............................................................................................... 9 

Conceptual Framework ................................................................................................. 10 

Summary of Proposed Methodology ............................................................................ 12 

Limitations .................................................................................................................... 15 

Definition of Terms....................................................................................................... 17 

Organization of Remaining Chapters............................................................................ 18 

Chapter 2:  Review of the Literature................................................................................. 19 

Operational Definitions of Student Learning Assessment ............................................ 19 

Institutional Context...................................................................................................... 20 

Study Context................................................................................................................ 24 

Analytic Framework ..................................................................................................... 25 

Organizational Climate and Subclimate Theory ........................................................... 43 



 

 
ix 

Summary and Inferences for this Study ........................................................................ 54 

Chapter 3: Methodology ................................................................................................... 58 

Introduction ................................................................................................................... 58 

Research Design............................................................................................................ 59 

Research Questions ....................................................................................................... 60 

Populations, Sampling Frames, Sampling Strategies ................................................... 61 

The HBCU Institutional Population.......................................................................... 62 

The HBCU Faculty and Administrator Population ................................................... 66 

Instrumentation ............................................................................................................. 70 

Data Collection Procedures ........................................................................................... 73 

Data Management ......................................................................................................... 74 

Data Analysis ................................................................................................................ 80 

Human Participant Considerations and IRB Approvals ............................................... 99 

Chapter 4: Presentation of the Data ................................................................................ 101 

Results ............................................................................................................................. 102 

Research Question 1 ................................................................................................... 102 

Organizational and Administrative Practices and Policies ..................................... 103 

Institutional Support Strategies .......................................................................... 103 

Assessment Management Practices and Policies ............................................... 120 

Research Question 2 ................................................................................................... 138 

The Utility of Assessment Information ................................................................... 138 

The Influence of Assessment Information in Decision Making ........................... 139 

Research Question 3 ................................................................................................... 143 



 

 
x 

The Impact of Learning Assessment Information on Institutional Performance 

Indicators ............................................................................................................ 143 

Research Question 4 ................................................................................................... 151 

The Organizational Climate for Student Learning Assessment .............................. 151 

The Beliefs Dimension ........................................................................................ 152 

The Satisfaction Dimension ................................................................................ 161 

The Feelings Dimension ..................................................................................... 171 

The Involvement Dimension ................................................................................ 176 

Research Question 5 ................................................................................................... 181 

Correlations between Faculty and Administrators’ Perceptions about Student 

Learning Assessment and Their Involvement in Assessment Activities .............. 181 

Chapter 5: Summary, Conclusions, Recommendations, and Implications ..................... 190 

Summary of Findings .................................................................................................. 190 

Overview ..................................................................................................................... 193 

Conclusions ................................................................................................................. 198 

Recommendations and Implications for Practice, Resources, and Policy .................. 201 

Recommendations for Future Research ...................................................................... 204 

Observations ............................................................................................................... 205 

Closing ........................................................................................................................ 209 

References ....................................................................................................................... 210 

Appendix A ..................................................................................................................... 228 

Accredited Four-Year Historically Black Colleges and Universities ......................... 228 

Appendix B ..................................................................................................................... 231 



 

 
xi 

Solicitation Letter to HBCU Senior Officers .............................................................. 231 

Appendix C ..................................................................................................................... 233 

Solicitation Letter to HBCU Faculty and Administrators........................................... 233 

Appendix D ..................................................................................................................... 235 

Authorization to Use NCPI Instruments ..................................................................... 235 

Appendix E ..................................................................................................................... 236 

HBCU Senior Officers’ Survey .................................................................................. 236 

Appendix F...................................................................................................................... 243 

HBCU Faculty and Administrators’ Survey ............................................................... 243 

Appendix G ..................................................................................................................... 249 

The George Washington University’s Internal Review Board Approval ................... 249 

Supplemental Figures, Appendix A ................................................................................ 250 

Institutional Mission Priorities .................................................................................... 250 

Supplemental Figures, Appendix B ................................................................................ 258 

Purposes for Conducting Assessment ......................................................................... 258 

Supplemental Figures, Appendix C ................................................................................ 264 

Assessment Plans and Policy Types ........................................................................... 264 

Supplemental Figures, Appendix D ................................................................................ 265 

Resource Allocation Practices .................................................................................... 265 

Supplemental Figures, Appendix E ................................................................................ 266 

Professional Development Practices ........................................................................... 266 

Supplemental Figures, Appendix F................................................................................. 267 

Faculty Evaluations and Reward Policies ................................................................... 267 



 

 
xii 

Supplemental Figures, Appendix G ................................................................................ 268 

Academic Program Reviews and Planning Practices ................................................. 268 

Supplemental Figures, Appendix H ................................................................................ 269 

Influence of Assessment Information ......................................................................... 269 

Supplemental Figures, Appendix I ................................................................................. 279 

Impact of Assessment Information on Institutional Performance Indicators ............. 279 

Supplemental Figures, Appendix J ................................................................................. 287 

Faculty and Administrators’ Beliefs about Influences on Assessment Initiatives ...... 287 

Supplemental Figures, Appendix K ................................................................................ 289 

Faculty and Administrators’ Satisfaction with Assessment Management Practices .. 289 

Supplemental Figures, Appendix L ................................................................................ 293 

Faculty and Administrators’ Feelings about Student Learning Assessment .............. 293 

Supplemental Figures, Appendix M ............................................................................... 298 

Faculty and Administrators’ Involvement in Institution-wide Assessment Activities 298 

Supplemental Tables, Appendix A ................................................................................. 301 

Table A1.  Missing and Imputed Values for Senior Officer’s Instrument .................. 301 

Table A2. Missing and Imputed Values for Faculty and Administrators’ Instrument 302 

Table A3. Research Questions, Variables, and Statistical Tests ................................ 303 

 



 

 
xiii 

List of Figures 

Figure 1.  Conceptual Model of Institutional Support for Student Learning 

Assessment……………………………………………………………….........................11 

Figure 2.  Institutional Mission Priority:  Excellence in Undergraduate 

Education.........................................................................................................................105 

Figure 3.  Institutional Mission Priority:  Teaching Undergraduates…………………..105 

Figure 4.  Institutional Mission Priority:  Identifying Clear Student Outcomes……….106 

Figure 5.  Institutional Mission Priority:  Research……………………………………106 

Figure 6.  Institutional Mission Priority:  Service to Community……………………...107 

Figure 7. Institutional Mission Priority:  Student Diversity……………………………107 

Figure 8.  Institutional Mission Priority:  Interdisciplinary Teaching and Research…..108 

Figure 9.  Institutional Mission Priority:  Alternative Delivery Systems…………........108 

Figure 10.  Purposes for Conducting Assessment:  Improving Undergraduate 

Achievement……………………………………………………………………………112 

Figure 11.  Purposes for Conducting Assessment:  Self-study for Accreditation……...113 

Figure 12.  Purposes for Conducting Assessment:  Guiding Undergraduate 

Improvement……………...…………………………………………………………….113 

Figure 13.  Purposes for Conducting Assessment:  Improving Faculty Instructional 

Performance……………………………………………………………………………114 

Figure 14.  Purposes for Conducting Assessment:  Meeting State Reporting 

Requirements…………………………………………………………………………...114 

Figure 15.  Purposes for Conducting Assessment:  Guiding Resource Allocation 

Decisions………………………………………………………………………………..115 



 

 
xiv 

Figure 16.  Distribution of Assessment Plans and Policy Types……………………….118 

Figure 17.  Student Participation Policies by Institution Type………............................122 

Figure 18.  Student Participation Policies by Control Type……………………………122 

Figure 19.  Use of Resource Allocation Policies……………………………………….125 

Figure 20.  Use of Professional Development Policies for Faculty and Administrators.128 

Figure 21.  Use of Faculty Evaluations and Reward Policies………………………….132 

Figure 22.  Use of Academic Program Reviews and Planning Practices………….…...136 

Figure 23.  Impact of Assessment Information On Performance Indicator: Evaluations 

from Regional Accrediting Agencies………………………………...............................145 

Figure 24.  Impact of Assessment Information On Performance Indicator:  Campus 

Discussions of Undergraduate Education………………………………………………145 

Figure 25.  Impact of Assessment Information On Performance Indicator:  Institutional 

Reputation and Image…………………………..………………………………….…...146 

Figure 26.  Impact of Assessment Information On Performance Indicator: Student 

Achievement on External Exams…………………....………………………………….146 

Figure 27.  Impact of Assessment Information On Performance Indicator:  Student 

Retention and Graduation Rates…………………………...…………………………...147 

Figure 28.  Impact of Assessment Information On Performance Indicator:  Changes in 

Teaching Methods………………………………………………………………………147 

Figure 29.  Impact of Assessment Information On Performance Indicator:  Student Grade 

Performance…………………………………………………………………………….148 

Figure 30.  Impact of Assessment Information On Performance Indicator:  Allocation of 

State Funding…………………………………………………………………………...148 



 

 
xv 

Figure 31.  Faculty and Administrators’ Beliefs about the Importance of An Institution-

wide Formal Assessment Plan……………………………..…………………………...154 

Figure 32.  Faculty and Administrators’ Beliefs about the Importance of An Institution-

wide Informal Assessment Plan or Policy……………………………………………...155 

Figure 33.  Faculty and Administrators’ Beliefs about the Importance of Senior Level 

Support………………………………………………………………………………….155 

Figure 34.  Faculty and Administrators’ Beliefs about the Importance of Vocal 

Detractors…………….....................................................................................................156 

Figure 35.  Faculty and Administrators’ Satisfaction With An Institution-wide Student 

Learning Assessment Plan and Policy……………………..…………………………...163 

Figure 36.  Faculty and Administrators’ Satisfaction With Opportunities to Participate in 

Policy Making…………………………………………………………………………..163 

Figure 37.  Faculty and Administrators’ Satisfaction With Administrative Leadership 

Support for Assessment………………………………………………………………...164 

Figure 38.  Faculty and Administrators’ Satisfaction With Faculty Leadership Support for 

Assessment………………………………………………………………..…………….164 

Figure 39.  Faculty and Administrators’ Satisfaction With Opportunities for Professional 

Development…...……………………………………………………………………….165 

Figure 40.  Faculty and Administrators’ Satisfaction With Evaluations and 

Rewards…………………………………………………………………………………165 

Figure 41.  Faculty and Administrators’ Satisfaction With Assessment Data Used in 

Academic Decision Making…………………………………………………………….166 



 

 
xvi 

Figure 42.  Faculty and Administrators’ Satisfaction With The Impact of Assessment on 

Their Institution……………………………………………….......................................166



 

 
xvii 

List of Tables 

Table 1.  Institutional Response Rate by Control Type .................................................... 64 

Table 2.  Institutional Response Rate by Institution Type ................................................ 64 

Table 3.  Chi-square Goodness-of-fit Results for the HBCU Institutional Sample by 

Control Type ......................................................................................................... 65 

Table 4.  Chi-square Goodness-of-fit Results for the HBCU Institutional Sample by 

Institution Type ..................................................................................................... 66 

Table 5.  Percentage of Faculty and Administrator Responses by Control Type ............. 69 

Table 6.  Percentage of Faculty and Administrator Responses by Institution Type ......... 69 

Table 7.  Cronbach Alpha Scores Before and After Treatment for Missing Values for the 

HBCU Senior Officers’ Instrument ....................................................................... 77 

Table 8.  Cronbach Alpha Scores Before and After Treatment for Missing Values for the 

HBCU Faculty and Administrator’s Instrument ................................................... 79 

Table 9.  Demographic Profile of the HBCU Senior Officer Respondents ...................... 81 

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

Policy Domain by Dimension ............................................................................... 84 

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

Dimension ............................................................................................................. 88 

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

Type ....................................................................................................................... 90 

Table 13.  Demographic Profile of the HBCU Faculty and Administrator Sample ......... 91 

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

by Dimension ........................................................................................................ 96 



 

 
xviii 

Table 15.  Median Raw Scores for Mission Priorities .................................................... 104 

Table 16.  Two-way ANOVA Results for Mission Priorities by Control and Institution 

Type ..................................................................................................................... 110 

Table 17.  Composite Mean and Median Scores for Mission Priorities by Control and 

Institution Type ................................................................................................... 110 

Table 18.  Median Raw Scores for the Purposes for Conducting Learning Assessment 112 

Table 19.  Two-way ANOVA Results for the Purposes for Conducting Assessment ...... 116 

Table 20.  Composite Mean and Median Scores for the Purposes for Conducting 

Learning Assessment by Control and Institution Type ....................................... 117 

Table 21.  Two-way ANOVA Results for Student Participation Policies by Control and 

Institution Type ................................................................................................... 123 

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

Institution Type ................................................................................................... 123 

Table 23.  Two-way ANOVA Results for Resource Allocation Policies by Control and 

Institution Type ................................................................................................... 126 

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

Institution Type ................................................................................................... 126 

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

Control and Institution Type ............................................................................... 130 

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

and Institution Type ............................................................................................ 130 

Table 27.  Two-way ANOVA Results for the Use of Faculty Evaluation and Reward 

Policies by Control and Institution Type ............................................................ 133 



 

 
xix 

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

Policies by Control and Institution Type ............................................................ 133 

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

Planning Practices by Control and Institution Type .......................................... 137 

Table 30.  Composite Mean Scores for the Use of Academic Program Reviews and 

Planning Practices by Control and Institution Type .......................................... 137 

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

Institutional Decision Making by Control and Institution Type ......................... 141 

Table 32.  Composite Mean and Median Scores for the Influence of Assessment 

Information by Control and Institution Type ...................................................... 142 

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

Institutional Decision Making by Control and Institution Type ......................... 150 

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

on Institutional Decision Making by Control and Institution Type .................... 150 

Table 35.  Two-way ANOVA Results for the Beliefs Dimension by Institution and Position 

Type ..................................................................................................................... 157 

Table 36.  Composite Mean and Median Scores for the Beliefs Dimension by Institution 

and Position Type ............................................................................................... 157 

Table 37.  Two-way ANOVA Results for the Beliefs Dimension by Control and Position 

Type ..................................................................................................................... 159 

Table 38.  Composite Mean and Median Scores for the Beliefs Dimension by Control and 

Position Type ...................................................................................................... 160 



 

 
xx 

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

Position Type ...................................................................................................... 167 

Table 40.  Composite Mean and Median Scores for the Satisfaction Dimension by 

Institution and Position Type .............................................................................. 168 

Table 41.  Composite Mean and Median Scores for the Satisfaction Dimension by 

Control Type and Position .................................................................................. 170 

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

Position Type ...................................................................................................... 173 

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

and Position Type ............................................................................................... 173 

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

Type ..................................................................................................................... 175 

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

and Position Type ............................................................................................... 175 

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

Position Type ...................................................................................................... 178 

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

Institution and Position Type .............................................................................. 178 

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

Position Type ...................................................................................................... 180 

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

Control and Position Type .................................................................................. 180 



 

 
xxi 

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

Involvement Dimensions ..................................................................................... 185 

Table 51.  Summary of Statistical Results by Research Question ................................... 186 



 

 
1 

Chapter I:  Introduction 

The national debate about student learning assessment in higher education extends 

throughout the halls of academia, federal and state governments, regional accrediting 

agencies, and the public-at-large.  Public and industry outcries that “college graduates 

were not readily employable after graduation” (Christ, 2006, p. 17; Gliner & Morgan, 

2000) influenced federal and state legislators to mandate that institutions of higher 

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 accrediting agencies 

began evaluating the alignment of institutional missions with learning assessment plans 

(SACS, 2001).  Currently six federally-recognized regional accreditors require 

assessment of student learning outcomes for public and private institutions that receive 

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 responsible for evaluating 

outcomes of postsecondary learning assessment plans.  Department of Education officials 

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 colleges and universities 

(HBCUs).  Institutions of higher education that receive federal funds are subject to 

regulatory learning assessment mandates.  Consequently, assessing student learning 

outcomes acquires heightened importance as an institutional priority, especially for 
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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 are accredited by the 

Southern Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS).  It is important to note that SACS 

has emerged as the leader among the six regional accrediting agencies for its emphasis on 

student learning outcomes and assessment in their accreditation standards.  In fact, a core 

requirement of SACS’ Quality Enhancement Plan (QEP) requires institutions to focus 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 accommodate a 

myriad of institutional priorities, including missions, strategic goals, departmental and 

division goals, and course learning objectives across all disciplines  (Burnett, 2007).  

Senior leadership, administrators, and faculty must maintain a delicate balance between 

adhering to state mandates, accreditation, and assessment requirements while maintaining 

on-going operations management with historically inadequate resources.  To sustain 

viable and effective assessment initiatives, HBCUs must effectively synchronize three 

organizational and management activities: (a) state, federal, and accrediting agency 

assessment mandates (Aper, Culver, & Hinkle, 1990; Aper & Hinkle, 1991; Assessment 

Update, 1994), (b) assessment management practices and policies that align with 

institutional missions (Banta et al., 1996; Bogue & Others, 1993) , and (c) work 

environments that promote faculty and administrators’ engagement and support of 
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assessment purposes and objectives (American Association for Higher Education, 1992; 

Banta, 2004; Mentkowski, Astin, Ewell, & Moran, 1991; Wolff & Harris, 1994).  The 

latter activities comprise two major foci of this study: (a) organizational and 

administrative assessment practices and policies, and (b) faculty and administrators’ 

perceptions about learning assessment management practices and policies and leadership 

support for learning assessment at their respective institutions.  Faculty and 

administrators’ perceptions reflect the organizational climate for assessment, 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 learning assessment at 

accredited, nonproprietary, postsecondary institutions in the U.S. (N = 2,524).  That 

research established the first comprehensive benchmark of organizational and 

administrative support practices for student learning assessment at postsecondary 

institutions; thereby distinguishing it as a seminal body of empirical research in the 

assessment literature.  For this reason, the NCPI study provided the foundational basis for 

the present study.  Even though minority serving institutions (MSIs) were included in the 

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 assessment practices specifically 

for accredited four-year HBCUs. 
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Whereas assessment scholars have offered prescriptive guidance for cultivating 

effective learning assessment environments, few empirical studies have addressed 

specific organizational and administrative practices and policies that postsecondary 

institutions use to support assessment initiatives.  Moreover, even fewer empirical studies 

exist that have examined the organizational climate for learning assessment in higher 

education.  Peterson (2001) acknowledged the deficit of aggregated research about 

postsecondary learning assessment practices in the literature, and reported that 

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 about HBCUs 

existed (Brown & Freeman, 2004; Brown & Yates, 2005; Jackson & Nunn, 2003).  An 

exhaustive review of the literature revealed that no empirical studies about student 

learning assessment at HBCUs have been published to-date. 

National Center for Postsecondary Improvement (NCPI) researchers identified 

five multidimensional domains of institutional support for student learning assessment at 

postsecondary institutions, three of which are the foci of this study: (a) organizational and 

administrative practices and policies, (b) the utility of learning assessment information, 

and (c) the organizational climate for assessment.  Although the NCPI analytical 

framework originally included the organizational climate for assessment as a dimension 

of the organizational and administrative practices and policies domain, it was later 

identified as a separate construct of institutional support for learning assessment.  

Accordingly, the present study examined the organizational climate for assessment as a 
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separate construct.  Two domains of the original research (a) external influences, and (b) 

approaches to learning assessment exceeded the scope of this study. 

In the present study, the Carnegie Classification taxonomy for institutions of 

higher education was utilized to compare differences by institution type and control type.  

One aspect of the latest version of the taxonomy categorizes institutions by their locus of 

control and highest degree awarded.  Control type describes an institution’s public or 

private control status, whereas institution type refers to the highest degree awarded, that 

is, the associate, baccalaureate, master’s, doctoral, research, and specialty degree (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 degrees, participants from these 

institutions were not included in the master’s and baccalaureate institution type category. 

A nonexperimental causal-comparative research design was employed for this 

two-part study.  Unlike true experimental designs in which the researcher manipulates 

independent variables, the causal-comparative design accommodates inquiries wherein 

certain conditions already exist, such as those in which the independent variable cannot 

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 differences in institutional support 

for learning assessment could be attributed to the effect of institution type, control type, 

or the interaction effect of these factors.  Similarly, the second research objective was to 

determine if faculty and administrators’ perceptions about assessment at their respective 

institutions could be attributed to the effect of their membership in a given position type, 
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their employment at a given institution type and control type, or the interaction of these 

factors.  Position type also represented an attribute variable that could not have been 

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 problematic for three reasons.  

Foremost, because policymakers react based on their own perceptions, “regardless of 

how accurate or inaccurate they may be” (Ripley, 1997, pp. 4-5), HBCU stakeholders 

must maintain continued awareness of the national student learning assessment agenda.  

Without a rudimentary working knowledge of current learning assessment practices and 

issues specific to HBCUs, leaders of these institutions remain limited participants in the 

on-going national assessment discourse, and may unintentionally make uninformed 

decisions about student learning assessment for their own institutions or decisions that 

affect the HBCU cohort.  Moreover, the consistent lack of aggregated knowledge about 

learning assessment practices at HBCUs perpetrates a vicious cycle that diminishes 

leaders’ effectiveness in setting assessment policy and practice that potentially 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 accreditation standards (SACS, 

2008).  This avoidable threat jeopardizes valuable human and financial resources and 

compromises intended objectives.  Under either circumstance, wasting valuable resources 

is unacceptable for any institution and not an option for resource-strapped HBCUs 
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(Brown & Davis, 2001a; Brown & Freeman, 2004; Jones, 2004; Jones & Weathersby, 

1978). 

A third issue emanates from a public climate that favors standardized assessment 

testing in higher education.  Accelerated by governmental and consumer demands for 

comparative outcome-based information for institutions of higher education  (Miller & 

Malandra, 2006), the Secretary of Education’s Commission on the Future of Higher 

Education advocated the use of two standardized instruments, the Collegiate Learning 

Assessment (CLA), and the Measures of Academic Progress and Proficiency (MAPP) to 

measure student learning outcomes in postsecondary education.  Currently, 12 accredited 

four-year HBCUs utilize the CLA instrument to assess student learning, including 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 HBCUs is unknown and 

speculative at best. 

Purpose 

The purpose of this study was to examine institutional support for student learning 

assessment initiatives at accredited four-year HBCUs (N = 87).  This study examined 

three internal influences on institutional support identified in the first national study to 

address organizational and administrative assessment practices in postsecondary 

education: (a) organizational and administrative practices and policies, (b) the utility of 

assessment information, and (c) the organizational climate for assessment.  The primary 

objective of this study was to examine differences between learning assessment practices 

at accredited four-year HBCUs, which to-date has not been empirically examined or 
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documented.  The second objective was to explore the organizational climate for learning 

assessment at HBCUs based on faculty and administrators’ perceptions about student 

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 their respective 

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? 
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Statement of Significance 

The significance of this study is threefold.  First, it provides university leaders and 

stakeholders with an aggregated profile of organizational and administrative learning 

assessment practices and issues at HBCUs that may supplement their engagement in the 

national assessment discourse.  Second, it fills a void in the literature about an important 

accountability and institutional effectiveness mandate for accredited four-year HBCUs, 

and third, it illuminates the need for empirical research about student learning assessment 

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 recognized that HBCUs “need 

research that is used as the basis for strategic planning…and pragmatic research studies 

to calculate the future for policies and practices…” (p. 153).  Accordingly, documenting 

organizational and administrative practices and patterns in learning assessment at 

accredited four-year HBCUs should equip institutional leaders and stakeholders with a 

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 landscape was greatly 

limited.  For these reasons, this study is significant because it represents a contribution to 

the body of empirical knowledge about student learning assessment at accredited four-

year HBCUs that has not been previously available. 
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Third, this study may stimulate further quantitative and qualitative research about 

student learning assessment and institutional effectiveness initiatives at HBCUs.  

Countless opportunities exist to explore other student learning assessment topics in 

assessment research and evaluation, technical infrastructure requirements to support 

learning assessment systems, resource management issues, and scholarship in student 

learning assessment as an emerging discipline.  These and other research efforts build 

capacity for policy, practice, and institutional effectiveness that benefit all HBCUs. 

Conceptual Framework 

Two domains and one construct established the conceptual framework for this 

study: (a) organizational and administrative practices and policies, (b) the utility of 

learning assessment information, and (c) the organizational climate for student learning 

assessment, respectively.  Figure 1 depicts a conceptual model to illustrate the reciprocal 

relationship between these internal influences on institutional support for assessment. 
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Figure 1. This conceptual model depicts the interrelationship of three internal influences on institutional 
support for learning assessment (i.e., organizational and administrative practices, the utility of assessment 
information, and the organizational climate for assessment). 
 
 

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

practices and policies.  Optimally, synergies within this domain result in the effective use 

of assessment information in institutional decision making.  Assessment information 

resulting from changes in teaching methods, improvements in student performance, 

student pass rates on external licensure and graduate exams, allocation of state funding, 

and accreditation evaluations, represent the short list of benefits gained from exploiting 

assessment information in institutional decision making (Peterson, Einarson, Augustine, 

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

indicators provides evidence of an effective alignment of learning assessment support 
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strategies, management practices, and use of assessment information.  Alignment 

between these domains create a continuous improvement cycle that should enhance 

institutional effectiveness (American Association for Higher Education, 1992; Astin, 

1991; Boston, 2002). 

The organizational climate for assessment represents a separate construct that 

develops concurrently.  Faculty and administrators’ beliefs about the importance of 

institutional influences, satisfaction with assessment management practices and policies 

and leadership support, feelings about core values about student learning assessment, and 

involvement in assessment activities reflect institutional leaders’ skill in promoting 

internal support for assessment that ultimately cultivate environments conducive to 

learning assessment initiatives.  Effectively, the organizational climate has the capacity to 

promote or impede institutional effectiveness initiatives (Owens, 2004; Tagiuri & Litwin, 

1968b; Welsh & Metcalf, 2003). 

Summary of Proposed Methodology 

This two-part study employed a nonexperimental causal-comparative research 

design and utilized general linear univariate models.  Although the causal-comparative 

design does not infer causality, this design provided empirical evidence of relationships 

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., 1999) completed an 

institutional student learning assessment profile.  Accordingly, the participants comprised 
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directors of institutional assessment, research, evaluation and effectiveness;, senior 

academic administrators; provosts; university presidents, academic deans; senior student 

affairs administrators; department chairs and their designees, preferably in that order.  

One hundred-forty-three (143) individuals who met these criteria were identified on 85 

HBCU websites.  Two HBCU websites did not provide staff email addresses.  Therefore, 

of an assessible population (Gliner & Morgan, 2000) of 85 institutions, 44 participants 

completed an institutional learning assessment profile, which represented a 50.57% 

(44/87) institutional response rate. 

The organizational climate analyses required participation from faculty and 

administrators at accredited four-year HBCUs.  Although a separate sampling frame for 

faculty and administrators could not be located, the sampling frame criteria comprised 

full-time and adjunct faculty and administrators.  The assessible population (Gliner & 

Morgan, 2000) comprised 2,910 faculty and administrators at accredited four-year 

HBCUs of which 1,446 participants constituted the selected sample (Gliner & Morgan, 

2000).  One hundred seventy-three (173) participants completed the survey; which 

represented an 11.96% response rate (173/1,446).  Details of the sampling strategy used 

are discussed in chapter 3. 

With permission, the researcher created two new instruments from a subset of 

questions and items in two NCPI instruments.  Two directors of assessment from one 

public HBCU and one private HBCU evaluated the new instruments for content validity.  

Instrumentation, reliability, and data handling procedures are also discussed in chapter 3. 

The two domains and one construct included multi-dimensional dependent 

variables that were measured on 4-point Likert and 5-point ordinal rating scales.  In this 
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study, ordinal scales were treated as interval data to support the use of parametric 

statistics.  Although 5- and 7-point Likert scales are commonly used as interval data, 

many researchers refrain from using 3-point Likert scales for this purpose to avoid 

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 measures 

approximates interval level characteristics” (p. 3).  These researchers stated, “for many 

statistical tests, rather severe departures [from intervalness] do not seem to affect Type I 

and Type II errors dramatically” (p. 4).  Therefore, 4-point Likert scales were also treated 

as interval data in part two of this analysis.  All dependent variables are defined in 

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 A1 and A2).  

Parametric and nonparametric statistics were used to analyze the data.  Two way 

analyses of variance were conducted to evaluate the effect of institution type and control 

type on the organizational and administrative practice and policy and the utility of 

assessment information domains.  The chi-square test of independence was conducted to 

identify the relationship between assessment plan and policy types and institution and 

control types.  For the organizational climate analyses, two-way analyses of variances 

were conducted to analyze the effects of control type and position type, and institution 

type and position type on faculty and administrators’ perceptions about learning 

assessment practices and leadership support at their respective institutions.  Additionally, 

the Pearson product-moment correlation was used to identify statistically significant 

relationships between faculty and administrators’ involvement in institution-wide 

assessment activities with their perceptions about learning assessment at their respective 
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institution.  For statistically significant ANOVA results, composite mean scores were 

compared to assess pairwise differences between variables because all independent 

variables included only two levels.  The Aspin-Welsh-Satterthwaite adjustment for 

unequal variances was also used (Toothaker & Miller, (n.d.)).  Effect sizes and 

assumptions of statistical tests were reported for all results.  Descriptive statistics (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 in the United 

States (N = 87).  Accordingly, findings from part one of this study may not be 

generalized to two-year accredited HBCUs; to nonaccredited, proprietary, two- and four-

year institutions; Predominately Black Colleges and Universities (PBCUs); other 

Minority Serving Institutions (MSIs); and Predominately White Institutions (PWIs). 

A second limitation occurred due to the low response rate for doctoral and 

research institutions.  Despite the high institutional response rate, 50.57%, the actual 

sample of senior officer respondents from doctoral and research institutions, (n = 5) 

(response rate, 5/12 = 41.66%) may have contributed to the lack of statistical power for 

statistical tests by institution type, which increased the probability of Type II errors.  

“Power is the ability to detect a statistically significant difference or the ability to detect a 

false null hypotheses” (Gliner & Morgan, 2000, p. 373).  Type II errors suggest the 

absence of a significant relationship between variables, when in fact there is a significant 

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 frame for the 

population of HBCU faculty and administrators.  A reliable source of information with 

faculty and administrators’ names and email addresses could not be located; therefore, an 

oversampling strategy was employed to randomly select every 10th faculty and 

administrators’ name and email address from HBCU websites.  Although over 2,900 

names and email addresses were collected, this sampling technique was somewhat 

flawed, because one database containing faculty and administrators was created rather 

than two separate databases for faculty and administrators.  This limitation precluded 

reporting individual response rates for faculty and administrators, and conducting a chi-

square goodness of fit analysis, which would have assessed the representativeness of the 

sample to the population of faculty and administrators at HBCUs. 

The paucity of empirical studies about organizational and administrative practices 

and organizational climate issues specific to student learning assessment imposed the 

fourth limitation that shaped the review of literature for this study.  Despite the plethora 

of prescriptive and anecdotal literature regarding assessment approaches, rubrics, and 

case study research about learning assessment on individual campuses, Peterson’s work 

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 assessment initiatives in higher 

education.  These and other tangentially related studies established the foundation for the 

review of literature. 

Inherent limitations included participant bias, forthrightness, and motivation to 

participate in this study. 
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Definition of Terms 

Accredited Institutions: Colleges and universities that meet quality standards prescribed 

by national, regional, and professional accrediting agencies and recognized by the 

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 population:  “The group of participants to which the researcher has access” 

(Gliner & Morgan, 2000, p. 146).  Also called the sampling frame. 

Historically Black Colleges and Universities (HBCUs): 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 behavior: Both a field of scientific inquiry that seeks to understand the 

behavior of people in organizational contexts and a field of professional practice that 

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 attitudes 

that emerge from individual and organizational behavior” (Tierney, 1988, p. 4). 
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Organizational subclimates:  Organizational work groups who share common interests, 

coalesce, and exhibit different behaviors at given times (Litwin, 1968; Moran & 

Volkwein, 1988). 

Selected sample:  The 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 assessment:  The 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 assessment literature; 

describe the research design, methodology, and results, offer conclusions and 

implications for practice, resources, policy, and future research.  Chapter 2 summarizes 

the seminal body of assessment literature that supports the conceptual and analytical 

framework for this study.  In chapter 3, the research design, instrumentation, data 

collection, data management, statistical analyses, and consideration of human participants 

are discussed.  Results of statistical analyses are presented in chapter 4.  Chapter 5 

discusses conclusions and observations in the data that support implications for practice, 

policy, resources, and recommendations for future research in student learning 

assessment at HBCUs. 
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Chapter 2:  Review of the Literature 

The literature review is organized in four sections.  First, an operational definition 

of student learning assessment is established, followed by a discussion of the institutional 

context of contemporary HBCUs.  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 administrative practices and 

policies, the utility of assessment information, and the organizational climate for 

assessment) explain the analytical framework of the research.  Organizational climate and 

subclimate theories are discussed to explain the influence of human perceptions on 

support for institutional effectiveness initiatives such as student learning assessment. 

Operational Definitions of Student Learning Assessment 

Although variations on the theme exist, several definitions of student learning 

assessment share striking commonalities.  Preeminent assessment scholars and 

practitioners suggested that the definition of assessment originated in the mastery-

learning tradition of observing a student’s mastery of complex abilities (Banta & 

Associates, 2002).  Note Banta’s (2005) definition aligns with the early mastery tradition, 

and contains key terminology frequently cited in contemporary definitions of student 

learning assessment, namely, objectives, goals, measures, and curricula changes: 

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 
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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 & Associates, 

1993) a more encompassing definition expanded the scope of learning assessment to 

include student mastery, curricula, departmental, and institution-wide student learning 

assessment goals and objectives.  Peterson, et al., 1999 defined institutional student 

learning assessment as the activities, other than traditional end-of-course grading, focused 

on measuring undergraduate student performance.  Palomba and Banta’s (1999) 

definition has been frequently cited: “the systematic collection, review and use of 

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 values, learning 

objectives, and intended student outcomes that shape the American higher education 

landscape. 

Institutional Context 

“Recognizing the context in which HBCUs operate is significantly different from 

that of most other institutions has become a ground rule for research, policymaking and 

analysis of the contemporary HBCU” (Freeman and Minor as cited in Minor, 2008, p. 5).  

In this respect, institutional context undergirds the importance of empirical and 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 al., (1999) 

found that extensive differences by institution type warranted more in-depth analyses of 

assessment initiatives.  Clearly, Peterson referred to the Carnegie Classification 

taxonomy that categorize institutions by the highest degree awarded (i.e., associate, 

baccalaureate, master’s, doctoral, and research).  However, critics argued that “using the 

Carnegie Classification system to examine HBCUs limits higher education research to 

solely examining the role, scope, and mission of these institutions while ignoring their 

special qualities” (Coaxum, 2001, p. 576). 

Because of their special qualities, in 1980 HBCUs were officially recognized and 

designated as special mission institutions through an Executive Order of the Office of the 

President (White House Initiative on Historically Black Colleges and Universities, 2009).  

Subsequently, the Carnegie Classification taxonomy was expanded to include a special 

mission category for HBCUs and other MSIs (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).  Kezar and 

Kinzie (2006) explained that special mission institutions serve a multiplicity of 

constituents; accordingly, their missions must accommodate unique institutional 

objectives dependent upon sector and institution type. 

Contemporary HBCUs represent antecedents from a historic movement to uplift 

disenfranchised Black masses from the 17th and 18th 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 readiness or ability to 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 on teaching 

“communicates the primary institutional value, student learning” (p.196).  HBCUs have 

been traditionally characterized by their nurturing campus environment, demonstrated by 

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 produced the nurturing 

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 in undergraduate 

education (Chickering & Gamson, 1987).  As Siefert, et al., (2006) explained, the HBCU 

milieu reflects a purposeful, social–psychological environment with uncompromising 

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, 2005; Jones, 

2004; Kuh, Kinzie, Schuh, Whitt, & Associates, 2005; Spellings, 2007).  Their reputation 

as supportive teaching and learning environments suggests that HBCUs may already 

possess an inherent educational value system needed to cultivate conducive environments 

for student learning assessment, consistent with the first American Association of Higher 

Education principle: “Assessment begins with educational values” (American 

Association for Higher Education, 1992, p. 2). 
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Currently, the number of accredited, degree-granting HBCUs totals 105 public 

and private, two-year and four-year institutions (The White House: Office of the Press 

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 percent of 

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 productivity gains on par 

with PWIs with far fewer resources (Kim, 2002).  Clearly, these patterns illuminate the 

HBCU dedication to teaching, learning, and affirm these institutions’ capacity to produce 

successful student outcomes.  

A recurring theme in the assessment management literature suggested that 

institutional mission emphasis and educational values undergird the effective learning 

assessment initiative (American Association for Higher Education, 1992; Banta, 2004; 

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 clearly defined path to strategic 

institutional goals and objectives.  Perhaps the HBCU milieu (e.g., its legacy missions 

and educational values) facilitated these institutions’ capacity to produce successful 

student outcomes despite the challenges and obstacles that accompanied their evolution.  

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

dynamic to achieve institutional learning assessment objectives. 
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Study Context 

The National Center for Postsecondary Improvement (NCPI) conducted the first 

comprehensive research to examine institutional support for student learning assessment 

initiatives at postsecondary institutions in the United States (Peterson et al., 1999).  The 

NCPI assessible population (N = 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 represented N = 1,393 institutions.  This seminal work 

produced the first comprehensive benchmark of organizational and administrative 

assessment practices and policies for postsecondary student learning assessment 

initiatives.  The present study utilized these benchmark criteria to examine the 

organizational and administrative practices and policies HBCUs use to manage student 

learning assessment initiatives. 

After an exhaustive review of the literature, no follow-up or comparable studies 

about organizational and administrative learning assessment practices in higher education 

could be located.  However, several researchers published related journal articles (Dey, 

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, & Perorazion, 

2000d; Peterson & Vaughan, 2002; Peterson & White, 1992; Peterson, Ziskin, Zabriskie, 

& Wang, 2000).  These articles comprised the bulk of scholarly and empirical literature 

about postsecondary learning assessment practices in higher education cited in this 

review.  Clearly, Peterson and his work with other scholars have dominated the body of 
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scholarly and empirical literature about organizational and administrative student 

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 were examined in the 

present study: (a) organizational and administrative assessment practices and policies, (b) 

the utility of assessment information, and (c) the organizational climate for assessment.  

In subsequent discussions, italics 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 review of the 

literature on institutional support for student learning assessment.  This effort produced 

the analytical framework that guided subsequent phases of that project.  Four conclusions 

emerged from the NCPI project team’s review of over 245 publications about 

postsecondary student learning assessment relevant to the present study.  First, the 

majority of the literature did not focus on institutional level dynamics.  Second, few 

systematic examinations of organizational, administrative, and assessment management 

practices and policies to support student assessment initiatives were found.  Third, 

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 influenced by accreditation 

requirements, state level initiatives, and national efforts (National Center for 

Postsecondary Improvement @ The University of Michigan, 2006). 
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The NCPI literature review identified five multidimensional domains of 

institutional support for assessment from which data elements, definitions, rating scales, 

and variable names were derived for the NCPI instruments.  Extensive factor analyses 

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 the research.  For 

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 directors made a substantial 

effort to streamline the domains, categories, and items.  Accordingly, the conceptual and 

analytic framework discussed below represents a synthesis of information considered 

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 dimensions: (a) institutional support 

strategies, and (b) assessment management practices and policies.  These domains 

include dependent variables that comprise multiple items representative of their 

respective domains.  The first dimension of the OAPP domain, institutional support 

strategies, is discussed below. 

An institutional support strategy represents an institutions’ strategic choice of its 

intended function and purpose for conducting student learning assessment (Peterson & 

Einarson, 2001); it must accommodate both external and internal requirements (Peterson 
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& Einarson, 1997c).  Three institutional support strategies for learning assessment are 

examined: (a) mission priorities, (b) purposes for conducting assessment, and (c) 

assessment plans and policies.  An effective institutional support strategy for assessment 

reflects the institutions’ capacity to integrate assessment goals and objectives with 

existing institutional priorities.  Senior leaders must balance support strategies for 

assessment and remain responsive to multiple and often opposing philosophies and 

approaches for the emerging discipline of learning assessment.  This study examined 

three institutional support strategies. 

Institutional support strategies 

Mission priorities.  A clearly defined institutional mission that emphasizes student 

learning outcomes represents an important first-step toward developing an effective 

institutional support strategy for 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 choices based on their 

mission statements” (p. 153). 

Moreover, an institutions’ emphasis on internal rather than external purposes 

conveys leadership support for the assessment effort (Banta, 1993; Mentkowski et al., 

1991; Palomba, 2001).  These experts and practitioners argued that internal support for 

assessment is encouraged when institutional missions focus on internal improvement 

rather than external influences such as self-study for accreditation and meeting state 

reporting requirements. 

However, NCPI research contradicted these practitioners’ opinions.  In their study 

of NCPI institutions, Peterson and Einarson (2001) found that senior officers considered 
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mission emphasis of ‘minor importance’ for four institutional 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 baccalaureate (M = 1.64, 

SD = 0.77, n = 315), master’s (M = 1.64, SD = 0.84, n = 313), doctoral (M = 1.50, SD = 

0.87, n = 65), and research institutions (M = 1.27, SD = 0.73, n = 79) suggested that 

mission emphasis on assessment was, at best of minor importance to these institutions’ 

assessment support strategy.  Moreover, results of a two-way ANOVA, F = 5.320, p 

<.001, � 2 = .005, which evaluated group differences by institution type on mission 

emphasis indicated that despite significant differences, 0% of the variability in mean 

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 purposes…giving direction 

to all aspects of institutional life, including the policies and practices that foster student 

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 established its institutional 

tone, conveying an educational value system that emphasizes student learning and 

successful student outcomes.  One expectation is that the present study affirms the HBCU 

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 assessment.  An institution’s purpose for conducting 

student learning assessment may or not align with its mission emphasis.  Even though 
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Kezar and Kinzie (2006) maintained that an institution’s purpose for conducting learning 

assessment should align with its mission emphasis, Peterson and Einarson (2001) found 

inconsistencies between theory and practice, as evidenced by their research. 

For example, Peterson and Einarson (2001) found statistically significant 

differences by institution type for the purposes for conducting student learning 

assessment at 1,312 NCPI institutions.  Results of a one-way analysis of variance for 

institution type were statistically significant for self-study for accreditation, F = 11.300, p 

< .001, � 2 = .007.  Based on a 4-point rating scale where 1 = no importance, 2 = minor 

importance, 3 = moderate importance, and 4 = very important mean scores for self-study 

for accreditation (M = 3.60, SD = 0.65, N = 1,312) were higher than three other 

institutional support strategies examined: (a) mission emphasis (M = 1.54, SD = 0.85, N = 

1,312), (b) internal purposes (M = 2.49, SD = 0.50, N = 1,312), and (c) state purposes (M 

= 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 type to identify other 

sources of disparities in assessment practice. 

Assessment plans and policies.  Institution-wide assessment plans and policies 

comprised the third institutional support strategy for student learning assessment 

initiatives.  In strategic planning processes, the “articulation of institutional goals and 

priorities” (Taylor, Machado, & Peterson, 2008, p. 374) focuses the vision of the targets 

and desired directions to be achieved.  Therefore, to be effective, senior leaders must 
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ensure that a strategic vision for institutional student learning assessment is clearly and 

repeatedly articulated to stakeholders and constituencies. 

Assessment plans and policies share one commonality, namely the extent that they 

are formally and informally mandated, centralized or decentralized within the 

organization.  Astin (1991) and Banta, et al., (1996) maintained that institutions utilized 

formal decentralized assessment plans and policies in an effort to garner engagement and 

support from faculty to use assessment results.  In formal decentralized environments, 

academic units design assessment plans and policies autonomously.  However, Peterson 

and Einarson (2001) found that half of the NCPI institutions maintained formal 

centralized assessment plans and policies with 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 policies to support operational aspects of the 

institution’s assessment plan and policy.  Assessment management policies and practices 

define quality mechanisms (i.e., policies, processes, standard, and procedures) by which 

academic and administrative leaders are held accountable.  Although many others exist, 

five assessment management practices and policies from the NCPI study were examined: 

(a) student participation policies, (b) resource allocation policies, (c) professional 

development policies, (d) faculty evaluation and reward practices, and (e) academic 

program reviews and planning practices.  A synopsis of each is discussed below. 

Student participation policies.  Loacker and Mentkowski (1993) recommended 

that encouraging student participation in assessment activities increased the likelihood of 
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their involvement.  Peterson, et al., (1999) argued that mandatory participation policies 

reduced the expense associated with providing incentives to students.  Mandatory student 

participation policies clearly represent a practical option for reducing administrative costs 

for resource-constrained institutions.  To date, no studies have been conducted or located 

in the literature that examined the relationship between mandatory student participation 

polices and the quality of the assessment effort. 

Of four student participation policies examined in the NCPI study (a) students 

required to participate in assessment activities, (b) students provided incentives to 

participate in assessment activities, (c) students provided information regarding the 

purpose and use of assessment information, and (d), students provided individual 

feedback regarding their performance results, Peterson, et al., (1999) found statistically 

significant differences by institution type.  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 mean scores suggested that two 

practices were done in many departments.  They included student participation required 

in assessment activities (M = 3.77, SD = 1.41, N = 1,334), and students provided 

information regarding the purpose and use of assessment information (M = 3.52, SD = 

1.41, N = 1,334).  On the other hand, mean scores (M = 1.82, SD = 1.23, N = 1,334) 

suggested student incentives were 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 four student participation 

policies.  The results were statistically significant by institution type.  Results of the 

Tukey post hoc comparison revealed higher mean scores for baccalaureate institutions (M 
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= 2.82, SD = 0.99, n = 304) than master’s institutions (M = 2.72, SD = 0.89, n = 313), and 

doctoral institutions (M = 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 encountered and 

corrected.  Second, the sample size for doctoral institutions (n = 308) was an apparent 

typographical error in the journal article because the doctoral sample was previously 

reported as n = 61.  An analysis by control type was not conducted. 

Resource allocation practices.  Prior to the emergence of institution-wide learning 

assessment initiatives, some institutions had not developed objective measures by which 

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 achieved the intended 

results.  One institution, California State University-Sacramento (CSUS) determined that 

assessment information was the missing link in strategic planning and accompanying 

resource allocation processes (Shulock & Harrison, 2001).  In this respect, CSUS’s lesson 

learned was that assessment information provided added value in resource allocation 

decision making for learning assessment initiatives. 

The NCPI study examined the use of four resource allocation practices for 

learning assessment purposes at 1,361 institutions: (a) explicit budget allocations for 

learning assessment; (b) student performance indicators considered in allocating 

resources to academic units; (c) student performance indicators used to award resources 

based on competition between academic departments; and (d) use of performance 

indicators to reward improvement at the department level.  Whereas the NCPI 



 

 
33 

researchers found that almost half, 49.1% (668) of NCPI institutions included an explicit 

budget allocation for learning assessment in their operating budgets, less than one third, 

22.9% (311) considered student performance indicators in resource allocation decisions 

for assessment purposes.  Even fewer NCPI institutions, 1.9% (258) allocated resources 

based on comparisons of past student performance or awarded resources based 

competition between academic units. 

Results of a one-way ANOVA for a composite of the four resource allocation 

practices were nonsignificant by institution type (Peterson & Einarson, 2001).  Moreover, 

eta-squared effect sizes indicated 0% strength of association between institution type and 

resource allocation policies.  Based 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 resources among 

academic units” (p. 645). 

Professional development policies. Assessment practitioners advised that 

professional development opportunities in assessment related training should be provided 

to faculty, academic, and student affairs administrators to enhance organizational 

capacity and promote internal support for assessment (Banta et al., 1996; Ewell, 1988; 

Schilling & Schilling, 1998; Young & Knight, 1993).  The NCPI study benchmarked 

seven professional development policies four of which were examined in the present 

study: (a) financial support to attend assessment workshops and conferences, (b) 

financial assistance to faculty such as paid leave, stipends, reduced workloads, grants, 

etc., to develop scholarship in assessment, (c) assessment workshops for department 
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chairs and deans, and (d) assessment workshops for student affairs administrators 

(Peterson, et al., 1999). 

Peterson and Einarson (2001) found that professional development opportunities 

for assessment were not widely used at the majority of NCPI institutions.  Although 

results of a one-way ANOVA were significant, F4, 1288 = 11.975, p < .001, �  2 = .292 by 

institution type, low composite mean scores suggested opportunities for professional 

development were at most, done in a few departments.  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 indicated higher mean scores for doctoral institutions (M = 1.83, SD = 0.73, 

n = 308), than baccalaureate (M = 1.79, SD = 0.77, n = 304), master’s (M = 1.81, SD = 

0.76, n = 313) and research institutions (M = 1.45, SD = 0.60, n = 78).  Effect sizes 

indicated that 29.2% of the variability in mean scores was accounted for by institution 

type. 

Three NCPI meta-case studies revealed broad disparities between seven 

institutions’ use of professional development policies.  One research institution made 

professional development opportunities in assessment available to administrators, but few 

took advantage of them (Peterson et al., 2000d).  Although funds were made available for 

professional development at one doctoral institution, they were not assessment-specific, 

and faculty and administrators had to make specific requests to attend assessment 

workshops.  Of two master’s institutions, the public institution provided assessment-

specific professional development opportunities to faculty and administrators to attend 

national conferences to a greater extent than the private institution did (Peterson et al., 
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2000e).  The remaining institutions did not provide assessment-specific professional 

development opportunities. 

Faculty evaluations and reward policies. Two camps offered opposing opinions 

about linking reward systems with faculty involvement in learning assessment 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 that incentives and 

rewards motivated faculty to become more involved in assessment activities (Banta et al., 

1996; Shipman, Aloi, & Jones, 2003).  Some assessment experts argued that reward 

systems reflected the value institutions placed on their assessment effort (Jones & Ewell, 

as cited in Peterson, et al, 1999). 

Organizational development experts posited that employee behavior reflected 

reward systems (Hess, 2002; Miller, 2003).  Today’s accountability-driven climate in 

higher education compels institutional leaders to emphasize the relationship between 

incentive programs that reward desired performance and effective learning assessment 

initiatives (Lakos & Phipps, 2004).  When this message is understood throughout the 

organization, “staff recognize the value of assessment and engage in it as part of their 

regular assignments…individual and organizational responsibility for assessment is 

addressed explicitly—in job descriptions or is otherwise communicated formally” (Lakos 

& Phipps, 2004, p. 353). 

Peterson, et, al., (1999) and Peterson and Einarson (2001) analyzed seven faculty 

evaluation and reward policies and practices for student assessment four of which were 

examined in the present study: (a) evidence of student performance, (b) consideration of 
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faculty scholarship in assessment, (c) rewards and incentives to administrators who 

promoted assessment in their units, and (d) faculty encouraged to assess student learning 

in their classes. 

Peterson and Einarson (2001) found that NCPI institutions did not make extensive 

use of faculty evaluations and reward policies.  Despite statistically significant 

differences by institution type, F4, 1288 = 6.866, p < .001, � 2 = .352, composite mean 

scores for all institutions were (M = 1.25, SD = 0.66, n = 1,293).  These data suggested 

that faculty evaluation and reward policies were ‘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 baccalaureate institutions (M = 

1.37, SD = 0.74, n = 304) than master’s (M = 1.31, SD = 0.63, n = 313), doctoral (M = 

1.26, SD = 0.63, n = 308) and research institutions (M = 1.22, SD = 0.59, n = 78).  Eta-

squared effect sizes suggested that 35.2% of the variability in composite mean scores was 

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 use of faculty evaluation and reward practices for 

learning assessment purposes, mean scores from Peterson’s, et al., (1999) analyses of 

individual faculty evaluation and reward practices indicated that the predominant policy 

used at NCPI institutions was to encourage faculty to conduct learning assessment in 

their classes (M = 3.99, SD = 1.31, N = 1,336). 
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Academic program reviews and planning practices. These practices comprised 

the fifth assessment management practice examined.  Use of academic program reviews 

and planning practices actualize the continuous improvement life cycle model, 

demonstrating the natural progression from strategic planning for assessment to 

exploiting assessment information to enhance institutional effectiveness.  As one 

practitioner remarked, “Effective linkages between student learning outcomes assessment 

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 four academic program review and planning practices at NCPI institutions: (a) 

academic department and undergraduate program planning and reviews, (b) general 

education and core curricula reviews, (c) course level reviews and development, and (d) 

review and planning for student academic support services.  Based on the same rating 

scale used for other assessment management practices, mean rating scores indicated that 

two practices, academic department and undergraduate program planning and reviews 

(M = 3.67, SD = 1.41, n = 1336), and general education and core curricula reviews (M = 

3.55, SD = 1.52, n = 1336) were done in many departments. 

Peterson and Einarson’s (2001) composite analyses of academic program review 

and planning practices found statistically significant differences by institution type, F4, 

1289 = 5.089, p = .001, � 2 = .302.  Tukey post-hoc comparisons indicated higher mean 

scores for baccalaureate institutions (M = 2.82, SD = 0.99, n = 304), than master’s (M = 

2.72, SD = 0.89, n = 313), doctoral (M = 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% 
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of the variability in composite mean scores could be accounted for by institution type 

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 institutions (N = 750) used academic program reviews in their student assessment 

programs.  The researchers identified three commonalities among the institutions: (a) 

assessment information was an integral component of the academic program review 

process, (b) assessment was a priority and taken seriously, and (c) assessment tools were 

reliable and valid.  Barak and Sweeny also reported that good leadership and good 

communication were important characteristics of a fully-integrated academic program 

review and planning process.  Despite the challenges that accompany implementation of 

academic program reviews and planning practices, administrators must be careful to 

select the appropriate evaluation model to accommodate multiple purposes, define and 

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 in the SACS 

accrediting region have reportedly used assessment management practices and policies to 

a greater extent than other regional accrediting agencies (Peterson et al., 1999).  Given 

that SACS governs the majority of HBCUs (SACS, 2001), it is plausible that HBCUs in 

the SACS accrediting region have utilized other assessment management practices and 

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 making. At the onset of the 

assessment movement, many academics considered learning assessment another 

management fad on par with industry and corporate practices such as Total Quality 

Management (TQM) and Business Process Reengineering (BPR) (Kezar, 2005b).  

Birnbaum suggested that despite their negative connotation, some management fads 

generate positive by-products by revealing the value of information and enhanced 

interaction between functional groups (Kezar, 2005b).  For example, Fayetteville State 

University’s (FSUs) English department used assessment information in academic 

program planning and curricula improvement to monitor the impact of an in-house 

developed assessment instrument.  Faculty across disciplines recognized improvement in 

students’ writing abilities.  Campus dialogue increased across disciplines and lines of 

communication throughout the institution improved (Banta et al., 1996).  Fayetteville 

State University’s experience explicitly illustrated Birnbaum’s perspective 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 used in academic 

decisions include revising general education curricula, academic programs and majors, 

and modifying assessment plans and processes.  Examples of assessment information 

used in faculty decisions include those involving salary, reward, promotion, and tenure 

decisions.  The researchers examined the extent that assessment information had 

influenced 12 academic and faculty decision areas, 8 of which were examined in the 

present study: 

1. Modifying general education curricula, 
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2. Modifying academic support services, 

3. Modifying student affairs activities, 

4. Resource allocations to academic units,  

5. Modifying student assessment plans, policies, and processes, 

6. Designing and reorganizing academic programs and majors, 

7. Faculty promotion and tenure decisions, and 

8. Faculty salary increases or rewards. (Peterson & 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 composite 

mean scores for an academic decision making index (M = 1.40, SD = 0.41, N = 1,393), 

and a faculty decision making index (M = 1.28, SD = 0.62, N = 1,393).  Based on the 

rating scale, the data suggested that at most, ‘action had been taken’, but assessment 

information had ‘not been influential’ in both decision making areas.  By extension, these 

low mean rating scores somewhat substantiated Kuh and Banta’s (2000) claim that 

faculty believed there were few rewards for engaging in assessment activities. 

The NCPI institutions made limited use of assessment information especially in 

faculty promotion, tenure, salary increases, and reward decisions (Peterson & Augustine, 

2000c; Peterson et al., 1999; Peterson & Vaughan, 2002).  However, Peterson and 

Augustine (2000c) reported, “baccalaureate institutions are most likely to use student 

assessment information to make decisions regarding faculty promotion and tenure and 

faculty salary increases or rewards” (p. 44).  They attributed this pattern to baccalaureate 

institutions’ emphasis on undergraduate teaching and learning. 
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The extent that the use of assessment information in faculty evaluation and 

reward decisions has 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 involvement in 

learning assessment activities.  Their findings are explained in more detail in the 

organizational climate for assessment discussion. 

Peterson and Augustine maintained that assessment information was slightly more 

influential in academic decision making than in faculty decision making, but concluded 

that “in neither case is student assessment data very influential” (p. 44).  Peterson and 

Augustine (2000c) and Peterson and Einarson (2001) concluded that assessment 

information played a less influential role in institutional decision-making than assessment 

practitioners and experts recommended. 

Impact on institutional performance indicators. Banta, 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 information 

on institutional performance indicators.  These practitioners and researchers reported that 

the literature about this topic was sparse and sometimes conflicting.  To fill this gap, 

Peterson and Einarson (2001) examined the impact of assessment information on 15 

internal and external institutional performance indicators at NCPI institutions, 8 of which 

were examined in the present study: 

1. Campus discussions of undergraduate education,  

2. Changes in teaching methods,  

3. Student retention and graduation rates,  
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4. Student grade performance 

5. Student achievement on external exams,  

6. Allocation of state funding,  

7. Evaluations from regional accrediting agencies, and 

8. Institutional reputation and image. 

Results of the chi-square test for independence by institution type were significant 

for: (a) campus discussions of undergraduate education, � 2 (4, N = 1,302) = 29.833, p < 

.01, (b) allocation of state funding, � 2 (4, N = 1,302) = 30.188, p < .01, and (c) changes in 

teaching methods, � 2 (4, N = 1,302) = 22.206, p < .05.  Although standardized residuals 

were not reported, the researchers concluded that significant differences were attributed 

to baccalaureate institutions’ greater tendency to have monitored and documented 

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 management practices by 

institution type.  Second, NCPI institutions had not leveraged assessment information for 

institutional decision making to the extent assessment experts prescribed.  Third, whereas 

the NCPI institutions reported positive impact from the use of assessment information, 

the data suggested that these institutions selectively monitored impacts on performance 

indicators. 

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

significant findings in these studies.  Namely, assumptions of statistical tests were not 

reported, even though violations of assumptions of statistical tests were highly unlikely 

due to the methodological rigor of the NCPI research design and methodology (Peterson, 
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et al., 1999).  However, minor but noticeable discrepancies in subsample sizes alluded to 

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, 2008b, p. 1)  Garson 

added that missing values potentially distort statistical analyses because the assumption is 

that missing cases differ analytically from cases without missing values.  Despite these 

deficiencies, the NCPI findings represent the most comprehensive body of empirical 

literature on organizational and administrative support practices for postsecondary 

student learning assessment initiatives.  As such, these studies still represent the seminal 

body of knowledge about organizational and administrative student learning assessment 

practices in higher education. 

 In the next discussion, the organizational climate construct is examined.  The 

origins of and contemporary literature about climate theory in higher education provide a 

theoretical component for the present study.  Four climate studies in higher education 

supplement the analytic framework to rationalize faculty and administrators’ perceptions 

about student learning assessment with climate theory.  A chapter summary follows 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 discussed interchangeably.  

One higher education scholar posited that organizational culture “focused on shared 

values, beliefs, and ideologies unique to a campus”  (Masland, 1985, p. 146).  By 

contrast, other scholars posited that organizational climate “focuses on less embedded 
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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 & Wilkins, 1988).  

Organizational climate theory, with its origins in the behavioral sciences provides the 

theoretical framework that explains the influence of human dynamics on organizational 

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 equation, B = f (P, E), 

postulated that behavior (B) was a function of the “interaction between the person (P) and 

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 to 

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 properties capable of 

empirical measurement.  His belief led to the use of quantitative methods to study 

organizational climate theory (Denison, 1996). 

Early researchers made significant contributions to expand the concept of 

organizational climate.  Notably, Litwin and Stringer (1968) were first to conceptualize 
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organizational climate as an indicator of individuals’ perception of their work and work 

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 workplace (Schneider, 

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, quantifiable patterns of 

behavior within the organization.  In this respect, individuals’ acceptance of institutional 

support strategies and compliance with assessment management practices and polices 

reflect objective climate because compliance with policy, procedures, and processes may 

be measured and quantified over time (Payne & Mansfield, 1973).  On the other hand, 

perceived climate reflects individuals’ perceptions about how the institution functions 

and their beliefs about how it should function.  A perceived climate may or may not align 

with institutional objectives, which may ultimately influence the behavior of other 

members in the organization.  Motivational climate reflect individuals’ feelings and 

attitudes toward their institution, its policies and practices, and their involvement in 

institutional operations.  Examples of motivational climate include individuals’ 

commitment to, involvement in, and satisfaction with assessment-related activities. 

Peterson’s typologies of perceived, objective, and motivational climates align 

with one aspect of Schneider’s climate theory.  Schneider (1975) postulated that 

management practices and policies influenced the organizational climate.  His definition 

of organizational climate as ‘‘a psychologically meaningful molar description that people 
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can agree characterize a system’s practices and procedures’’ (p. 474) underscores the 

importance of effective management practices and policies to cultivate an environment 

conducive to assessment initiatives.  Further, his definition aligns with Peterson and 

Spencer’s (1990) concept of the perceived climate, that is, the organizations’ perception 

of how the system operates. 

Although the terms environment and organizational climate are also frequently 

used interchangeably, doing so is conceptually limiting.  To illustrate, Tagiuri (1968) 

conceptualized organizational climate as a multidimensional theory that vastly expanded 

the breath and depth of the climate metaphor.  Tagiuri envisioned organizational climate 

as an amalgamation of multidimensional factors in which culture played a subsidiary 

role.  These multidimensional factors incorporate (a) the milieu, (i.e., persons and 

groups), (b) the ecology, (i.e., physical and material aspects), (c) social systems, (i.e., 

patterned relationships of persons and groups), and (d) culture, (i.e., belief systems, 

values, and meanings of the social environment). 

Worth noting was that Taguiri’s climate theory positioned organizational culture 

subordinate to organizational climate.  Through these lenses, anecdotal perceptions of the 

HBCU culture may help clarify the distinction between culture and the climate for 

learning assessment.  For example, the generations of highly committed faculty and 

administrators whose singular focus was student learning helped shape the HBCU milieu 

(DuBois, 1995; Hedgepeth et al., 1978; Roebuck & Murty, 1993; Willie, 1978).  Second, 

the HBCU ecology, often characterized by substandard facilities, inadequate funding, and 

meager societal support (Brown & Freeman, 2004; Whiting, 1991) cultivated an 

unworthy inferiority connotation.  Moreover, the so-called dictatorial president and 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 expansive theory 

would require a mixed methods research design to explore the breadth and depth of 

qualitative and quantitative attributes of the organizational climate at HBCUs.  In this 

respect, the present study leveraged Taguiri’s theory conservatively, focusing on a 

quantitative examination of the HBCU milieu and social systems that support the 

organizational climate for learning assessment. 

In essence, group behavior has the capacity to promote and impede institutional 

effectiveness (Welsh & Metcalf, 2003).  Contemporary social scientists maintained 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 conditions 

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 scientists postulated that 

institutions comprised distinct subclimates that represented disparate work groups 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, length of service, and 

academic department.  Moran and Volkwein also discovered that administrators were 

more supportive of institutional effectiveness initiatives than faculty were.  Later, 

Peterson and White (1992), Owens (1995, 2004), and Welsh and Metcalf (2003) found 

that faculty and administrator subclimates influenced organizational functioning in higher 

education.  Thus, faculty and administrator subclimates have capacity to exert powerful 

influence upon institutional effectiveness activities (Moran & Volkwein, 1988; Welsh & 

Metcalf, 2003; Welsh et al., 2003) such as learning assessment initiatives.  In this respect 

faculty and administrators’ feelings about learning assessment, satisfaction with 

assessment practices, and their involvement in assessment efforts shape the 

organizational climate for learning assessment.  Thus, faculty and administrator work 

groups have the capacity to promote and impede institutional effectiveness initiatives 

(Welsh & Metcalf, 2003); thereby constituting the appropriate unit of analyses for part 

two of the present study. 

Studies of organizational climate in higher education have addressed governance 

and decision-making patterns, participant behaviors, and interaction patterns (Peterson & 

Spencer, 1990).  Because of these broad categories in organizational climate research, 

Peterson and Spencer advised: “it is important to identify the context of the climate one is 

examining” (p. 174).  Accordingly, the following summary of four organizational climate 

studies convey the context by which climate is examined in the present study.  These 



 

 
49 

studies represent a cross-section of research that illustrates the influence of work group 

behavior on the climate for institutional effectiveness initiatives such as student 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 education.  

Moran and Volkwein studied whether climate had greater relevance at the organizational 

or subunit level, (e.g., the organization, work groups, length of service, or organizational 

roles, e.g., dean, provost, CFO, etc.).  Approximately 2,937 respondents from nine public 

four-year institutions completed a Likert-scaled perception survey, extracted from an 

instrument developed at the University of Michigan.  Because only 2 of the 9 institutions 

had work groups with adequate cell sizes, two-way ANOVAs were conducted to evaluate 

the effects of organizations, roles, length of service, and work groups at the two 

institutions.  Results revealed statistically significant main effects for organizations F (1, 

1) = 13.026, p < .001, � 2 = .0194, roles F (1, 2) = 4.143, p < .05, � 2 = .0129, and work 

groups F (1, 16) = 3.542, p < .001, � 2 = .0846.  Effect sizes indicated that work groups 

accounted for the largest proportion of variability in mean scores, eta-squared = .0846.  

The researchers concluded that work groups that comprised faculty and administrators 

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 individuals” (p. 

373), faculty as individuals in academic departments, and administrators as “individuals 
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with similar roles such as members of a dean’s council” (p. 373).  These findings have 

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 heads.  Results of a 

one-way ANOVA were statistically significant, F (2, 2934) = 37.240, p < .001.  Scheffe` 

post-hoc comparisons revealed mean scores were significantly higher for administrators 

(M = 5.30, SD = 1.127, n = 422) and department heads (M = 5.21, SD = 1.027, n = 381) 

than mean scores for faculty (M = 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 faculty. 

A more recent study found statistically significant differences between faculty and 

administrators’ perceptions regarding institutional effectiveness initiatives at 168 SACS 

institutions.  Welsh, Petrosko, and Metcalf (2003) believed that respondents from the 

SACS accrediting region would be more familiar with IE, assessment, and program 

evaluation terminology than other accrediting agencies.  Accordingly, the researchers 

randomly selected faculty (N = 220) and administrators (N = 394) at two- and four-year 

SACS institutions to evaluate their perceptions regarding four indices of IE activities 

(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 one-way 

ANOVAs by position type indicated significant differences between faculty and 

administrators’ perceptions on each index at the p < .001 level.  The data were consistent 

with Welsh and Metcalf’s (2003) analysis of the same data that found administrators’ 

perceived IE activities as “internally motivated…more deeply implemented…defined 
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quality as student outcomes-based” (p. 455).  Welsh, Petrosko, and Metcalf provided 

additional empirical evidence of statistically significant differences between faculty and 

administrators’ perceptions about institutional functioning and concluded that 

administrators consistently demonstrated greater support for IE initiatives than faculty 

did. 

Moran and Volkwein (1988), Welsh and Metcalf (2003), and Welch, Petrosko, 

and Metcalf’s (2003) findings corroborated assessment practitioners’ concerns about 

faculty involvement in learning assessment efforts.  Despite the need for wide 

constituency support for assessment, faculty resistance continues because some faculty 

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 enough (Banta et al., 1996; 

Miller, 2006; Schilling & Schilling, 1998).  More important, some faculty resist learning 

assessment because they fear their jobs will be affected (Linkon, 2005; Schilling & 

Schilling, 1998). 

Welsh and Metcalf (2003) concluded that getting faculty involved was 

instrumental in garnering their support for institutional effectiveness activities.  Faculty 

involvement in decision making fosters ownership of the initiative and increases their 

understanding of how the institution functions on a broader scale.  One faculty member 

commented, ”asking people to serve on committees involving institutional effectiveness 

has encouraged ownership … they never felt as involved with the university as they do 

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 of successful 
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outcomes, such as additional funding, student achievement gains, teaching improvement, 

and continuation of the assessment effort.  They found that the strongest predictor of 

successful outcomes was faculty participation in the implementation stage of the 

assessment initiative. 

Grunwald and Peterson (2003) examined the organizational climate for 

assessment at seven institutions where student learning assessment programs had been 

established for several years.  The researchers randomly selected 271 faculty and 

administrators but ultimately excluded administrators from the actual sample because of 

significant differences between groups.  The purpose of the study was to identify 

predictors of faculty satisfaction (i.e., purposes for conducting assessment, importance of 

vocal detractors, assessment policies and procedures, administrative support, institutional 

impact of assessment, faculty instructional impacts, etc.) and to identify predictors of 

faculty involvement in assessment activities.  The predictors included professional 

development opportunities, evaluations and rewards, benefits of assessment, faculty uses 

of assessment information, etc., in institutional and classroom assessment activities.  

Findings from two regression models (a) faculty satisfaction with, and (b) involvement in 

institutional assessment activities were relevant to the present study. 

Two significant predictive relationships regarding faculty (n = 104) satisfaction 

with institutional support strategies were identified.  Grunwald and Peterson (2003) found 

that using assessment for internal improvement purposes was the strongest predictor of 

faculty satisfaction with institutional support strategies, (�  = .43, p < .01, � R2 = .290).  

Items in the purposes for conducting assessment dimension such as improving 

undergraduate achievement, improving academic program improvement, and improving 
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faculty instructional performance were strong predictors of faculty support for 

institutional support strategies and represented 29% of the variance in the satisfaction 

regression model.  The data suggested that as faculty perceived these factors were 

important purposes for conducting assessment, their satisfaction increased for their 

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 multiple regression 

coefficient, Beta, for this item (�  = -.18, p < .05, � R2 = .015) suggested that as vocal 

detractors’ became more influential, faculty satisfaction with institutional support 

strategies decreased (Grunwald & Peterson, 2003). 

The second regression model identified predictive relationships between faculty 

(n = 113) involvement in institutional assessment activities with the importance of 

external influences, professional development opportunities, and the benefits of 

assessment.  Although external influences were not addressed in the present study, it is 

important to note that this variable was the strongest predictor of faculty involvement in 

institutional assessment activities, (�  = .35, p < .01, � R2 = .235) and accounted for 23.5% 

of the variance in the involvement regression model.  Items within this variable included 

professional accreditation requirements and review, professional associations that 

promoted student assessment, regional accreditation requirements and review, and state 

reviews of institutional assessment efforts.  The results suggested that faculty 

involvement in assessment activities increased as their perception of the importance of 

these influences increased. 
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Professional development emerged as the second most significant predictor in the 

faculty involvement model, (�  = .25, p < .01, � R2 = .112).  Professional development 

variables included (a) providing financial support (i.e., grants, reduced workloads, 

stipends, paid leaves) to faculty to develop scholarship in assessment, (b) attendance at 

professional conferences, (c) assessment workshops for deans, department heads, 

academic administrators, student affairs administrators and staff, and (d) use of 

assessment consulting services.  Grunwald and Peterson concluded that as opportunities 

for professional development increased, faculty involvement in assessment activities 

increased.  Their findings support assessment experts’ argument that professional 

development opportunities enhanced faculty expertise in assessment methodologies and 

abated faculty resistance to assessment (Banta, 1997; Banta et al., 1996; Schilling & 

Schilling, 1998). 

A third strong predictor emerged in the involvement-satisfaction model, (�  = .27, 

p < .01, � R2 = .059).  Grunwald and Peterson also found that faculty involvement in 

assessment activities increased when they observed increases in student retention and 

graduation rates, improved student grade performance, institutional image, and positive 

evaluations from regional accrediting agencies, each 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) and the literature of 

empirical research.  Specifically, the literature of theory converged in three areas: (a) the 

importance of educational values for cultivating successful learning assessment 
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initiatives, (b) the need for further research in assessment by institution type, and (c) the 

use of assessment plans and policies.  One contradiction between the literature of theory 

and practice emerged regarding the purposes for conducting student learning assessment.  

Three areas that converged are summarized first. 

Assessment theorists converged on the importance of educational values for 

cultivating effective learning assessment initiatives (American Association for Higher 

Education, 1992; Banta, 1997, 2004; Mentkowski et al., 1991).  They maintained that 

educational values exemplify fundamentals of an effective assessment initiative and 

represent a prerequisite for garnering internal support for assessment.  Other scholars 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 inherently possess 

the requisite qualities needed to promote successful learning assessment initiatives 

because of their emphasis on teaching and successful student outcomes. 

In another vein, the literature of practice and research converged.  Peterson, et al., 

(1999) found that the mere diversity of institutions of higher education by institution type 

warranted more research about learning assessment, whereas other researchers insisted 

that the severe deficit in scholarly and empirical studies about HBCUs in the aggregate 

greatly limits the capacity for strategic planning for these institutions (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 was revealed 

regarding assessment plans and policies.  Assessment practitioners maintained that most 

institutions utilized formal centralized assessment programs (Banta et al., 1996).  Fifty 

percent of all NCPI institutions, the majority of which were baccalaureate institutions, 

maintained a formal centralized plan and policy that required specific assessment 

activities of all academic units (Peterson, et al., 1999).  These findings are relevant to the 

present study because baccalaureate institutions constitute 45% of all accredited four-year 

HBCUs (U.S. Department of Education: National Center for Education Statistics: 

Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System/ IPEDS, 2002), and baccalaureate 

institutions constituted the majority of the sample in the present study. 

One notable contradiction between the literature of practice and research was 

identified.  Assessment practitioners and scholars argued that assessment initiatives 

received more support when the purposes for conducting assessment were motivated by 

internal rather than external requirements (Astin, 1991; Banta, 1997; Ewell, Finney, & 

Lenth, 1993; Lakos & Phipps, 2004; Schilling & Schilling, 1998).  However, of six 

purposes for conducting assessment, researchers found that one external purpose, that is, 

institutional self-study for accreditation was 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 assessment 

at HBCUs, informed decisions at the state and federal levels may be less likely for the 

HBCU cohort.  Further, it is reasonable that this knowledge gap diminishes the cohort’s 

capacity to lobby and benefit from participation in federal and state policy and decision 

making agendas.  Given this constraint, collaboration among the HBCU cohort  assumes 

an heightened importance to increase their engagement in the national learning 

assessment discourse (Dervarics, 2006; Wall-Smith, 2006) optimally equipped with a 

body of aggregate knowledge about the student learning assessment experience specific 

to the majority of the cohort. 

Nonetheless, as the national learning assessment debate continues, the 

implications for HBCUs remain constant: and evidence of successful student learning 

outcomes remain important national, state, and accreditation priorities in higher 

education.  Accordingly, assessment is not a fad and is not going away (Casey & Harris, 

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 Black colleges and universities 

(HBCUs).  The National Center for Postsecondary Improvement (NCPI) identified five 

internal and external domains of institutional support for student learning assessment, 

three of which were the foci of this study: (a) organizational and administrative practices 

(OAPP), (b) the utility of assessment information, and (c) the organizational climate for 

assessment. 

The NCPI research established the first comprehensive benchmark of 

organizational and administrative support practices for learning assessment initiatives for 

the population of accredited, postsecondary, public and private, degree-granting, 

nonproprietary institutions in the United States (N = 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 in the NCPI 

data (personal communication, M. W. Peterson, December 8, 2005).  Therefore, the 

present study specifically targeted HBCUs; with the dual objective of providing insight 

into organizational issues that influence support for assessment initiatives and 

contributing to the literature about student learning assessment at HBCUs. 

This chapter describes the research procedures and methodology employed for the 

present study.  It is organized as follows.  First, the research design and restatement of 

five research questions are presented.  Second, a description of the populations, sampling 

frames, sampling strategies, sample sizes, and response rates are described for each 
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sample.  Third, instrumentation, data collection, and data management procedures are 

discussed.  Fourth, data analyses procedures are described.  Finally, a discussion of 

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-comparative 

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 presumed effect of an 

attribute independent variable” (Gliner & Morgan, 2000) on dependent variables.  It is 

also important to emphasize that the causal comparative approach does not infer 

causality, but rather identifies ex post facto differences between groups (Fraenkel & 

Wallen, 2003; Gay, 1992).  Additionally, the present study used nationally benchmarked 

assessment criteria, therefore all dependent and independent variables had been pre-

defined. 

Because two major components of institutional support for student learning 

assessment were examined, the study is presented in two parts.  Part one comprised a 

profile of institutional support strategies for assessment, assessment management 

practices and policies, and the influence and impact of assessment information in 

institutional decision making and performance indicators, respectively.  One senior 

officer per institution (N = 44) most knowledgeable about learning assessment at her or 

his respective institution completed the institutional assessment profile.  In part two, 

faculty and administrators’ (N = 173) perceptions about assessment management 
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practices and leadership support at their respective institutions were examined 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 conducted item-level 

analyses of the five multidimensional domains of institutional support for assessment, the 

present study examined composites of items for two domains and one construct of 

institutional support for assessment.  Accordingly, to conduct composite-level analyses, 

ordinal rating scale data were treated as interval data (Jaccard & Wan, 1996) to support 

the use of parametric statistics.  Although this methodological approach substantially 

reduced the number of analyses, it also precluded one-to-one comparisons with specific 

NCPI findings.  On the other hand, a new knowledge base regarding organizational and 

administrative practices and the climate for assessment at HBCUs was created. 

Finally, construct and statistical conclusion validity issues greatly influence 

conclusions drawn from empirical findings in this study.  To that end, interitem reliability 

consistency scores (Cronbach alpha’s) ranged from .69 to .90 for dimensions within each 

domain, which met acceptable thresholds to support construct validity.  Statistical 

conclusion validity refers to the degree to which statistical analyses support correct 

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 ensure the 

validity of statistical conclusions. 

Research Questions 

Five research questions guided this two-part exploratory study: 
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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? 

2. To what extent has assessment information influenced institutional decision-

making at accredited four-year HBCUs, and are there differences by 

institution type and control? 

3. What impact has learning assessment information had on institutional 

performance indicators, and are there differences by institution type and 

control? 

4. What are faculty and administrators’ perceptions of student learning 

assessment management practices and leadership support at their respective 

institutions, and are there differences by institution type and position type, and 

by 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? 

Populations, Sampling Frames, Sampling Strategies 

Although institutions represented the unit of analysis for the institutional 

assessment profile, senior officers provided information on behalf of their respective 

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

analysis for the organizational climate analyses, therefore faculty and administrators 

provided their personal opinions about student learning assessment at their respective 

institutions.  The populations, sampling frames, sampling strategies, response rates, 
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sample sizes, and goodness of fit analyses for each sample are discussed in two sections 

below. 

The HBCU Institutional Population 

Accredited four-year HBCUs constituted the unit of analysis for the institutional 

student learning assessment profile.  The census of accredited four-year HBCUs (N = 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 Educational Statistics 

(NCES) website and confirmed with the White House Initiative on Historically Black 

Colleges and Universities and regional accrediting agencies websites.  Two institutions’ 

websites that did not provide faculty and staff email addresses could not be included in 

the assessible population (Gliner & Morgan, 2001), therefore, the assessible population of 

accredited four-year HBCUs was (N = 85). 

Sampling Frame 

Peterson, et al., (1999) identified senior administrative officers (i.e., institutional 

assessment, institutional research, and institutional evaluation officers); provosts, 

presidents; senior academic affairs, academic deans, senior student affairs officers, 

department chairs and their designees) most knowledgeable of institutional assessment 

initiatives.  The researcher identified 143 senior officers on 85 HBCU websites who met 
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these criteria.  These individuals’ names, email addresses, and phone numbers were 

recorded in sequences of first, second, and third preference in a Microsoft Excel ® 2003 

workbook.  The research objective was to obtain a census of the 87 accredited four-year 

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 email solicitation 

went to the nonrespondent senior officers and the remaining 109 second and third 

preference senior officers.  Thirty-seven senior officers had completed the Senior 

Officer’s Survey by the conclusion of the fourth week.  At that time, the researcher began 

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 officers from the 

same institution.  This occurred because the second preference participant responded 

before the first preference participant did.  To rectify this situation, the survey from the 

participant deemed most familiar with her or his respective institutions’ student learning 

assessment program was used.  The process ensured that the HBCU sample included only 

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 timely manner.  Another 



 

 
64 

participant declined to participate for the same reason.  Although a 50.57% (44/87) 

institutional response rate was achieved, the census of 87 accredited four-year HBCUs 

was not attained.  Therefore, 44 institutions constituted the actual sample (Gliner & 

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 
Type 

Total # of Accredited 
Four-year HBCUs 

Sample Size 
n 

Response Rate 
% 

 
Public 

 
41 

 
20 

 
45.45 

Private 46 24 54.55 
Total 87 44 50.57 

 
Note: The total number of accredited four-year HBCUs represents the stratum of institutional control types. 
The response rate represents a percentage of the total sample (N= 44). 
 
 
 
Table 2.  Institutional Response Rate by Institution Type 

Institution 
Type 

Total # of Accredited 
Four-year HBCUs  

Sample Size 
(n) 

Response Rate 
(%) 

 
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 represents the stratum of institution types. The response rate 
represents a percentage of the total sample (N= 44). 
 
 
 
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 to the survey.  One 

participant’s survey was not used because the researcher could not accommodate its 
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institutions’ IRB requirements in a timely manner.  Consequently, the actual sample 

totaled (N = 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 population of accredited four-

year HBCUs.  The actual sample (N= 44) was compared to the population of accredited 

four-year HBCU institutions as identified on the National Center for Education Statistics 

(NCES) website and confirmed with data from the White House Initiative on Historically 

Black Colleges and Universities (WHIHBCU) and regional accrediting agencies 

websites.  Results of the chi-square goodness of fit analysis were nonsignificant, � 2 (1, 

44) = .006, p = .936 for control type (Table 3) and institution type, � 2 (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 >10 where df = 1).  These results 

suggested that the actual sample of accredited four-year private, public, baccalaureate and 

master’s, and doctoral and research institutions did not differ from the population of 

accredited four-year HBCUs. 

Table 3.  Chi-square Goodness-of-fit Results for the HBCU Institutional Sample by 

Control Type 

Control 
Type 

Observed 
Sample  

Expected 
Population  

% of  
Expected 
Population 

� 2 p 

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

 
Note:  Expected population = number of accredited four-year HBCUs 

Note:  % of Expected population = Observed sample/ Expected population. 
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Table 4.  Chi-square Goodness-of-fit Results for the HBCU Institutional Sample by 

Institution Type 

Institution 
Type 

Observed 
Sample  

Expected 
Population  

% of  
Expected 
Population 

� 2 p 

Baccalaureate/ 
Master’s 

39 75 52.0 0.218 .640 

Doctoral/ 
Research 

5 12 41.67   

Total 44 87 50.57   
 
Note:  Expected population = number of accredited four-year HBCUs 
Note:  % of Expected population = Observed sample/ Expected population. 
 
 
 
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 analysis included 

administrators and faculty at accredited public and private four-year HBCUs.  The 

sampling frame, strategy, response rates, and sample size are described in the following 

sections. 

Sampling Frame 

The sampling frame for faculty and administrators comprised instructors, 

lecturers, adjuncts, assistants, associates, and full professors at accredited four-year 

HBCUs.  Lecturers and adjuncts were included because these professionals comprised the 

entire faculty at some institutions.  Although only one adjunct and nine lecturers 

participated in the study, their input provided an alternative perspective to the learning 

assessment discourse that may have not been communicated by full-time faculty.  The 

sampling frame also included senior administrative professionals (i.e., deans, division 

heads, department chairs) and academic and professional administrators.  Professional 
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administrators who held teaching responsibilities were classified as administrators.  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 administrators 

could not be located.  One comprehensive source reported to have contained faculty 

names and addresses for all U.S. institutions, the National Faculty Directory was not 

available at the Gelman Library and other local libraries.  A comparable directory of 

university administrators was not available, with the exception of directories for specific 

associations, such as the National Association of Personnel Administrators (NASPA), 

and the Association of College and University Policy Administrators (ACUPA).  A 

comprehensive directory of HBCU faculty and administrator information was not 

available through other sources such as the National Association for Equal Opportunity in 

Education (NAFEO) and the HBCU Faculty Development Network (HBCUFDN).  

Another source, The Frederick D. Patterson Research Institute (United Negro College 

Fund) maintained faculty and administrator statistics for its member colleges (i.e., four-

year private HBCUs) but access is restricted to the resource. 

Sampling Strategy  

Therefore, an oversampling strategy was used to randomly select faculty and 

administrators from the 87 assessible HBCU websites.  Faculty and staff email addresses 

were not available on two institutions’ websites.  Because the number of faculty and 

administrators employed at the 85 institutions varied by institution, every 10th individual 

was selected to attain a random sample of one-tenth of each institution’s faculty and 

administrator headcount.  Using this strategy, 2,910 faculty and administrators’ names 
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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 alphabetically by last name.  

The researcher used an Excel random number generator to assign a random number from 

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 into a SurveyMonkey® 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 failure errors.  Subsequently, the 

remaining 1,446 faculty and administrators’ email addresses were considered the selected 

sample, that is, the smaller group of participants selected from the assessible population 

asked to participate in the study (Gliner & Morgan, 2001).  Weekly email requests were 

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 response was not 

used because the participant entered the survey, but did not enter responses.  Two 

participants worked at institutions that required additional IRB requirements that the 

researcher could not accommodate in a timely manner; therefore, these surveys were not 

used.  These adjustments resulted in an actual sample of 173 participants.  This sample 

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 sampling frame for 

faculty and administrators was not available, response rates by position type could not be 

computed.  The percentage of faculty and administrator participants who completed the 

survey as a percentage of the selected sample was 11.96% (173/1,446).  The percentages 

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 three (N = 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 four-year HBCUs could not 

be located.  Therefore, the HBCU faculty and administrator sample cannot be assumed 
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representative of the population of faculty and administrators at accredited four-year 

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, accordingly, 

the survey method was utilized.  In general, survey research allows generalizations to be 

made from samples to populations so that inferences may be made about behaviors, 

characteristics, or attitudes about the population (Babbie, 2001).  Specifically, web-based 

survey research provides two important advantages: (a) it facilitates quick turnaround, 

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 instruments, 

the Inventory of Institutional Support for Student Assessment (ISSA), and the 

Institutional Climate for Student Assessment (ICSA) were used in the present study.  

These instruments may be accessed at http://www.umich.edu/~ncpi/52/ISSA.pdf and 

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

Survey (Appendix E), extracted from the ISSA instrument was designed for one senior 

officer most knowledgeable of her or his respective institution’s learning assessment 

initiative.  This instrument contained 24 questions about specific learning assessment 

management practices, policies, and institutional strategies used to support learning 

assessment initiatives.  The HBCU Faculty and Administrator’s Survey (Appendix F), 

extracted from the ICSA instrument contained 15 questions regarding faculty and 
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administrator’s perceptions about learning assessment practices and leadership support 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 activities, and reduce the 

number of variables included in relational analyses (Peterson, et al., 1999).  Extensive 

factor analyses were conducted in two stages, which resulted in factors with “high 

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 were retained 

as individual variables.  This extensive data reduction exercise precluded the need for a 

similar exercise for the HBCU instruments.  However, a substantial reduction in the 

number of subsections, questions, and items was conducted to streamline the two HBCU 

instruments.  Whereas the NCPI rating scales were used in the HBCU instruments, fewer 

scales were used.  Results of the interitem consistency reliability analyses are 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 (Appendix E), which 

was extracted from the ISSA, comprised six subsections, 24 questions, and 88 items 

determined relevant to the present study’s research questions.  One subsection included 

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 designed in a 

similar manner.  Extracted from the ICSA, the faculty and administrator’s instrument 

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 because validity is 

“determined primarily through judgment” (Gay, 1992, p. 155).  In this regard, chief 

academic administrators at community colleges, liberal arts colleges, regional public 

universities, and research universities pilot tested the original NCPI instruments.  A two-

part approach was used to pilot test the NCPI instruments.  Half of the respondents who 

completed the instrument were later interviewed by staff researchers, and the other half of 

the respondents were asked to discuss their responses with a staff researcher as they 

completed the instrument.  This pilot testing led to substantial revisions and clarifications 

to all sections of the instruments to ensure content validity. 

Similarly, for the present study, a panel of two student learning assessment 

directors from one private HBCU and one public HBCU assessed the content validity of 

the Senior Officer’s and Faculty and Administrator’s Surveys.  This panel included 

HBCU assessment directors most knowledgeable of the content area, that is, the degree 

that the items represented measurement in the intended content area (i.e., item validity) 

and the degree to which the tests represented the total content area, that is, sampling 

validity (Gay, 1992).  Their assessment led to a net addition of two items in the Senior 
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Officer’s instrument, and the net addition of 1 item in the Faculty and Administrator’s 

instrument.  One 4-point rating scale was modified to include a 5th response 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 analyses were conducted for the 

HBCU instruments, also discussed in the Data Management section of this chapter.  A 

comparison of Cronbach alpha’s for both instruments’ identical rating scales is presented 

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 greatly enhanced survey 

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 without losing data 

already entered.  One participant who completed the survey in five days demonstrated 

this capability.  Participants could retrieve hardcopy versions of the surveys from the 

researcher’s personal website, http://mysite.verizon.net/dovenable.  Five surveys were 

retrieved in this manner.  These surveys and others received by mail and fax were 

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 student learning 

assessment at HBCUs (Appendices B and C).  The emails included a hyperlink that the 
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participant used to access the password-protected online survey.  A second hyperlink was 

included in the email that the participants used to access the password-protected hardcopy 

of the survey and the Human Consent Form (IRB Exempt Study #050847).  Participants 

who retrieved hardcopy surveys were informed that by completing the survey, they had 

accepted The George Washington University’s Human Consent/Assent protocol by 

default.  This language was also included in the solicitation emails to senior officers, and 

faculty and administrators. 

Data Management 

Data storage and handling procedures are discussed in this section.  Additionally, 

item and survey responses, treatment for missing values, data reduction, and a 

comparison of Cronbach alpha scores for interitem consistency for the NCPI and HBCU 

instruments are described. 

Data Storage 

SurveyMonkey®, Inc., a reliable internet survey company, maintained the data 

and its security.  The researcher also purchased Secured Socket Layout (SSL) technology 

to provide an extra level of internet security during the data collection phase.  The 

company provided assistance with survey design, technical support, summary reporting, 

and file formatting requirements.  The company, researcher, and dissertation chair 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® formatted Excel worksheets into two separate Microsoft Excel 2003 ® 

workbooks on her personal computer; one workbook contained senior officers’ data and 
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the other, faculty and administrators’ data.  Each SurveyMonkey® Excel-formatted record 

included a unique identifier that was used to cross-reference with a master Excel 

workbook that contained institution names, participant IDs, and email addresses.  By 

cross-referencing institution names, three new variables, namely, institution type, control 

type, and regional accrediting agency, were created and added to the Microsoft 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 Administrator’s Survey with 

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 (n = 6) did not complete the institutional profile section of the 

Senior Officer’s Survey.  However, these data were important to the institutional profile 

analyses therefore these institutions were included in the institutional response rate 

(44/87 = 50.57%), but were excluded from the actual sample (N = 38) 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 modification to treat 

missing data.  Participants were asked to rate question 23 on a 5-point rating scale.  

During the data analysis phase, it was determined that responses rated ‘influence 

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 not included in 

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 values for the 

questions with less than 33% of items missing were replaced with each items’ modal 

response for the respective sample (Dannels et al., 2009).  Neither the Senior Officer’s 

nor the Faculty and Administrator’s Surveys contained more than 33% of items missing. 

See Supplemental Tables, Appendix A, Table A1 and Table A2, respectively. 

Cronbach’s Alpha Reliability Analyses 

Two Cronbach’s alpha reliability analyses for the HBCU instruments were 

conducted to satisfy two requirements.  First, the substantial reduction in the number of 

questions and items in the HBCU instruments as compared to the original NCPI 

instruments was necessary to ensure interitem consistency reliability.  Second, 

Cronbach’s alpha analyses were conducted to ensure interitem consistency before and 

after treatment for missing values for the four dimensions of the Senior Officer’s Survey 

and the Faculty and Administrator Survey. 

Cronbach’s alpha scores before and after treatment for missing values for the 

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 values were .696 to .934 

and .714 to .916, respectively (Table 8).  These results met an acceptable reliability 

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 Senior Officers’ Instrument 

Domain Dimension Number 
of Items 

(n) 

Before 
Treatment 
Cronbach 
Alpha’s 

After 
Treatment 
Cronbach 
Alpha’s 

Rating Scale 

OAPP 
 

Mission 
Priorities 

8 .767 .743 1 = Very low priority 
2 = Low priority 
3 = Moderate priority 
4 = High priority 
5 = Very high priority 

      

 Purposes for 
Conducting 
Assessment 

6 .827 .830 1 = Very important 
2 = Not important 
3 = Somewhat  important 
4 = Important 
5 = Very important 

 Assessment 
Plans and 
Policies  

5 a NA NA  

 *Assessment 
Management 
Practices and 
Policies 

18 b NA NA  

      
Utility of 
Assessment 
Information 

Influence of 
Assessment 
Information in 
Decision 
Making 

10 .892 .874 1 = No influence 
2 = Data not influential 
3 = Data somewhat 
influential 
4 = Data very influential 
5 = Influence unknown 
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Table 7.  Cronbach Alpha Scores Before and After Treatment for Missing Values for the HBCU Senior Officers’ Instrument – cont’d 

Domain Dimension Number 
of Items 

(n) 

Before 
Treatment 
Cronbach 
Alpha’s 

After 
Treatment 
Cronbach 
Alpha’s 

Rating Scale 

Utility of 
Assessment 
Information – 
cont’d 

Impact on 
Institutional 
Performance 
Indicators 

6 .782 .786 1 = Not monitored 
2 = Negative impact 
3 = No known impact 
4 = Positive impact  

 

a Items not measured on rating scale. 
b Items not measured on rating scale. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 
79 

Table 8.  Cronbach Alpha Scores Before and After Treatment for Missing Values for the HBCU Faculty and Administrator’s 

Instrument 

Construct Dimension Number of 
Items 

(n) 

Before 
Treatment 
Cronbach 
Alpha’s 

After 
Treatment 
Cronbach 
Alpha’s 

Rating Scale 

Organizational 
Climate for 
Assessment 

Feelings 
about 
assessment  

10 .778 .769 1 = Disagree strongly 
2 = Disagree somewhat 
3 = Agree somewhat  
4 = Agree strongly 

      

 Satisfaction 
with 
Assessment 
Practices 

8 .934 .916 1 = Very dissatisfied 
2 = Not satisfied 
3 = Neutral or unknown  
4 = Satisfied 
5 = Very satisfied 

      
 Involvement 

in 
Assessment 
Activities 

6 .861 .844 1 = Not involved 
2 = Moderately involved 
3 = Involved  
4 = Highly involved 
5 = Very highly involved 

      
 Beliefs 

about 
Institutional 
Influences 

4 .696 .714 1 = Very unimportant 
2 = Not important 
3 = Somewhat important 
4 = Important 
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 following segments. 

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, two research, and one 

specialty (divinity) institution.  Over 77% (34) of the sample institutions were governed 

by the SACS regional accrediting agency, 16.2% (8) by the Middle States Association 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 the participants 

held terminal degrees, 61.4% (27) of the participants’ positions were nontenure-tracked 

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) were African American, 

20.5% (9) were Hispanic/Latino, and 13.6% (6) were Caucasian and other ethnicities 

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

SENIOR OFFICER RESPONDENTS 
Primary Appointment Number 

(n) 
Percentage of Total 

Provost/VP Academic 
Affairs 

5 13.2 

Student Affairs Officer 1 2.6 
Institutional Research 
Officer 

17 44.7 

Institutional Assessment 
Officer 

12 31.6 

Other 2 5.3 
NA 1 2.6 
   
Tenure Status Number 

(n) 
Percentage of Total 

Tenured 6 15.8 
Tenure Tracked 2 5.3 
No Tenure for Position 30 78.9 

 
Years in Higher Education Number 

(n) 
Percentage of Total 

< 1 year 0 0 
1 – 5 years 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 
Institution 

Number 
(n) 

Percentage of Total 

< 1 year 3 7.9 
1 – 5 years 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 

(n) 
Percentage of Total 

Ph.D./Ed.D. 26 68.4 
Master’s 11 28.9 
Bachelor’s 1 2.6 
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Table 9.  Demographic Profile of the Senior Officer Respondents – cont’d 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
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 administrative 

practices and policies, and (b) the utility of assessment information.  Because the data 

comprised 4- and 5-point rating scales, ordinal data were treated as interval data (Jaccard 

& Wan, 1996) to support the use of parametric statistics.  Item-level data were aggregated 

to compute composite mean scores for dimensions within each domain.  Composite 

scores provided an aggregate representation of constructs of institutional support for 

assessment.  In this section, statistical tests, dependent and independent variables, 

assumptions of the tests, and post-hoc comparison tests are summarized for research 

questions one through three. 

The objective of research question one was to identify the organizational and 

administrative practices and policies HBCUs have adopted to support institutional student 

learning assessment initiatives, and to identify the effects of institution type and control 

type.  Fixed effect ANOVAs (i.e., two-way analyses of variances) were conducted to 

SENIOR OFFICER RESPONDENTS 
Race Number 

(n) 
Percentage of Total 

African American/Black 27 71.0 
Asian 0 0 
Caucasian 3 7.9 
Hispanic/Latino 8 21.1 
   
Gender Number 

(n) 
Percentage of Total 

Female 20 52.6 
Male 18 47.4 
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identify group differences, and to evaluate the effect of institution type and control type 

on three dimensions: (a) the importance of mission priorities, (b) purposes for conducting 

assessment, and (c) the use of assessment management practices and policies.  

Assumptions of the ANOVA, effect size indices, eta- and omega-squared, were reported.  

The Aspin-Welsh-Satterthwaite correction was used to correct violations of the 

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 results, composite 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 assessment plan and 

policy types and institution and control types.  Three assumptions of the chi-square (i.e., 

mutual exclusivity and exhaustiveness, independence, and large sample size) and the 

effect size, Cramer’s V were reported.  Standardized residuals were reported for 

statistically significant chi-square results. 

Independent variables 

Institution type and control type represented attribute variables (Gliner & Morgan, 

2000) which were used to evaluate their effect on dependent variables.  For the 

institutional profile analysis, institution type and control type represented pre-established 

independent variables (i.e., categories of institutions of higher education) that could not 

be manipulated.  These variables were used to evaluate their effect on organizational and 

administrative support practices and the utility of assessment information. 
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Because of the small sample of HBCU doctoral and research institutions that 

participated in this study, institution type was aggregated into two levels to minimize the 

effect of small sample sizes (Camilli & Hopkins, 1978): (a) baccalaureate and master’s 

institutions (n = 33), and (b) doctoral and research institutions (n = 5).  The second 

independent variable, institutional control, comprised two levels, public (n = 18), and 

private institutions (n = 20). 

Dependent variables 

The present study used nationally benchmarked assessment criteria, consequently 

the dependent variables had been pre-defined (Table 10).  Dependent variables comprised 

multiple items, which represented measures of the two domains and one construct.  These 

variables were scaled on dichotomous, and 4- and 5-point ordinal rating scales, which 

permitted their treatment as interval data to conduct parametric statistical analyses 

(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 
Support 
Strategies 

Mission 
Priorities 

1. Excellence in 
undergraduate 
education 

1 = Very low priority 
2 = Low priority 
3 = Moderate priority 
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 
Support 
Strategies – 
cont’d 

Mission 
Priorities – 
cont’d 

6. Student diversity 1 = Very low priority 
2 = Low priority 
3 = Moderate priority 
4 = High priority 
5 = Very high priority 

  7. Research  

  8. Service to community  
    

 Purposes for 
Conducting 
Assessment  

1. Institutional self-study 
for accreditation 

1 = Very unimportant 
2 = Not important 
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 
Plans and 
Policies 

1. Formal institution-wide 
mandatory plans 

Dichotomous 
1 = Yes 
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 Variable Item Rating Scale 
Assessment 
Management 
Practices and 
Policies 

Student 
participation 
policies  

1. Mandatory 
participation policies 

Dichotomous 
1 = Yes 
0 = No 

  2. Incentives provided to 
students  

 

    
 Resource 

Allocation 
Practices  

1. Explicit operating 
budget for assessment 

Dichotomous 
1 = Yes 
0 = No 

  2. Student performance 
indicators considered 

 

  3. Competitive resource 
allocation between 
academic units 

 

  4. Rewards to academic 
units for past student 
performance 

 

    
 Professional 

Development 
Policies  

1. Support for faculty to 
attend assessment 
conferences 

Dichotomous 
1 = Yes 
0 = No 

  2. Financial assistance for 
faculty scholarship in 
assessment (stipends, 
reduced workloads, 
paid leaves, etc.) 

 

  3. Assessment workshops 
for deans, department 
chairs, and other 
academic 
administrators 

 

  4. Assessment workshops 
for student affairs 
administrators 

0

    

 Faculty 
Evaluation 
and Reward 
Policies  

1. Reward/incentives to 
administrators who 
promote learning 
assessment  

Dichotomous 
1 = Yes 
0 = No 
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Table 10.  Dependent Variables in the Organizational and Administrative Practice and 

Policy Domain by Dimension 

Dimension Variable Item Rating Scale 
Assessment 
Management 
Practices and 
Policies – 
cont’d 

Faculty 
Evaluation 
and Reward 
Policies – 
cont’d 

2. Evidence of student 
performance in faculty 
evaluations 

Dichotomous 
1 = Yes 
0 = No 

  3. Faculty scholarship 
considered in 
evaluations 

 

  4. Faculty encouraged to 
conduct learning 
assessment 

 

    
 Academic 

Program 
Reviews and 
Planning 
Practices  

1. Department/program 
planning using 
assessment data 

Dichotomous 
1 = Yes 
0 = No 

  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 institutional decision 

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. Independent variables, 
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(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 of parametric 

statistics.  Composite scores were computed to represent an aggregate of the multiple 

items within each dimension.  Two-way ANOVAs were conducted to evaluate the effect 

of institution type and control type on composite scores for each dimension.  

Assumptions of the two-way ANOVAs and effect size indices, eta- and omega-squared 

were reported. 

Dependent Variables 

A summary of dependent variables for the utility of assessment information 

domain is presented in Table 11. 

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

Dimension 

Dimension  Item Rating Scale 
Influence of 
Assessment 
Information  

1. Academic missions and 
goals 

1 = No influence 
2 = Data not influential 
3 = Data somewhat influential 
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 
Performance 
Indicators 

1. Campus discussions of 
undergraduate education 

1 = Data not monitored 
2 = Data monitored negative impact 
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 

 

 6. Allocation of state funding  
 7. Evaluations from regional 

accrediting agencies 
 

 8. Institutional reputation and 
image 

 

 
 
 
Organizational Climate for Assessment Analysis 

Two research questions guided the organizational climate for assessment 

analyses.  Research question four examined faculty and administrators’ perceptions about 

student learning assessment management practices and leadership support at their 

respective institutions.  Research question five examined the relationship between faculty 

and administrators’ perceptions about learning assessment initiatives and involvement 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 institutions (Table 

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

Type 

Total Sample 
N = 173 

Baccalaureate/ 
Master’s  
(n = 46) 

Doctoral/ 
Research 
(n = 9) 

Public 
(n = 27) 

Private 
(n = 28) 

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 sample 

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

FACULTY  ADMINISTRATORS 
Primary 
Appointment 

Number 
(n) 

Percentage of 
Total 

Primary 
Appointment 

Number 
(n) 

*Percentage of Total 

Lecturer/Instructor 8 7.8 Administrator 38 54.3 
Assistant 
Professor 

37 35.9 Administrative 
Professional/ 
Faculty 

23 32.9 

Associate 
Professor 

26 25.2 Professional 
Staff 

9 12.9 

Professor 32 31.1    
      
Tenure Status Number 

(n) 
Percentage of 
Total 

Tenure Status Number 
(n) 

*Percentage of Total 

Tenured 56 54.3 Tenured 26 37.1 
Tenure Tracked 29 28.2 Tenure Tracked 11 15.7 
No Tenure for 
Position 

18 17.5 No Tenure for 
Position 

33 47.1 

      
Years in Higher 
Education 

Number 
(n) 

Percentage of 
Total 

Years in 
Higher 
Education 

Number 
(n) 

Percentage of Total 

< 1 year 1 1.0 < 1 year 0 0 
1 – 5 years 12 11.7 1 – 5 years 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 11.4 
> 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 
Institution 

Number 
(n) 

Percentage 
of Total 

Years at 
Current 
Institution on 

Number 
(n) 

*Percentage of Total 

< 1 year 3 2.9 < 1 year 5 7.1 
1 – 5 years 35 34.0 1 – 5 years 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 
Earned 

Number 
(n) 

Percentage 
of Total 

Highest Degree 
Earned 

Number 
(n) 

Percentage of Total 

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 1.4 
      
Race Number 

(n) 
Percentage 
of Total 

Race Number 
(n) 

Percentage of Total 

African 
American/Black 

50 48.5 African 
American/Black 

53 75.7 

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 

(n) 
Percentage 
of Total 

Gender Number 
(n) 

Percentage of Total 

Female 48 46.6 Female 25 35.7 
Male 55 53.4 Male 45 64.3 
 

a 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 respective institutions: 

(a) beliefs about the importance of institutional influences on assessment, (b) satisfaction 

with assessment management practices and policies and leadership support, (c) feelings 

about core value statements about student learning assessment, and (d) involvement in 

institutional assessment activities. 

Parametric statistics were conducted to evaluate group differences and the effect 

of independent variables on faculty and administrators’ perceptions about learning 

assessment and leadership support at their respective institutions.  Two-way ANOVAs 

were conducted to evaluate the effect of institution type and position type, and control 

type and position type on faculty and administrators’ perceptions of four dimensions of 

the climate for assessment.  Effect size indices, eta- and omega-squared, and assumptions 

of the statistical tests were reported for all results.  For significant ANOVA results, 

composite mean scores were compared to assess pairwise differences between variables 

because independent variables did not include more than two levels.  The Aspin-Welch-

Satterthwaite correction for unequal variances was used to correct violations of the 

assumption of homogeneity for significant main effects. 

Research question five examined the relationship between faculty and 

administrators’ perceptions about learning assessment practices and leadership support 

for assessment at their respective institutions and their involvement in institution-wide 

assessment activities.  The Pearson product-moment correlation was used to assess these 

relationships.  Whereas the Pearson correlation identifies positive, negative, and 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 identification 

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

Similar to other statistical tests of relationship and association, the strength of 

association or effect size is equally important.  In fact, the American Psychological 

Association (APA) publication standards strongly advise reporting effect size data in 

journal articles and manuscripts (American Psychological Association, 2002).  Effect size 

information explains the magnitude of the relationship between two variables.  

Accordingly, the r2 effect size, also referred to as the coefficient of determination 

(Vernoy & Vernoy, 1997) was reported to explain the amount of shared variance between 

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) was examined.  To 

minimize the effect of small sample sizes, appointment type was aggregated to form a 

new variable, position type that included two levels, (i.e., faculty and administrators).  

Accordingly, the main effects and interaction effects of institution type and position type, 

and control type and position type were examined to evaluate faculty and administrators’ 

perceptions about student learning assessment at their respective institutions. 

Dependent Variables 
 
 Dependent variables examined in the organizational climate analyses were also 

pre-defined in the NCPI study and are presented in Table 14.  
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Table 14.  Dependent Variables in the Organizational Climate for Assessment Construct 

by Dimension  

Dimension  Item Rating Scale 
Feelings about 
evaluative statements 
about learning 
assessment  

1. Faculty and 
administrators agree 
on the value of 
assessment 

1 = Disagree strongly 
2 = Disagree somewhat 
3 = Agree somewhat 
4 = Agree strongly 

 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  Item Rating Scale 
Feelings about 
evaluative statements 
about learning 
assessment – cont’d 

9. Faculty use 
assessment 
information to 
improve teaching 
methods 

1 = Disagree strongly 
2 = Disagree somewhat 
3 = Agree somewhat 
4 = Agree strongly 

 10. Faculty fear 
assessment results 
used in evaluations 

 

   

Satisfaction with 
assessment practices 
and leadership support  

1. Institution-wide 
learning assessment 
plan and policy 

1 = Very dissatisfied 
2 = Not satisfied 
3 = Neutral or unknown 
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  Item Rating Scale 
Beliefs about 
institutional influences  
on assessment 

1. Institution-wide 
formal plan 
administrators and 
faculty required to 
follow 

1 = Very unimportant 
2 = Not important 
3 = Somewhat important 
4 = Important 
5 = Very important 

 2. Institution-wide 
informal plan 
administrators and 
faculty required to 
follow 

 

 3. Senior level support  
 4. Vocal detractors  
   

Involvement in 
assessment activities  

1. Participation in 
institutional 
workshops and 
seminars 

1 = Very uninvolved 
2 = Not involved 
3 = Involved 
4 = Moderately involved 
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 institutional learning 

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 participating institution 

responded to the institutional profile survey.  By comparison, faculty and administrator 

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 above all other 

considerations.  For example, responses from one senior officer and two faculty and 

administrators were not used because, unknown to the participants, their institutions 

required additional IRB protocol that the researcher could not accommodate in a timely 

manner. 

Additional precautions were taken to ensure participant anonymity and 

confidentiality.  Open-ended comments remained unidentified, confidential, and secured; 

and all participants and institutions were assured anonymity throughout the process and 

in subsequent reports and articles.  The researcher developed an Excel worksheet to 

maintain names, email addresses, and senior officers’ phone numbers retrieved from 

university websites.  Each participant’s name and email address was assigned a unique 

identifier code to replace identifiable information.  That code was used to cross-reference 

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 were stored 
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separately, was restricted to the researcher and an assistant who retrieved information 

from university web-sites.  Non identifying electronic data were secured on the 

researcher’s password-protected web space at https://vzsharing.verizon.net.  The data and 

hardcopies of surveys will be retained according to GWU’s IRB and APA retention 

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, IRB #050847 

(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 Black colleges and universities 

(HBCUs).  In 1999, the National Center for Postsecondary Improvement (NCPI) research 

initiative identified five domains of institutional support for student learning assessment 

(Peterson, et al., 1999), three of which were the foci of the present study: (a) 

organizational and administrative practices and policies (OAPP), (b) the utility of 

learning assessment information, and (c) the organizational climate for student 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 administrative practices 

and policies and the utility of student learning assessment information at accredited four-

year HBCUs.  Of 87 accredited four-year HBCUs, 44 institutions participated in this 

study, which represented the majority of accredited four-year baccalaureate, 53.1% 

(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 sample 

maintained formal and informal assessment plans and policies.  One senior officer did not 

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 for assessment.  

Faculty and administrators’ at accredited four-year HBCUs offered their perceptions 

about student learning assessment practices and leadership support at their respective 

institutions.  Of a random sample of 1, 446 participants, 173 responded, which 



 

 
102 

represented an 11.96% response rate.  A separate sampling frame was not available for 

the population of faculty and administrators at HBCUs, therefore, the extent to which this 

sample was representative of the faculty and administrator population at accredited four-

year HBCUs could not be ascertained. 

Results of this analysis are discussed in five sections to align with each research 

question.  Findings from analyses of descriptive statistics are discussed first, and results 

from the parametric and nonparametric tests are presented second.  Effect sizes and 

assumptions of the tests were reported for all results.  Because all independent variables, 

(i.e., institution type, control type, and position type) included only two levels, for 

statistically significant ANOVA results, composite mean scores were compared to assess 

pairwise differences between variables.  The Aspin-Welch-Satterthwaite correction 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 one and two are summarized in 

Table 50.  A Crosswalk Table is presented in Supplemental Tables, Appendix A, Table 

A3 to cross-reference research and survey questions with variables and statistical tests 

used in each analysis. 

Results 

Research Question 1 

One operational research question guided the first analyses: 

�  What organizational and administrative practices and policies have accredited 

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 domain (a) institutional 

support strategies and (b) assessment management practices are presented 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 

The institutional support strategy dimension included: (a) 8 mission priorities, (b) 

6 purposes for conducting assessment, and (c) 5 assessment plans and policy types.   

These dimensions were measured on two 5-point rating scales and one dichotomous 

scale, respectively.  Mission priorities are discussed first. 

Mission priorities 

Descriptive findings. 

Senior officers rated 8 mission priorities using 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 eight mission priorities included: 

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. Research, and 

8. Service to community. (Peterson, et al., 1999) 
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Of eight mission priorities, senior officer’s median raw scores of 5 (Mdn = 5) 

suggested that (a) excellence in undergraduate education, and (b) teaching 

undergraduates were ‘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 officers identified (a) 

excellence in undergraduate education, 71.1% (27) and (b) teaching undergraduates 

65.8% (25) as ‘very high priorities’.  Percentages and frequency distributions of the eight 

mission priorities are illustrated in Figures 2 through 9. 

Table 15.  Median Raw Scores for Mission Priorities  

Mission Priority Median Rating Scores 
1. Excellence in undergraduate 

education 
5 

2. Teaching undergraduates 5 
3. Identifying clear outcomes 4 
4. Service to community 4 
5. Student diversity 3 
6. Interdisciplinary 

teaching/research 
3 

7. Research 3 
8. Alternative delivery systems 3 

 
Note: N = 38. 
 
Note. Rating scale:  1 = no priority, 2 = low priority, 3 = moderate priority, 4 = high priority, 5 = very high 
priority. 
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Figure 2.  Excellence in undergraduate education was a ‘very high’ mission priority for the majority 
(71.1%) of the sample institutions. 
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Figure 3.  Teaching undergraduates was a ‘very high’ mission priority for the majority (65.8%) of the 
sample institutions. 
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Figure 4.  Identifying clear student outcomes was a ‘high’ mission priority for 44.7% of the sample 
institutions.  
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Figure 5.  Research was a ‘high’ mission priority for 39.5% of the sample institutions. 
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Figure 6.  Service to community was a ‘high’ mission priority for 44.7% of the sample institutions. 
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Figure 7.  Student diversity was a ‘moderate’ mission priority for 36.8% of the sample institutions. 
 



 

 
108 

1

6

21

7

3

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

P
er

ce
nt

 o
f H

B
C

U
 S

am
pl

e 
In

st
itu

tio
ns

 (
N

 =
 3

8)

Ver
y l

ow
 pr

ior
ity

Low
 p

rio
r it

y

M
od

er
at

e pr
io

rit
y

High
 p

r io
rit

y

Ver
y h

ig
h 

pr
ior

ity

Institutional Mission Priority:
Interdisciplinary Teaching and Research

All Institutions

 
Figure 8.  Interdisciplinary teaching and research was a ‘moderate’ mission priority for 55.3% of the 
sample institutions. 
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Figure 9.  Providing alternative delivery systems was a ‘moderate’ mission priority for 44.7% of the sample 
institutions. 



 

 
109 

Percentages and frequency distributions of rating scores revealed that 69.7% (23) 

of senior officers at baccalaureate and master’s institutions, and 80% (4) at doctoral and 

research institutions identified excellence in undergraduate education as a ‘very high’ 

mission priority.  The majority, 60% (3) of senior officers at doctoral and research 

institutions identified identifying clear outcomes a ‘very high’ mission priority. 

The majority of senior officers at public 61.1% (11) and private 80% (16) 

institutions also rated excellence in undergraduate education, and teaching 

undergraduates 66.7% (12) and 65% (13), respectively, ‘very high’ mission priorities.  

Frequency distributions of rating scores for the 8 mission priorities by institution type 

and control type are illustrated in Supplemental Figures, Appendix A, Figures A1 through 

A16. 

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 of mission priorities.  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 effects of control type and institution type for mission 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 scores, M = 3.79, SD = 0.479, Mdn = 3.88 suggested that the 8 mission 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 normality (n > 5) was not met due to the small sample of 
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doctoral institutions (n = 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 mean scores.  These 

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-way ANOVA 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 * 
Institution Type (A x B) 

1 0.837 .023 .367 

     
Within-group error 34 (15.797)   
 

Note:  Values enclosed in parentheses represent mean square errors. 

 
 
 
Table 17.  Composite Mean 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 = low priority, 3 = moderate priority, 4 = high priority, 5 = very 
high priority. 
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The data failed to show a significant difference across the two levels of control 

type, the two levels of institution type, and the interaction of the two factors for mission 

priorities.  Given these results and the absence of threats to statistical conclusion validity, 

the finding of no significant difference for the importance of mission priorities by control 

type and institution type for the HBCU sample should be accepted. 

Purposes for conducting assessment 

 Descriptive findings. 

Senior officers rated the importance of 6 purposes for conducting learning 

assessment using 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 assessment included: 

1. Institutional self-study for accreditation, 

2. Meeting state reporting requirements, 

3. Guiding resource allocation decisions, 

4. Guiding undergraduate program improvement, 

5. Improving undergraduate achievement, and 

6. Improving faculty instructional performance. (Peterson, et al., 1999) 

Median raw scores of 5 (Mdn = 5) suggested that senior officers considered 3 

purposes for conducting assessment ‘very important’: (a) improving undergraduate 

achievement, (b) self-study for accreditation, and (c) guiding undergraduate program 

improvement.  Moreover, percentages and frequency distributions indicated that the 

majority of senior officers also identified (a) improving undergraduate 

achievement,71.1% (27), (b) self-study for accreditation, 63.2% (24), and (c) guiding 
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undergraduate program improvement, 55.3% (21) ‘very important’ purposes for 

conducting assessment.  Median raw scores for the 6 purposes for conducting assessment 

are presented in Table 18.  Percentages and frequency distributions are illustrated in 

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 

achievement 
5 

2. Self-study for accreditation 5 
3. Guiding undergraduate program 

improvement 
5 

4. Improving faculty instructional 
performance 

4 

5. Guiding resource allocation 
decisions 

4 

6. Meeting state reporting 
requirements 

4 

 
Note.  Rating scale: 1 = very unimportant, 2 = not important, 3 = somewhat important, 4 = important, 5 = 
very important. 
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Figure 10. The majority (71.1%) of senior officers identified improving undergraduate achievement as a 
‘very important’ purpose for conducting assessment. 
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Figure 11.  The majority (63.2%) of senior officers identified self-study for accreditation as a ‘very 
important’ purpose for conducting assessment. 
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Figure 12.  The majority of senior officers (55.3%) identified guiding undergraduate program 
improvement as a ‘very important’ purpose for conducting assessment. 
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Figure 13.  Senior officers (44.7%) identified improving faculty instructional performance as a ‘very 
important’ purpose for conducting assessment.  
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Figure 14.  Senior officers (42.1%) identified meeting state reporting requirements as a ‘very important’ 
purpose for conducting assessment. 
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Figure 15.  Slightly more than 39% of senior officers identified guiding resource allocation decisions as an 
‘important’ purpose for conducting assessment.  
 
 
 

Frequency distributions by institution type and control type were consistent with 

frequency distributions for all institutions.  See Supplemental Figures, Appendix B, 

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 type and 

institution type on the composite of the 6 purposes for conducting assessment.  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 effects of control type and institution type 

on the purposes for conducting learning assessment (Table 19).  Composite means, 

standard deviations, and medians (M = 4.25, SD = 0.670, Mdn = 4.33) suggested that the 

purposes for conducting learning assessment were ‘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 main effects of 

control type, the main effects of institution type, and the interaction effects of control 

type and institution type contributed 0% of the variability in composite mean scores.  

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, institution type, 

and the interaction of the two factors. 

Two assumptions of the ANOVA were met, independence and equality of 

variance.  The assumption of normality (n > 5) was not met due to the small sample of 

doctoral institutions (n = 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 

 

 

Note:  Values enclosed in parentheses represent mean square errors. 

 
 
 
 
 

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 * 
Institution Type (A x B) 

1 0.372 0.010 .546 

     
Within-group error 34 (15.903)   
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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 = low priority, 3 = moderate priority, 4 = high priority, 5 = 
very high priority. 
 
 
 

The data failed to show a significant difference across the two levels of institution 

type, the two levels of control type, and the interaction of control type and institution type 

on the purposes for conducting learning assessment.  Given these results and the absence 

of threats to statistical conclusion validity, the finding of no significant difference 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 and policy 

types: (a) formal mandatory institution-wide plans, (b) formal plans within divisions and 

schools, (c) academic units encouraged to conduct assessment, (d) inconsistent 

compliance within divisions and schools, and (e) plans in progress.  Senior officers could 

select one to five plans or policies that described their respective institutions’ assessment 

initiative.  None of the senior officers selected more than one assessment plan or policy.  

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 institutions’ use of institution-

wide assessment plans and policies.  Percentages and frequency distributions indicated 

that 84.1% (37) of the sample institutions (N = 44) used one of the five assessment plan 

and policy types.  One institution did not identify an assessment plan or policy type.  

Only 13.6% (6) institutions did not maintain an assessment plan and policy.  More 

important, 48.6% (18/37) of the institutions that identified an assessment plan and policy 

type used a formal mandatory institution-wide assessment plan and policy.  The 

distribution of assessment plan and policy types is illustrated in Figure 16. 
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Figure 16.  The majority (48.6%) of the sample used formal institution-wide mandatory assessment plans 
and policies. 
 
 
 

Descriptive statistics by institution type and control type revealed different usage 

patterns of assessment plans and policies.  Over 53% of the baccalaureate and master’s 

institutions utilized formal institution-wide mandatory assessment plans and policies.  

Although only five doctoral and research institutions participated in this study, 40% of 
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these institutions used formal plans within divisions and schools.   Moreover, none of the 

doctoral and research institutions reported inconsistent 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 reported inconsistent compliance 

within divisions and schools, which may have implied that these institutions did not 

encounter compliance issues.  Over half of the private institutions used formal institution-

wide plans, whereas one-third encouraged academic units to conduct assessment.  Only 

one public institution experienced inconsistent compliance within divisions and schools.  

Supplemental Figures, Appendix C, Figures C1 through C2 illustrates the distribution of 

assessment plan and policy types 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 of assessment plans and policy types and institution type and control 

type.  The results, �  2 (4, N = 37) = 4.201, p = .379, V = .337 were nonsignificant by 

institution type.  The effect size, Cramer’s V = .337, suggested a medium strength of 

association between the use of assessment plans and policies and institution type.  The 

results were also nonsignificant by control type, �  2(4, N = 37) = 3.198, p = .525, V = 

.294.  The effect size, Cramer’s V = .294 also suggested a medium strength of association 

between the use of assessment plans and policies and 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 where df > 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 correcting violations 

of the assumption of large sample size is to combine adjacent rows or columns if the data 

would not be distorted (Camilli & Hopkins, 1978).  However, this technique could be not 

used because none of the five assessment plan and policy types could 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 and 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 use of assessment plan and policy types 

with institution type and between the use of assessment plan and policy types with 

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: (a) student participation policies, (b) resource 

allocation policies, (c) professional development practices, (d) faculty evaluation and 

reward policies, and (e) academic program reviews and planning practices.  Each 

practice and policy included two to four items that totaled 18 assessment management 

practices and policies.  This analysis evaluated the effect of institution type and control 

type on the institutions’ use of five groups of assessment management practices and 

policies. 
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Senior officers identified assessment practices and policies used at their respective 

institution.  To conduct parametric statistics, a dichotomous scale was used to create an 

additive index in the following manner.  Survey items were coded 1 to indicate a ‘yes’ 

response if the senior officer indicated that her or his respective institution used a specific 

assessment practice and policy and 0 to indicate a ‘no’ response if a specific assessment 

practice and policy was not used.  Composite scores were computed using these scores to 

conduct two-way analyses of variance.  Median scores were not meaningful for these 

analyses.  Student participation policies are examined first. 

Student participation policies 

Descriptive findings. 

Two student participation policies were examined: (a) mandatory student 

participation, and (b) incentives for participation in assessment activities.  Senior officers 

could select from zero to two policies used at their respective institution. Percentages and 

frequency distributions indicated that 57.9% (22) of the institutions required student 

participation in assessment activities, and 34.2% (13) provided incentives for 

participation in assessment activities. 

Different usage patterns for student participation policies emerged by institution 

type.  Frequency distributions revealed that the majority 60% (3) of doctoral and research 

institutions used both policies, and 30.3% (10) of the baccalaureate and master’s 

institutions provided students incentives for participation in assessment activities (Figure 

17).  By control type, the majority of public 61.1% (11) and private 55% (11) institutions 

required student participation in assessment activities.  A minority, 20% (4) of private 

institutions provided incentives for participation in 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 master’s institutions required student participation 
in assessment activities whereas the majority (60%) of doctoral and research institutions used both policies 
equally. 
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Figure 18. The majority of public (61.1%) and private institutions (55%) required student participation in 
assessment activities.  Half (50%) of public institutions provided incentives for participation in 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 of student participation policies at the sample institutions.  

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 effects of control type and institution 

type (Table 21).  Composite means (M = 0.632, SD = 0.502, N = 38) suggested that the 

sample institutions’ used at least 1 of the 2 student policies. Composite means by control 

type and institution type are presented in Table 22. 

Table 21.  Two-way ANOVA 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 * 
Institution Type (A x B) 

1 0.000 .001 .986 

     
Within-group error 34 (13.211)   
 
Note.  Values in parentheses represent mean square errors. 
 
 
 
Table 22.  Composite Mean Scores for Student Participation Policies by Control and 

Institution Type 

Control Type Institution Type Mean Std Dev n 
Public Baccalaureate/ 

Master’s 
0.77 0.495 15 

 Doctoral/Research 1.00 0.500 3 
     
Private Baccalaureate/ 

Master’s 
0.44 0.416 18 

 Doctoral/Research 0.75 1.061 2 
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Omega- and eta-squared effect sizes revealed that control type, institution type, 

and the interaction of the two factors contributed 0% of the variability in composite mean 

scores.  Accordingly, these data suggested that 100% of the proportion of variance in 

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 normality (n > 5) was not met due to the small sample of 

doctoral and research institutions (n = 5).  However, because the ANOVA omnibus test is 

robust to violations of the assumption of normality (Gliner & Morgan, 2000) statistical 

conclusion validity was not threatened. 

The data failed to a show significant difference between the institutions’ use of 

student participation policies across the two levels of control type, the two levels of 

institution type, and the interaction of the two factors.  Therefore, given these results and 

the lack of threats to statistical conclusion validity, the finding of no significant 

difference between the institutions’ use of student participation policies by control type 

and institution type should be accepted. 

Resource allocation practices 

 Descriptive findings. 

The use of 4 resource allocation practices comprised the third assessment 

management practice examined: (a) an explicit operating budget for assessment, (b) 

student performance indicators considered in budget decisions, (c) rewards for past 

performance considered in budget decisions, and (d) resource allocations based on 
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competition between academic units.  Senior officers could select from 0 to 4 resource 

allocation practices used at their respective institutions. 

Descriptive findings informed that the majority, 57.9% (22) of the sample used an 

explicit operating budget as the primary resource allocation practice for student learning 

assessment purposes.  Figure 19 illustrates the distribution of rating scores for the four 

resource allocation practices. 
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Figure 19.  The majority (57.9%) of the sample institutions used an explicit operating budget policy for 
student learning assessment initiatives.  A minority of the sample used competitive resource allocations 
(5.3%) and rewards for past student performance (7.9%) 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 based on competition between academic units, and none of 

the private institutions allocated resources based on past student performance.  
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Percentages and frequency distributions of resource allocation policies by institution type 

and control type are illustrated in Supplemental Figures, Appendix E, Figures E1 and E2. 

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 of resource allocation 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 effects of control type and institution type for the 

composite resource allocation practices (Table 23).  Composite mean scores (M = 0.395, 

SD = 0.471, N = 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-way ANOVA 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 * 
Institution Type (A x B) 

1 1.238 .034 .274 

     
Within-group error 34 (18.40)   
 
Note.  Values in parentheses represent mean square errors. 
 
 
 
Table 24.  Composite Mean Scores for Resource Allocation Policies by Control and 

Institution Type 

Control Type Institution Type Mean Std Dev n 
Public Baccalaureate/ 

Master’s 
0.367 0.581 15 

 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/ 

Master’s 
0.389 0.356 18 

 Doctoral/Research 0.250 0.000 2 
 
 
 

Omega- and eta-squared effect sizes revealed that the main effects of control 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 effects of 

control type and institution type accounted for 0.6% to 3.4% of the variability in 

composite mean scores.  Therefore, these data suggested that at least 99.9% to 96.6% of 

the variability in composite mean scores for resource allocation policies could be 

accounted for by unknown variables. 

Two assumptions of the test were met (i.e., independence and equality of 

variance).  The assumption of normality (n > 5) was not met due to the small sample of 

doctoral and research institutions (n = 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 institutions’ use of 

resource allocation policies across the two levels of control type and the two levels of 

institution type.  Given these results, the finding of no significant difference in the use of 

resource allocation policies by control type and institution type should be accepted. 

Professional development practices 

Descriptive findings. 
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The third analysis examined professional development practices.  Senior officers 

could select from 0 to 4 professional development practices used at their respective 

institutions: (a) support for faculty attendance at professional assessment conferences, 

(b) financial assistance to faculty to develop scholarship in assessment (e.g., grants, 

stipends, paid leaves, and reduced workloads), (c) workshops for deans, department 

chairs, and academic administrators, and (d) assessment workshops for student affairs 

administrators (Peterson, et al., 1999). 

At least 84.2% (32) of the institutions provided support for faculty attendance at 

professional assessment conferences, and 60.5% (23) provided workshops for deans, 

department chairs, and academic administrators.  Fewer institutions provided financial 

assistance for scholarship in assessment and assessment workshops for student affairs 

administrators.  See Figure 20.  
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Figure 20.  Less than 35% the HBCU sample provided financial assistance to faculty and administrators to 
develop scholarship in learning assessment disciplines however 36.8% provided assessment workshops for 
student affairs administrators. 
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By institution type, descriptive data revealed that none of the doctoral and 

research institutions provided support for faculty attendance at professional assessment 

conferences, but the majority 60% (3) provided assessment workshops for student affairs 

administrators and workshops for deans, department chairs, and academic 

administrators.  By comparison, the majority 81.8% (27) of baccalaureate and master’s 

institutions provided support for faculty attendance at professional assessment 

conferences and 33.3% (11) provided assessment workshops for student affairs 

administrators and workshops 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 provided support for 

faculty attendance at professional assessment conferences, slightly more than 35% (7) of 

private and 33.3% (6) of public institutions provided financial assistance to faculty to 

develop scholarship in assessment or provided 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 of professional development practices for student 

learning assessment purposes.  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 

effects of control type and institution type on the institutions’ use of professional 

development practices (Table 25).  Composite mean scores (M = 1.204, SD = 0.828, N = 

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 * 
Institution Type (A x B) 

1 1.422 .040 .241 

     
Within-group error 34 (48.278)   
 
Note:  Values in parentheses represent mean square errors. 

 
 
 

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

and Institution Type 

Control Type Institution Type Mean Std Dev n 
Public Baccalaureate/ 

Master’s 
1.283 0.731 15 

 Doctoral/Research 1.167 0.878 3 
     
Private Baccalaureate/ 

Master’s 
1.083 0.916 18 

 Doctoral/Research 1.750 1.061 2 
 
 
 

Two assumptions of the test were met (i.e., independence and equality of 

variance).  The assumption of normality (n > 5) was not met due to the small sample of 

doctoral and research institutions (n = 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 of control 

type and the two levels of institution type on the institutions’ use of professional 

development policies.  Given these results and the absence of threats to statistical 

conclusion validity, the finding of no significant difference between the institutions’ use 

of professional development practices by control type and institution type should be 

accepted. 

Faculty evaluation and reward policies 

Descriptive findings 

 The fourth assessment management practice comprised 4 faculty evaluation and 

reward policies: (a) evidence of student performance in faculty evaluations, (b) faculty 

scholarship considered in evaluations, (c) faculty encouraged to conduct learning 

assessment, and (d) rewards and incentives for administrators who promoted learning 

assessment in their units.  Senior officers could select from 0 to 4 faculty evaluation and 

reward policies used at their respective institution. 

The majority of senior officers, 84.2% (32) used one policy (i.e., faculty 

encouraged to conduct learning assessment in their classrooms) almost to the exclusion 

of the other policies.  Figure 21 illustrates the distribution of faculty evaluation and 

reward policies for all institutions. 
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Figure 21.  The majority (84.2%) of the sample encouraged faculty to conduct student learning assessment. 
Less than 13.2% of the sample used the remaining three policies. 
 
 
 

There were few differences in use of faculty evaluation and reward policies by 

institution type and control type.  The majority, 81.8% (27) of baccalaureate and master’s 

institutions and 100% (5) of doctoral and research institutions encouraged faculty to 

conduct student learning assessment.  It was noteworthy that none of the private 

institutions used 3 of the 4 evaluation and reward policies: (a) evidence of student 

performance in faculty evaluations, (b) faculty scholarship in assessment considered in 

evaluations, and (c) rewards and incentives for administrators who promoted learning 

assessment, but 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. 
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A two-way ANOVA was conducted to evaluate the effect of control type and 

institution type on the institutions’ use of faculty evaluation and reward policies.  Results 

of the 2 X 2 ANOVA were significant for the main effects of control type, F (1, 34) = 

5.106, p = .03, � 2 = .116, � 2 = .091.  Composite means were (M = 0.776, SD = 0.489, N = 

39), which suggested that the institutions used at least 1 of the 4 faculty evaluation and 

reward policies.  The results were nonsignificant for the main effects of institution type 

and the interaction effects of control type and institution type (Table 27).  Composite 

means by control and institution types are presented in Table 28. 

Table 27.  Two-way ANOVA 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 * 
Institution Type (A x B) 

1 1.973 .055 .169 

     
Within-group error 34 (0.544)   
 

Note:  Values in parentheses represent mean square errors. 

 
 
 
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 (n > 5) was not met because of the small sample of 

doctoral and research institutions (n = 5).  However, because the two-way ANOVA 

(Gliner & Morgan, 2000) is robust to violations of this assumption, statistical conclusion 

validity was not threatened. 

However, a significant Levene (p = .001) indicated that the assumption of 

homogeneity of variance had been violated.  Therefore, the Aspin-Welch-Satterthwaite 

(AWS) correction was used in conjunction with the two independent-samples t-test to 

assess the pairwise differences. 

Results of the t-test were nonsignificant at the .05 level, t` (19.428) = 1.835, p = 

.082, � 2 = 14.82, � 2 = 10.0, which suggested that the significant ANOVA main effects for 

control type was attributed in part to differences between group variances.  Effect size 

indices (omega- and eta-squared) indicated that 10% to 14.82% of the variability in mean 

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 effects suggested that the 

main effects of institution type and the interaction effects of control type and institution 

type contributed 0% of the variability in mean rating scores.  These data suggested that 

100% of the proportion of variance in composite mean scores for faculty evaluation and 

reward policies could 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 two levels of 

institution type for the institutions’ use of faculty evaluation and reward policies.  Given 
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these results and the absence of threats to statistical conclusion validity, the finding of no 

significant difference between the institutions’ use of faculty evaluation and reward 

policies should be accepted. 

Academic program reviews and planning practices 

Senior officers reported their respective institutions’ use of assessment 

information in academic program reviews and planning practices.  These practices 

represented the fifth and last group of assessment management practices examined in this 

study, which included: (a) academic department and program planning, (b) general 

education and core curricula reviews, (c) course-level development and reviews, and (d) 

reviews and planning for academic support services. 

Descriptive findings. 

Descriptive analyses suggested that the majority (i.e., 65% to 79%) of the sample 

used assessment information in each of the four academic program reviews and planning 

practices examined.  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 assessment information in the four academic program 
reviews and planning practices, 78.9%, 78.9%, 71.1%, and 65.8%, respectively. 
 
 
 

Even though the majority of the sample used each of the four academic program 

review and planning practices, different usage patterns emerged by institution type and 

control type.  For example, 100% of the doctoral and research institutions used three 

practices exclusively, academic department and program planning, course-level 

development and reviews, and reviews and planning for academic support services.  

Furthermore, the majority of baccalaureate and master’s institutions and the majority of 

public and private used each practice at almost equal proportions (Supplemental Figures, 

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 type and 

control type on the institutions’ use of four academic 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 effects of control 

type and institution type (Table 29).  Composite mean scores were (M = 1.78, 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-way ANOVA Results for the Use of Academic Program Reviews and 

Planning Practices by Control and Institution Type 

Source df F � 2 p 
Control Type (A) 1 0.001 <.001 .974 
     
Institution Type (B) 1 1.251 .035 .271 
     
Control Type * 
Institution Type (A x B) 

1 0.810 .002 .778 

     
Within-group error 34 (1.854)   
 

Note:  Values in parentheses represent mean square errors. 

 
 
 
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 main effects of control 

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 for academic program reviews and planning practices.  These data 

suggested that 99.3% to 97.3% of the variability in composite mean scores for academic 

program reviews and planning practices could 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 of control type, 

the two levels of institution type, and the interaction of control type and institution type 

on the institutions’ use of academic program reviews and planning practices.  Given 

these results and the absence of threats to statistical conclusion validity, the finding of no 

significant difference between the institutions’ use of academic program reviews and 

planning practices by control type and by institution type should be accepted. 

Research Question 2 

The Utility of Assessment Information 

The utility of assessment information domain comprised two dimensions: (a) the 

influence of assessment information in institutional decision making, and (b) the impact 

of assessment information on institutional performance indicators.  The two dimensions 

encompassed multiple items that represented 10 uses of assessment information and six 

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 the sample 

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 in institutional 

decision making based on her or his operational knowledge of its use at her and his 

respective institution.  In the data analyses phase, the 5th option 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 rating scale where, 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 senior officers 

responded ‘influence unknown’ were excluded, which resulted in smaller degrees of 

freedom (df = 25) and sample size (N = 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 rewards, and 

10. Reports for external agents. (Peterson, et al., 1999) 

Median rating scores of 4 (Mdn = 4) suggested that assessment information had 

been ‘very influential’ for senior officers in 5 decision areas: (a) academic programs and 

majors, (b) general education curricula, (c) academic support services, (d) assessment 

plans, policies and processes, and (e) reports for external agents.  Senior officers’ 

median scores of 3 (Mdn = 3) suggested that assessment information had been ‘somewhat 

influential’ in student affairs activities and resource allocations to academic units 

decisions.  Senior officers’ median scores suggested assessment information had ‘not 

been influential’ (Mdn = 2) in faculty promotion and tenure policies, and faculty salary 

increases and rewards.  The 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’ in 5 institutional 

decision areas: (a) general education curricula, 69.4% (25), (b) academic programs and 

majors, 66.7% (24), (c) assessment plans, policies, and processes, 62.9 % (22), (d) 

reports for external agents, 60% (24), and, (e) academic support services, 54.1% (20).  

However, the majority 50% (16) of senior officers reported that assessment information 
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had ‘not been influential’ in decisions regarding faculty salary increases and rewards.  

Moreover, 37.5% (12) of senior officers reported that assessment information had been of 

‘no influence’ in faculty promotion and tenure policies decisions. 

Similarly, the distribution of rating scores did not vary by institution type and 

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 on the influence of 

assessment information in institutional decision making, a two-way ANOVA was 

conducted.  The 4-point rating scale was treated as interval data (Jaccard & Wan, 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 effects of institution 

type, and the interaction effects of control type and institution type (Table 31).  

Composite mean and median scores (M = 2.99, SD =.707, Mdn = 3.20, N = 26) suggested 

that assessment information had been ‘somewhat influential’ in institutional decision 

making.  Composite mean and median scores by control type and institution type are 

presented in Table 32. 

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

Institutional Decision Making by Control and Institution Type 

Source df F � 2 p 
Control Type (A) 1 0.008 .001 .931 
     
Institution Type (B) 1 2.158 .076 .156 
     
Control Type * 
Institution Type (A x B) 

1 1.280 .045 .270 

     
Within-group error 22 (44.231)   
 

Note:  Values in parentheses represent mean square errors. 

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 
Type 

Institution Type Mean Std Dev Median n 
 

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 = data not influential, 3 = data somewhat influential, 4 = data very 
influential  
 
 
 

Omega- and eta-squared effect sizes revealed that the main effects of control 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 interaction effects of 

control type and institution type contributed 0.9% to 4.5% of the variability in composite 

mean scores of the influence of assessment information.  Therefore, these data revealed 

that at least 99.1% to 100% of the variability in composite mean scores of the influence of 

assessment information could be accounted for by unknown variables. 

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

assumption of normality (n > 5) was not met due to the small sample of doctoral and 

research institutions (n = 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 control type, 

the two levels of institution type, and the interaction of the two factors on the influence of 

assessment in institutional decision making.  Given these results and the absence of 

threats to statistical conclusion validity, the finding of no significant difference between 
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the influence of assessment information in institutional decision making by control 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 indicators.  Senior 

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 on 8 institutional performance indicators at their 

respective institutions: 

1. Campus discussions of undergraduate education, 

2. Changes in teaching methods, 

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 agencies, and 

8. Institutional reputation and image. (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 the impact of assessment information for 7 of the 8 institutional performance 

indicators.  Moreover, based on the 4-point rating scale, median rating scores of 4 (Mdn = 

4) suggested that senior officers experienced ‘positive impact’ from the use of assessment 

information in 7 institutional performance areas.  These areas included: (a) campus 

discussions of undergraduate education, (b) changes in teaching methods, (c) student 

grade performance, (d) student retention and graduation rates, (e) student achievement 

on external exams, (f) evaluations from regional accrediting agencies, and (g) 

institutional reputation and image.  Median rating scores of 1 (Mdn = 1) suggested that 

the institutions’ had not monitored the impact of one institutional performance indicator, 

allocation of state funding. 

Percentages and frequency distributions of rating scores suggested that at least 

52.6% (20) of the sample had monitored the impact of assessment information on 7 

performance indicators, however, the identical percentage of institutions, 52.6% (20) did 

not monitor the impact of assessment information on the performance indicator, 

allocation of state funding.  The distribution of rating scores is illustrated in Figures 23 

through 30.  
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All Institutions

 
Figure 23.  The overwhelming majority of senior officers (78.9%) reported that assessment information 
had ‘positively impacted’ evaluations from regional accrediting agencies at their respective institutions. 
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Figure 24.  A large majority of senior officers (65.8%) reported that assessment information had ‘positively 
impacted’ campus discussions of undergraduate education at their respective institutions. 
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Figure 25.  The majority of senior officers (57.9%) reported that assessment information had ‘positively 
impacted their respective institutions’ reputation and image. 
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Figure 26.  The majority of senior officers (57.9%) reported that assessment information had ‘positively 
impacted’ student achievement on external exams at their respective institutions.  
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Figure 27.  The majority of senior officers (57.9%) also reported that assessment information had 
‘positively impacted’ student retention and graduation rates at their respective institutions. 
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Figure 28.  Over half of senior officers (52.6%) reported that assessment information had ‘positively 
impacted’ changes in teaching methods at their respective institutions. 
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Figure 29.  Over half of senior officers (52.6%) reported that assessment information had ‘positively 
impacted’ student grade performance at their respective institutions.  
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Figure 30 .  Over half of senior officers (52.6%) reported that their respective institutions had ‘not 
monitored’ the impact of assessment information on the allocation of state funding.  
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The distribution of rating scores revealed different patterns by institution type and 

control type.  For example, the majority (54.3% to 78.8%) of senior officers at 

baccalaureate and master’s institutions reported ‘positive impact’ on all performance 

indicators except allocation of state funding (Supplemental Figures, Appendix J, Figures 

J1 through J8).  The majority of senior officers at doctoral and research institutions 

reported ‘positive impact’ on 2 of the 8 performance indicators: (a) evaluations from 

regional accrediting agencies, 80% (4) and (b) institutional reputation and image, 60% 

(3). 

By control type, 50% to 83.3% of senior officers at public and private institutions 

reported ‘positive impact’ on 5 institutional performance indicators: (a) campus 

discussions of undergraduate education, (b) changes in teaching methods, (c) student 

achievement on external exams, (d) evaluations from regional accrediting agencies, and 

(e) institutional reputation and image.  Only 38.9% of senior officers’ at public 

institutions monitored the impact of state funding allocations (Supplemental Figures, 

Appendix I, Figures I9 through I16). 

 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 impact 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 effects of control 

type and institution type (Table 33).  Despite high median raw scores, composite mean 

and median scores for the sample (M = 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 data are presented in 

Table 34 by control type and institution type. 

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

Institutional Decision Making by Control and Institution Type 

 

 

Note:  Values in parentheses represent mean square errors. 

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

on Institutional Decision Making by Control and Institution Type 

Control 
Type 

Institution Type Mean Std Dev Median n 

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 = negative impact, 3 = no known impact, 4 = positive impact. 
 
 
 

Omega-and eta-squared effect sizes revealed that the main effects of control 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 the impact of assessment information on institutional 

Source df F � 2 p 
Control Type (A) 1 0.071 .002 .792 
     
Institution Type (B) 1 0.007 .002 .932 
     
Control Type * 
Institution Type (A x B) 

1 0.010 .003 .919 

     
Within-group error 34 (31.072)   
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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, variables 

other than control type, institution type, and the interaction these factors. 

The assumptions of independence and homogeneity of variance were met.  The 

assumption of normality (n > 5) was not met due to the small sample of doctoral and 

research institutions (n = 5).  However, because the ANOVA omnibus test is robust to 

violations of the assumption of normality (Gliner & Morgan, 2000), statistical conclusion 

validity was not threatened. 

The data failed to show a significant effect across the two levels of control type, 

the two levels of institution type, and the interaction of control type and institution type 

on the impact of assessment information on institutional performance indicators.  Given 

these results and the absence of threats to statistical conclusion validity, the finding of no 

significant difference of the impact of assessment information on institutional 

performance indicators by control and institution type should be accepted. 

 The concluding analysis in this chapter explored the organizational climate for 

assessment based on faculty and administrators’ perceptions about learning assessment 

practices and leadership support at their respective institutions.  A brief introduction 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 practices and leadership 

support for assessment by institution, control, and position type and, (b) to identify the 
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relationship between faculty and administrators’ perceptions about student learning 

assessment practices at their respective institutions and their involvement in assessment 

activities. 

Whereas the NCPI study examined the perceptions of faculty and administrators 

at seven institutions with well-established assessment initiatives, the present study 

examined an actual sample of 173 faculty and administrators at 85 accredited four-year 

HBCUs.  It was not known if the participants’ institutions had been actively engaged in 

assessment initiatives.  Four perception dimensions were examined: (a) beliefs about the 

importance of 4 institutional influences, (b) satisfaction with 8 assessment management 

practices and leadership support activities, (c) feelings about 10 evaluative statements 

about student learning assessment, and (d) involvement in 6 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 administrators’ beliefs 

about the importance of institutional influences on student learning assessment initiatives 
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at their respective institutions.  Participants used a 5-point rating scale where, 1 = very 

unimportant, 2 = not important, 3 = somewhat important, 4 = important, and 5 = very 

important to rate their beliefs about the importance of four institutional influences: 

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

2.  An institution-wide informal plan all were required to follow, 

3.  Senior level support, and 

4. Vocal detractors.(Institutional Climate for Student Assessment Survey) 

http://www.umich.edu/~ncpi/52/ICSA.pdf (p.4 ) 

Median raw scores 5 (Mdn = 5) suggested that faculty and administrators believed 

(a) senior level support, and (b) an institution-wide formal assessment plan were ‘very 

important’ institutional influences on learning assessment initiatives at their respective 

institutions.  Median raw scores of 4 (Mdn = 4) suggested that faculty and administrators 

believed that an institution-wide informal plan all were required to follow was an 

‘important’ institutional influence.  Faculty and administrators believed vocal detractors 

of learning assessment initiatives were ‘somewhat important’ institutional influences on 

learning assessment based on median scores of 3 (Mdn = 3). 

Percentages and frequency distributions of rating scores were consistent with 

median scores (Figures 31 through 34).  For example, the overwhelming majority, 74% 

(128) of faculty and administrators believed senior level support was a ‘very important’ 

institutional influence on learning assessment initiatives.  Slightly more than half, 54.9% 

(95) of faculty and administrators believed that an institution-wide formal assessment 

plan was a ‘very important’ institutional influence on assessment at their respective 

institutions.  However, it was noteworthy that over 59% (102) of faculty and 
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administrators believed that vocal detractors were ‘somewhat important’ institutional 

influences on learning assessment initiatives at their respective institutions. 

Identical patterns emerged by position type as illustrated in Supplemental Figures, 

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 (54.9%) believed an institution-wide formal 
mandatory assessment plan was a ‘very important’ institutional influence on student learning assessment 
initiatives. 
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Faculty and Administrators' Beliefs about the Impor tance of
an Institution-wide Informal Plan All Required to F ollow
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Figure 32.  The majority of faculty and administrators (50.9%) believed an institution-wide informal 
mandatory assessment plan was an ‘important’ institutional influence on learning 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%) believed senior level support was a ‘very 
important’ institutional influence on learning assessment initiatives. 
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Faculty and Administrators' Beliefs about the Impor tance of
Vocal Detractors

19
28

102

17

7

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

Very
Unimportant

Not Important Somewhat
Important

Important Very Important

P
er

ce
nt

 o
f F

ac
ul

ty
 a

nd
 A

dm
in

is
tr

at
or

 S
am

pl
e

 (
N

 =
 1

73
)

 
Figure 34.  The majority of faculty and administrators’ (59%) believed vocal detractors were ‘somewhat 
important’ institutional influence on learning assessment 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 administrators’ beliefs about the importance of institutional 

influences on assessment at their respective institutions.  Results of the 2 x 2 ANOVA 

were nonsignificant for the main effects of institution type, the main effects of position 

type, and the interaction effects of institution type and position type (Table 35).  

Composite mean and median scores were (M = 3.84, SD = .715, Mdn = 4.0, N = 173), 

which suggested that faculty and administrators believed that the four institutional 

influences were ‘important’ influences on assessment initiatives at their respective 

institutions based on the 5-point rating scale.  Composite mean and median scores for the 
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faculty and administrator sample by institution type and position are presented in Table 

36. 

Table 35.  Two-way ANOVA Results for the Beliefs Dimension by Institution and Position 

Type 

Source df F � 2 p 
Institution Type 
(A) 

1 1.828 .011 .178 

Position Type 
(B) 

1 1.386 .008 .241 

Institution Type 
* Position Type 
(A x B) 

1 0.369 .002 .544 

Within-group 
error 

169 (8.010)   

 
Note:  Values enclosed in parentheses represent mean square errors. 
 
 
 

Table 36.  Composite Mean 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= not important, 3 = somewhat important, 4 = important, 5 = 
very important. 
 
 
 

Omega- and eta-squared effect sizes revealed that the main effects of institution 

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 less than 0% 

of the variability in composite mean scores.  These data suggested that at least 99.43% 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 interaction of the two 

factors. 

All assumptions of the two-way ANOVA were met (i.e., independence, normality 

(n > 5), and equality of variance). 

The data failed to show a significant difference between faculty and 

administrators’ beliefs about the importance of institutional influences on learning 

assessment initiatives across the two levels of institution type, the two levels of position 

type, and the interaction of the two factors.  Given these results and the absence of threats 

to statistical conclusion validity, the finding of no significant difference between faculty 

and administrators’ beliefs about the importance of institutional influences on learning 

assessment initiatives at 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 administrators’ beliefs about the importance of 

institutional influences on student learning assessment initiatives at their respective 

institutions.  Results of the 2 x 2 ANOVA were statistically significant for the main 

effects of position type F (1,169) = 4.148, p = .043, � 2= .024, � 2 = .018.  These data 

suggested that the participants’ beliefs about the importance of institutional influences on 

assessment were significantly different across the two levels of position type.  Composite 

mean and median scores for faculty were (M = 3.73, SD = 0.802, Mdn = 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 assessment were more 
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‘important influences’ on assessment than faculty did based on the 5-point rating scale.  

Results were nonsignificant for the main effects of control type and the interaction effects 

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 main effects of position 

type accounted for 1.8% to 2.4% of the variability in mean rating scores for the beliefs 

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 effects of control 

type and position type accounted for 0% of the variability in mean rating scores for the 

beliefs dimension.   These data suggested that at least 98.98% to 100% of the variability 

in mean rating scores for the beliefs dimension could be accounted for by unknown 

variables (i.e., variables other than control type and the interaction of control and position 

type). 

Table 37.  Two-way ANOVA 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 * 
Position Type (A x B) 

1 0.076 .001 .783 

     
Within-group error 169 (7.974)   

 
Note:  Values enclosed in parentheses represent mean square errors. 
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Table 38.  Composite Mean 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 4.13 0.531 4.25 24 
 
Note: Rating scale: 1= very unimportant, 2= not important, 3 = somewhat important, 4 = important, 5 = 
very important. 
 
 
 

The assumptions of independence and normality (n > 5) were met.  However, a 

significant Levene, p = .043 indicated that the assumption of homogeneity of variances 

had been violated.  Therefore, the Aspin-Welch-Satterthwaite (AWS) correction and the 

t-test for two independent samples were conducted to correct this violation.  

Results of the t-test were significant, t` (170.985) = -2.303, p = .023, � 2 = .029, � 2 

= .023, two-tailed for position type.  These results corrected the violation of homogeneity 

of variances for the significant ANOVA and validated the significant main effects for 

position type.  Omega- and eta-squared effect size indices revealed that 2.3% to 2.9% 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 interaction effects of 

control and position type contributed 0% to the variability in composite mean scores 

accordingly, 100% of the variability in scores for these effects could be attributed 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 between variables.  Results of the 
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pairwise comparisons revealed higher mean scores for administrators (M = 3.98, SD = 

0.539, n = 70) than faculty (M = 3.73, SD = 0.802, n = 103).  These data suggested that 

administrators believed institutional influences on assessment were more important than 

faculty did.  Given these results and the absence of threats to statistical conclusion 

validity, the finding that position type had a significant effect on faculty and 

administrators’ beliefs about the importance of institutional influences on assessment at 

their respective institutions should be accepted. 

The Satisfaction Dimension 

The second analysis examined faculty and administrators’ satisfaction with 

assessment management practices and leadership support for learning assessment 

initiatives at their respective institutions.  Participants used a 5-point rating scale where, 1 

= very dissatisfied, 2 = not satisfied, 3 = neutral or unknown, 4 = satisfied, 5 = very 

satisfied to rate their satisfaction with 8 assessment management practices and leadership 

support activities: 

1. An institution-wide assessment plan or policy, 

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 making, and  
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8. The impact of student assessment on their institution. (Grunwald & Peterson, 

2003) 

Descriptive findings. 

Of 8 satisfaction items, faculty and administrators’ median raw scores suggested 

that they were ‘satisfied’ with 4 measures and ‘not satisfied’ with 2 measures.  Based on 

the 5-point rating scale, composite mean and median scores (M = 2.81, SD = 0.426, Mdn 

= 2.90) suggested that the participants’ satisfaction with assessment management 

practices and leadership support at their respective institutions was at most ‘neutral or 

unknown’. 

Percentages and frequency distributions of rating scores for the 8 satisfaction 

measures were consistent with these patterns.  At least 52% of the sample was ‘satisfied’ 

with three practices (a) institution-wide learning assessment policy and plans, (b) 

opportunities to participate in setting assessment policy, and (c) faculty leadership 

support for learning assessment.  Almost half 49% (85) of faculty and administrators 

were ‘not satisfied’ with two assessment management practices: (a) professional 

development opportunities, and (b) the use of assessment data in academic decision 

making.  The majority 52% (90) of the participants expressed ‘neutral or unknown’ 

satisfaction with evaluations and reward based on assessment information and 

involvement in assessment activities, and the 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 were ‘satisfied’ 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 administrators were ‘satisfied’ with opportunities to 
participate in policy making at 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 administrators were ‘satisfied’ with administrative 
leadership support for student learning assessment at their respective institutions. 

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 ‘satisfied’ with faculty leadership support for 
student learning assessment at their respective institutions. 
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Faculty and Administrators' Satisfaction with
Opportunites for Professional Development

12

85

24

42

9

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

Very
Dissatisfied

Not Satisfied Neutral or
Unknown

Satisfied Very satisfied

P
er

ce
nt

 o
f F

ac
ul

ty
 a

nd
 A

dm
in

is
tr

at
or

 S
am

pl
e 

( N
 =

 1
73

)

 
Figure 39.  At least 49.1% of faculty and administrators were ‘not satisfied’ with opportunities for 
professional development in student learning assessment at their respective institutions. 
 

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 administrators reported ‘neutral or unknown’ satisfaction 
with evaluations and rewards based on assessment information and involvement in assessment activities at 
their respective institutions. 
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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 were ‘not satisfied’ with the use of assessment 
information in academic decision making at their 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 reported ‘neutral and unknown’ satisfaction with 
the’ impact of assessment’ on their respective institutions. 
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Percentages and frequency distributions by position type revealed similar patterns.  

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 type and 

position type on faculty and administrators’ satisfaction with assessment management 

practices and leadership support at their respective institutions.  Results of the 2 x 2 

ANOVA were nonsignificant for the main effects of institution type, the main effects of 

position type, and the interaction effects of institution type and position type (Table 39).  

Based on the 5-point rating scale, composite mean and median scores (M = 3.08, SD = 

0.829, Mdn = 3.25) suggested that faculty and administrators’ satisfaction with 

assessment management practices and leadership support for assessment 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 
(A) 

1 0.313 .002 .577 

Position Type 
(B) 

1 0.440 .003 .508 

Institution Type 
* Position Type 
(A x B) 

1 .941 .006 .333 

Within-group 
error 

169 (42.66)   

 

Note:  Values enclosed in parentheses represent mean square errors. 

 

 

 



 

 
168 

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/ 
Master’s 

Faculty 2.98 0.766 3.25 89 

 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 = not satisfied, 3 = neutral or unknown, 4 = satisfied, 5 = very 
satisfied. 
 
 
 

Omega- and eta-squared effect sizes revealed that the main effects of position 

type and the interaction effects of institution type and position type accounted 0% of the 

variability in composite mean scores.  These data suggested that 100% of the variability 

in composite mean scores could be accounted for by unknown variables. 

The three assumptions of the two-way ANOVA were met, independence, 

normality (n >5), and homogeneity of variances. 

The data failed to show that faculty and administrators’ satisfaction with 

assessment management practices and leadership support were significantly different 

across the two levels of institution type, the two levels of position type and the interaction 

of these factors.  Given these results, and the absence of threats to statistical conclusion 

validity the finding of no significant difference between faculty and administrators’ 

satisfaction with assessment management practices and leadership support by institution 

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 administrators’ satisfaction with leadership and 

assessment management practices and leadership support for learning assessment 

initiatives at their respective institutions.  Results of the 2 x 2 ANOVA were statistically 

significant for the interaction effects of control type and position type, F(1, 169) =  4.060, 

p = .046, �  2 = .023, � 2 = 0.017, and the main effects of position type, F(1, 169) =  5.757, 

p = .018, �  2 = .033, � 2 = 0.027.  The significant interaction effects suggested that faculty 

and administrators’ satisfaction with assessment management practices and leadership 

support were significantly different across the two levels of control type and the two 

levels of position type.  Further, the significant main effects suggested that faculty and 

administrators’ satisfaction with assessment management practices and leadership 

support were significantly different across the two levels of position type.  Results were 

nonsignificant for the main effects of control type, F(1, 169) =  0..733, p = .393, �  2 = 

.004, � 2 = .010. 

Composite mean and median scores for faculty were (M = 2.99. SD = 0.785, Mdn 

= 3.25, n = 103) and (M = 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 

administrators’ satisfaction with the 8 assessment management practices and leadership 

support was 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 dissatisfied, 2 = not satisfied, 3 = neutral or unknown, 4 = satisfied, 5 = 
very satisfied. 
 
 
 

Omega- and eta-squared effect sizes revealed that the interaction effects of 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 effect size indices 

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 96.7% of the 

variability in mean scores could be attributed to unknown variables.  Finally, effect sizes 

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 significant control type and 

position type interaction.  Results of the comparison indicated that administrators’ at 

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

= 3.09, SD = 0.834 n = 46) were.  Similarly, composite mean scores were compared to 

assess pairwise differences for the significant main effects of position type.  This 

comparison also revealed that administrators (M = 3.22. SD = 0.866, n = 70) were more 

satisfied with assessment management practices and leadership support than faculty (M = 

2.99. SD = 0.785, n = 103) were. 

These data suggested that faculty and administrators’ satisfaction with assessment 

management practices and leadership support were significantly different across the two 

levels of control type and two levels of position type.  In both instances, composite mean 

scores indicated that administrators were more satisfied with assessment management 

practices and leadership support than faculty were.  Given these results and the lack of 

threats to statistical conclusion validity, these findings should be accepted. 

The Feelings Dimension 

Faculty and administrators’ feelings about evaluative statements regarding 

student learning assessment were examined in this analysis.  Participants rated their 

feelings about 10 statements regarding learning assessment on a 4-point Likert scale 

where, 1 = disagree strongly, 2 = disagree, 3 = agree somewhat, and 4 = agree strongly: 

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 

assessment”, 

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

outcomes”, 
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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 institution, 

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

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

10. Faculty fear results will be used in evaluations (Grunwald & Peterson, 2003). 

Descriptive findings. 

Based on median scores of 3 (Mdn = 3), faculty and administrators ‘agreed 

somewhat’ with 9 of the 10 evaluative statements about learning assessment at their 

respective institutions.  Median scores of 2 (Mdn = 2), suggested that the sample 

‘disagreed somewhat’ with only one statement, assessment limited time for other 

academic activities. 

Percentages and frequency distributions of rating scores suggested that 54% to 

65% of faculty and administrators ‘agreed somewhat’ with 9 of the 10 evaluative 

statements about learning assessment.  Almost a majority, 49.1% (85) of the sample 

‘disagreed somewhat’ with one statement, assessment 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, Figures L1 through 

L10. 

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 administrators’ feelings about evaluative statements about 
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learning assessment at their respective institutions.  Results of the 2 x 2 ANOVA were 

nonsignificant for the main effects of institution type, the main effects of position type, 

and the interaction effects of institution type and position type (Table 42).  Composite 

mean and median scores for the faculty and administrator sample were (M = 2.81, SD = 

0.426, Mdn = 2.90) which, based on the 4-point Likert scale suggested that at most, the 

participants ‘agreed somewhat’ with the 10 evaluative assessment statements about 

learning assessment.  Composite 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* 
Position Type (A x B) 

1 0.097 .001 .756 

     
Within-group error 169 (18.284)   
 Note:  Values enclosed in parentheses represent mean square 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/ 
Master’s 

Faculty 2.78 0.441 2.90 89 

 Administrators 2.87 0.430 2.90 58 
      
Doctoral/ 
Research 

Faculty 2.79 0.376 2.90 14 

 Administrators 2.82 0.351 2.90 12 

Note:  Likert scale:  1 = disagree strongly, 2 = disagree somewhat, 3 = agree somewhat, and 4 = agree 
strongly. 
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Omega- and eta-squared effect sizes revealed that the main effects of institution 

type, the main effects of position type, and the interaction of the two factors accounted 

for less than 0% of the variability in composite mean scores.  Therefore 100% of the 

variability in mean scores for all effects could be accounted for by unknown variables. 

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 participants’ feelings 

about the 10 evaluative statements across 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 validity, the finding of no 

significant difference between faculty and administrators’ feelings about 10 evaluative 

statements about learning assessment 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 administrators’ feelings about 10 evaluative statements 

about learning assessment at their respective institutions.  Results of the 2 x 2 ANOVA 

were nonsignificant for the main effects of control type, the main effects of position type, 

and the interaction effects of control type and position type (Table 44).  Composite mean 

scores for the faculty and administrator sample were (M = 2.81, SD = 0.436. Mdn = 2.90) 

which, based on the 4-point Likert scale suggested that at most, the participants ‘agreed 

somewhat’ with the 10 evaluative statements about learning assessment at their 
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respective institutions.  Composite mean and median scores by control type and position 

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* 
Position Type (A x B) 

1 1.062 .006 .304 

     
Within-group error 169 (18.162)   
 
Note:  Values enclosed in parentheses represent mean square 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 = disagree somewhat, 3 = agree somewhat, and 4 = agree 
strongly. 
 
 
 

Omega- and eta-squared effect size indices revealed that the main effects of 

control type and the interaction of control type and position type accounted for less than 

0% of the variability in composite mean scores.  Accordingly, 100% of the variability in 

composite mean scores for these effects could be accounted for by unknown variables.  

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, and equality 

of variance). 

The data failed to show a significant difference between faculty and 

administrators’ feelings about the 10 evaluative statements across 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 statistical conclusion 

validity, the finding of no significant difference between faculty and administrators’ 

feelings about evaluative statements about learning assessment by control type and 

position type at their respective institutions should be accepted. 

The Involvement Dimension 

The last examination of the organizational climate for assessment examined 

faculty and administrators’ involvement in 6 institution-wide assessment activities: 

1. Attending assessment workshops and seminars, 

2. Participation in academic program reviews and curricula planning, 

3. Service on assessment committees and task forces, 

4. Setting assessment policy, 

5. Using assessment results for individual student advising, and  

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 their involvement in 6 institution-wide assessment activities at their respective 

institutions.  Median scores of 3 (Mdn = 3) suggested that faculty and administrators had 

been ‘involved’ in 4 of 6 institution-wide assessment activities: (a) participation in 

institutional workshops and seminars, (b) 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 results.  Median 

scores of 2 (Mdn = 2) suggested the sample had been ‘moderately involved’ in advising 

students using assessment results.  However, median scores of 1 (Mdn =1) suggested that 

the sample had ‘not been involved’ in setting assessment policy. 

Even though median scores suggested that the sample had been ‘involved’ in 4 

institution-wide assessment activities, frequency distributions and percentages of rating 

scores revealed that less than 50% of the faculty and administrator sample had 

participated in these activities.  It was instructive that the majority of the sample, 53.8% 

(93), had ‘not been involved’ in setting assessment policy, and 49.4% (86) had not been 

involved in advising students using assessment results.  These patterns were consistent by 

position type as illustrated in Supplemental Figures, Appendix M, Figures M1 through 

M6. 

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 administrators’ involvement in institution-wide assessment 

activities at 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 of position type, 

and the interaction effects of institution type and position type (Table 46).  Composite 

mean and median scores were (M = 2.74, SD = 0.946, Mdn = 2.33) which suggested that 

faculty and administrators were at most ‘moderately involved’ in the 6 institution-wide 

assessment activities based on the 5-point rating scale.  Composite mean and median 

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 � 2 p 
Institution Type (A) 1 0.760 .004 .384 
     
Position Type (B) 1 0.220 .001 .640 
     
Institution Type* 
Position Type (A x B) 

1 2.850 .017 .093 

     
Within-group error 169 (31.31)   
 
Note:  Values enclosed in parentheses represent mean square 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/ 
Master’s 

Faculty 2.67 0.901 2.33 89 

 Administrators 2.91 1.018 2.58 58 
      
Doctoral/ 
Research 

Faculty 2.83 0.906 2.58 14 

 Administrators 2.40 0.726 2.42 12 
 
Note:  Rating scale: 1 = not involved, 2 = moderately involved, 3 = involved, 4 = highly involved, 5 = very 
highly involved. 
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Omega- and eta-squared effect sizes revealed that the main effects of institution 

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 mean scores 

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 interaction effects of 

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 administrators’ involvement in institution-

wide assessment activities at their respective institutions differed across the two levels of 

institution type, the two levels of position type, and across the interaction of the two 

factors.  Given these results and the absence of threats to statistical conclusion validity, 

the finding of no significant difference between faculty and administrators’ involvement 

in institution-wide assessment activities by institution 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 administrators’ involvement in institutional assessment activities at their 

respective institutions.  Results of the 2 x 2 ANOVA were statistically significant for the 

main effects of control type on the participants’ involvement in institutional assessment 

activities, F(1, 169) = 5.813, p = .017, � 2 = .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 institutions were (M = 2.99, 

SD = 0.910, Mdn = 2.67, n= 55) and (M = 2.63, SD = 0.930, Mdn = 2.33, n= 118) for 

public institutions.  Overall, composite mean and median scores (M = 2.75, SD = 0.936, 

Mdn = 2.33, N = 173) suggested that faculty and administrators were at most ‘moderately 

involved’ in institution-wide assessment activities at their respective institutions based on 

the 5-point rating scale.  Composite mean and median scores by control type and position 

type are presented in Table 49. 

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

Position Type 

Source df F � 2 p 
Control Type (A) 1 5.813 .033 .017 
     
Position Type (B) 1 1.038 .006 .310 
     
Control Type* 
Position Type (A x B) 

1 0.483 .003 .488 

     
Within-group error 169 (30.851)   
 
Note:  Values enclosed in parentheses represent mean square 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 = moderately involved, 3 = involved, 4 = highly involved, 5 = very 
highly involved. 
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Omega- and eta-squared effect sizes revealed that the main effects of control 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 these effects 

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 main effects of control type.  

This comparison revealed that involvement in assessment activities was greater at private 

institutions (M = 2.99, SD = .910, n = 55) than at public institutions (M = 2.63, SD = 

.930, n = 118). 

The data suggested that involvement in institution-wide assessment activities 

differed significantly across the two levels of control type.  Given these results and the 

lack of threats to statistical conclusion validity, the finding that involvement in 

assessment activities differed significantly by control type should be accepted. 

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 relationship between 

faculty and administrators’ perceptions about student learning assessment practices and 

leadership support at their respective institutions with their involvement in institution-

wide assessment activities.  One 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 assessment 

management practices and leadership support at their respective institutions with 

their involvement in institution-wide assessment activities.  Gliner and Morgan 

(2000) and Toothaker (n.d.) explained that the Pearson r correlation measures 

linear relationships that range from +1 to -1, where values greater than .7 

represent strong positive relationships, and values near zero indicate the absence 

of a relationship between two variables.  However, Gliner and Morgan 

emphasized that “the index of effect size” (p. 253) describes the amount of shared 

variance between variables and “the strength of the relationship between the 

independent and dependent variables” (p. 253).  The effect size index, r2 provides 

a precise description of significance, and is expressed as a percentage. 

Ordinal data from 4-and 5-point rating and Likert scales were treated as 

interval data to compute composite scores for the perceptions and involvement 

variables.  Composite scores of faculty and administrators’ perceptions about their 

(a) beliefs about the importance of institutional influences, (b) satisfaction with 
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assessment management practices and leadership support, and (c) feelings about 

evaluative statements about student learning assessment at their respective 

institutions were correlated with their involvement in institution-wide assessment 

activities. 

A statistically significant relationship emerged between faculty and 

administrators’ feelings about evaluative statements about assessment and their 

involvement in institution-wide assessment activities, r = .165, df = 171, p = .030, 

N = 173.  This positive linear relationship suggested that as faculty and 

administrators’ feelings about evaluative statements increased, their involvement 

in assessment activities increased.  However, the effect size revealed a small 

proportion of shared variance (r2 = .0272) between the feelings and involvement 

dimensions.  Therefore, despite the statistically significant positive correlation, 

the effect size suggested that faculty and administrators’ feelings about the 

evaluative statements about assessment had a small effect on their involvement in 

assessment activities at their respective institutions. 

The second analysis examined the correlation between faculty and 

administrators’ beliefs about institutional influences on learning assessment and 

their involvement in institution-wide assessment activities at their respective 

institutions.  The Pearson product-moment correlation indicated a statistically 

significant positive relationship between the beliefs and involvement dimensions, 

r = .181, df = 171, p = .017, N = 173. 

However, the effect size revealed a small proportion of shared variance, r2 

= .0328 between the two variables.  Therefore, despite the significant positive 
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correlation, the effect size index suggested that faculty and administrators’ beliefs 

about institutional influences on learning assessment had a small effect on their 

involvement in assessment activities at their respective institutions. 

The concluding analysis examined the correlation between faculty and 

administrators’ satisfaction with assessment management practices and 

leadership support for learning assessment at their respective institutions with 

their involvement in institution-wide assessment activities.  Results of the Pearson 

product-moment correlation were statistically significant, r = .291, df = 171, p = 

.001, N = 173.  However, despite the significant positive correlation between the 

satisfaction and involvement dimensions, the effect size, r2 = .0857 revealed a 

small proportion of shared variance between the two variables.  Thus, faculty and 

administrators’ satisfaction with assessment management practices and 

leadership support had 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’ perceptions about 

learning assessment (i.e., feelings about evaluative statements about assessment; 

beliefs about institutional influences on assessment; and satisfaction with 

assessment management practices and leadership support) had a small effect on 

their involvement in institutional assessment activities at their respective 

institutions (Table 50). 

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

Table 51. 
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Table 50.  Pearson Product-Moment Correlations between the Perceptions and Involvement Dimensions 
Dimensions Involvement Beliefs Feelings Satisfaction 
Involvement 
Pearson’s r 

1 .181* .165* .291** 

r2 - .033 .027 .085 
Sig. (2-tailed) - .017 .030 .001 
     
Beliefs 
Pearson’s r 

.181* 1 .226** .364** 

r2 .033 - .051 .132 
Sig. (2-tailed) .017 . .003 .001 
     
Feelings 
Pearson’s r  

.165* .226** 1 .713** 

r2 .027 .051 - .508 
Sig. (2 tailed) .030 .003 - .001 
     
Satisfaction 
Pearson’s r  

.291** .364** .713** 1 

r2 .086 .132 .508 - 
Sig. (2-tailed) .001 .001 .001 - 
 

Note:  N = 173. 

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

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

Research 
Question 

Dimension  Statistical Test Result Conclusion 

1.  
Organizational 
and 
Administrative 
Practices 

Institutional 
Mission 
Priorities 

Two-way 
ANOVA by 
institution and 
control type 

Nonsignificant 
interaction and 
main  
effects 

No significant 
difference across 
2 levels of 
institution type 
and control type  

     
 Purposes for 

Conducting 
Assessment  

Two-way 
ANOVA by 
institution and 
control type 

Same as above Same as above 

     
 Assessment 

Plan and 
Policy Types 

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

Nonsignificant 
chi-square 

No significant 
relationship  

     
2. 
Assessment 
Management 
Plans and 
Practices 

Student 
Participation 
Policies 

Two-way 
ANOVA by 
institution and 
control type 

Nonsignificant 
interaction and 
main  
effects 

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 
Question 

Dimension  Statistical Test Result Conclusion 

2. 
Assessment 
Management 
Plans and 
Practices – 
cont’d 

Resource 
Allocation 
Policies  

Two-way 
ANOVA by 
institution and 
control type 

Nonsignificant 
interaction and 
main  
effects 

No significant 
difference 
across 2 levels 
of institution 
type and 
control type 

     
 Professional 

Development 
Policies  

Same as above Same as above Same as above 

     
 Faculty 

Evaluation and 
Reward 
Practices  

Same as above Same as above Same as above 

     
 Academic 

Planning and 
Review 
Practices  

Same as above Same as above Same as above 

     
 Impact of 

Assessment 
Information  

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 
Question 

Dimension  Statistical Test Result Conclusion 

4.  
Organizational 
Climate for 
Assessment 

Beliefs about 
Institutional 
Influences on 
Assessment 

Two-way 
ANOVA by 
institution and 
position type 

Nonsignificant 
interaction and 
main  
effects 

No significant 
difference 
across 2 levels 
of institution 
type and 
position type 

     
  Two-way 

ANOVA by 
control and 
position type 

Significant 
main effects 
for position 
type 

Higher mean 
scores for 
administrators 
than faculty 

     
 Satisfaction 

with 
Assessment 
Practices and 
Leadership 
Support 

Two-way 
ANOVA by 
institution and 
position type 

Nonsignificant 
interaction and 
main  
effects s 

No significant 
difference by 
institution or 
position type  

  Two-way 
ANOVA by 
control and 
position type 

Significant 
interaction 
effects for 
control and 
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 
Question 

Dimension  Statistical Test Result Conclusion 

Organizational 
Climate for 
Assessment – 
cont’d 

Feelings with 
Evaluative 
Assessment 
Statements 

Two-way 
ANOVA by 
institution and 
position type 

Nonsignificant 
interaction and 
main  
effects 

No significant 
difference by 
institution or 
position type  

  Two-way 
ANOVA by 
control and 
position type 

Same as above No significant 
difference by 
control or 
position type  

     
 Involvement in 

Institution-wide 
Assessment 
Activities 

Two-way 
ANOVA by 
institution and 
position type 

Same as above No significant 
difference by 
institution or 
position type 

  Two-way 
ANOVA by 
control and 
position type 

Significant 
main effects 
for control 
type 

Higher mean 
scores for 
private than 
public 
institutions  

     
5.   
Correlation 
between 
perception and 
involvement 
and constructs 

NA Pearson 
Product-
Moment 
Correlation 

3 small 
significant 
positive 
correlations 

Small 
correlation 
between 
perception and 
involvement 
constructs  
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Chapter 5: Summary, Conclusions, Recommendations, and Implications 

Summary of Findings 

Significant differences between faculty and administrators’ satisfaction with 

student learning assessment practices and leadership support, their beliefs in the 

importance of institutional support for learning assessment, and their involvement in 

institution-wide assessment activities emerged based on the results of several two way 

analyses of variance.  However, despite statistically significant positive relationships 

between their perceptions about assessment and their involvement in assessment 

activities, effect sizes revealed a small relationship between these two dimensions.  The 

fact that less than 20% of faculty and administrators were highly or very highly involved 

in assessment activities is consistent with this finding. 

There were no statistically significant differences between the institutions’ use of 

organizational and administrative practices and policies, the influence of assessment 

information in decision making, and the impact of assessment information on institutional 

performance indicators by institution type and control type.  However, descriptive 

statistics proved instructive about the HBCUs use of organizational and administrative 

practices to support learning assessment initiatives.  For example, over 86% of the 

institutions maintained an assessment plan and policy, and of those institutions, almost 

half, 48% used a formal mandatory learning assessment plan or policy.  Moreover, the 

overwhelming majority of institutions identified excellence in undergraduate education 

(71%) and teaching undergraduates (65.8%) as ‘very high’ mission priorities.  Almost an 

identical percentage of institutions identified improving undergraduate achievement 
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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 majority of 

institutions leveraged one practice or policy almost to the exclusion of others.  For 

example, 57.9% of institutions used mandatory student participation policies and an 

explicit operating budget to allocate resources for learning assessment purposes.  Over 

84% used one professional development policy almost exclusively (i.e., support for 

faculty to attend assessment conferences).  Similarly, the predominant faculty evaluation 

and reward policy was to encourage faculty to conduct learning assessment as 84.2% of 

the institutions used this policy.  However, the fifth assessment management practice 

examined revealed that 65% to 79% of institutions utilized all four academic program 

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; general education 

curricula (69.4%), academic programs and majors (66.7%), assessment plans and policies 

(62.9%), and reports for external agents (60%).  By contrast, 37.5% of the institutions 

reported that assessment information had ‘no influence’ in faculty promotion and tenure 

decisions, and 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 otherwise.  A majority of 
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senior officers reported that assessment information had ‘positive impact’ on evaluations 

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, however, that 

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 cultivate environments 

conducive to effective assessment initiatives.  Over 74% of faculty and administrators’ 

believed senior level support was a ‘very important’ influence on institutional support for 

learning assessment, and over 51% believed both formal and informal assessment plans 

were ‘important’ institutional influences on assessment.  Yet it was noteworthy that the 

majority of faculty (56.3%) and administrators (62.9%) believed vocal detractors of 

assessment were ‘somewhat important’ institutional influences on assessment. 

The majority of faculty and administrators’ were ‘satisfied’ with their respective 

institutions’ assessment plans and policies (54%) and opportunities to set assessment 

policy (58%).  However, by position type, administrators (53%) and faculty (47%) were 

‘not satisfied’ with opportunities for professional development at their respective 

institutions.  Moreover, 54% of faculty and 51% of administrators reported ‘neutral and 

unknown’ satisfaction with evaluations and reward policies based on assessment data and 

their involvement in assessment activities, and the impact of assessment on their 

respective institutions, 56% and 41%, respectively. 
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Despite composite mean scores that suggested faculty and administrators were 

‘involved’ in assessment workshops and seminars, academic program reviews and 

curricula planning, served on institution-wide assessment committees and task forces, and 

participated in revising instructional methods, slightly less than 45% did so.  One 

anomaly in the data surfaced.  Whereas 58% of faculty and administrators’ reported 

‘satisfaction’ with opportunities to set assessment policy, almost half (49%) were ‘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 correlation 

analyses.  Despite statistically significant positive relationships between faculty and 

administrators’ perceptions about student learning assessment and their involvement in 

institution-wide assessment activities, effect sizes revealed a small relationship between 

faculty and administrators’ perceptions about assessment practices and their involvement 

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 Black colleges and universities 

(HBCUs).  This study used nationally benchmarked learning assessment criteria to 

examine two domains and one construct of institutional support for postsecondary student 

learning assessment: (a) organizational and administrative practices and policies, (b) the 

utility of assessment information, and (c) the organizational climate for student learning 

assessment, respectively.  The objective of this chapter is to synthesis significant findings 
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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 because of the deficit 

in empirical and scholarly literature about both HBCUs (Brown & Davis, 2001a; Jackson 

& Nunn, 2003) and specifically, student learning assessment.  The first national student 

learning assessment research in postsecondary education concluded that further research 

about was warranted because of the vast differences between institution types (Peterson, 

et al., 1999).  Accordingly, this exploratory study examined organizational and 

administrative practices and policies that HBCUs utilize to support learning assessment 

initiatives.  The study also examined faculty and administrators’ perceptions about 

student learning assessment to explore the climate for assessment at HBCUs.  A follow-

up analysis assessed the relationship between faculty and administrators’ perceptions 

about student learning assessment and their involvement in assessment activities at their 

respective institutions. 

One senior officer most knowledgeable about her or his respective institutions’ 

learning assessment initiative provided an institutional profile of organizational and 

administrative assessment practices and policies.  The actual sample, N = 44 comprised 

half of the accredited four-year HBCU population, which represented a 50.57% response 

rate.  Results of a chi-square goodness of fit analyses were nonsignificant thereby 

confirming the representativeness of the HBCU sample to the population of accredited 

four-year HBCUs. 

A second equally important component of institutional support for student 

learning assessment, the organizational climate for assessment was explored.  Faculty and 
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administrators were randomly selected from 85 HBCU websites to solicit their 

perceptions about learning assessment at their respective institutions.  Because separate 

sampling frames for faculty and administrator populations at HBCUs were not available, 

an oversampling strategy was used to compensate for this limitation.  Over 2,900 faculty 

and administrators names and email addresses were randomly selected from 85 HBCU 

websites.  However, a definitional response rate could not be reported and a chi-square 

goodness of fit analyses could not be conducted to ascertain the representativeness of the 

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%) accredited four-year 

HBCUs. 

This nonexperimental causal-comparative study employed a quantitative 

methodology, general linear univariate statistics, and a web-based survey method.  With 

permission, two surveys were adapted from the National Center for Postsecondary 

Improvement (NCPI) research on postsecondary student learning assessment to solicit 

institutional profile information from one senior officer per HBCU, and faculty and 

administrators’ perceptions about learning assessment practices at their respective 

institutions.  Two directors of assessment from one public and one private HBCU 

evaluated each instrument for content validity.  Because the present study utilized subsets 

of the original NCPI instruments, construct validity and instrument reliability had been 

pre-established via extensive factor analyses and inter-item consistency analyses. 

Several design and procedural limitations were identified for the present study.  

Foremost, nonresponse bias posed a threat to the generalizability of the study’s findings 
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for both analyses.  Nonresponse bias suggests that nonrespondents may possess different 

characteristics than respondents, which may ultimately influence the external validity or 

generalizability of statistical results (Hopkins, 1998).  For example, senior officer, faculty 

and administrator respondents may have had more interest in student learning assessment 

than nonrespondents.  In this respect, nonresponse bias resulting from low response rates 

may have influenced generalizability of this study’s findings to representative 

populations.  Efforts to increase response rates, including multiple follow-up phone calls 

and emails to senior officer nonrespondents were made, however phone calls to faculty 

and administrator nonrespondents were not feasible because of the large selected sample 

(N = 1,446).  Weekly emails were sent to these nonrespondents to increase faculty and 

administrators’ response rates.  Neither effort provided adequate information to identify 

and characterize nonrespondents. 

Small sample sizes posed another limitation, that is, the increased the risk of Type 

II errors for the institutional sample.  Despite the high 50.76% response rate, the research 

objective to attain a census of the 87 accredited four-year HBCUs was not realized.  

Although almost half 41.7% (5) of the population of accredited four-year doctoral and 

research HBCUs participated in the study, this small size increased the risk of Type II 

errors, (i.e., statistical power) for analyses by institution type. 

Type II errors influence the probability of not rejecting the null hypothesis when 

it should be rejected, in other words, believing that there are no significant differences 

between variables when there are significant differences (Cohen, 1992a; Cohen, 1992b; 

Gliner & Morgan, 2000).  The goal of research is to increase statistical power, that is, to 

reject the null hypothesis in favor of the alternative hypothesis (Garson, 2009b).  In other 
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words, researchers seek to make correct decisions by maximizing power (Gliner & 

Morgan, 2000).  Whereas increasing sample size is one option to increase power, efforts 

to encourage participation from nonrespondents were not successful.   

Another issue increased the risk of inflated Type I errors.  Statistical significance 

represents the chance of a Type I error, in other words, the probability of concluding 

there is a relationship when none exist, or the decision to fail to accept the null hypothesis 

when it is true (Cohen, 19992b; Garson, 2009b).  Typically, .05 is the baseline 

significance level used in the social sciences.  Interestingly, however, one axiom of null 

hypothesis testing is that the researcher may never know if a Type I or II error has 

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 report feelings, 

not necessarily how they actually feel” (p. 291).  Hopkins added that deception, careless 

errors, and fallible memories also distort survey findings.  In this respect, this study 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 overwhelming majority, 

79.5% (35) of the senior officers held administrative positions, of which 72.7% (32) were 

institutional researchers and institutional assessment officers.  Similarly, faculty 

comprised the majority (59.5%) of the faculty and administrator sample. 

The majority of all participants held terminal degrees, senior officers (63.6%), 

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, whereas 53.4% of 
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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, 43.7%, and (c) 

administrators, 48.6%.  By the same token, almost one-third of all participants had been 

at their current institution for 1 to 5 years: (a) senior officers, 31.8%, (b) faculty, 33%, 

and (c) administrators, 30%.  The majority of all participants were female: senior 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 administrators’ 

perceptions about assessment management practices and leadership support for 

assessment establish the basis for three conclusions about the climate for assessment at 

four-year HBCUs.  The first conclusion is that the organizational climate appears 

fragmented, unbalanced, and counter-productive to cultivating effective assessment 

initiatives.  The second conclusion is that the fragmented climate for assessment reflects 

the influence of the deep-rooted schism between the professional (faculty) and 

bureaucratic (administrators) authorities in higher education, at the expense of 

institutional effectiveness, and risk to external accountability mandates.  The third 

conclusion is that control type may represent an important predictor of institutional 

support for learning assessment initiatives as this study found that involvement in 

assessment activities was greater at private institutions than at public institutions. 

To begin, significant differences between faculty and administrators’ perceptions 

about learning assessment suggest an unbalanced organizational climate for assessment at 

the participating institutions.  For example, this study found that administrators were 
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more satisfied with assessment management practices and leadership support than 

faculty, administrators believed institutional influences on assessment were more 

important than faculty, and administrators were more involved in institution-wide 

assessment activities than faculty.  Organizational climate literature, which suggested that 

administrators were more supportive of institutional effectiveness initiatives than 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.  Only a minority (less than 

20%) of faculty and administrators were either highly involved or very highly involved in 

assessment activities.  Of six assessment activities, 43% to 45% of faculty and 

administrators reported involvement in four assessment activities, and more than half 

(50% to 54%) were not involved in two important assessment activities (i.e., setting 

assessment policy and advising students using assessment results).  The latter two 

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 assessment activities at their 

respective institutions.  Correlations between faculty and administrators’ perceptions 

about assessment, (i.e., their feelings about evaluative statements regarding assessment, 

their satisfaction with assessment management practices and leadership support, and their 

beliefs about the importance of institutional influences on assessment) exposed a small 

relationship with their involvement in institution-wide assessment activities.  Effect size 

indices suggest that other reasons may explain faculty and administrators’ weak 
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involvement in assessment activities.  Although non-engagement in institutional 

assessment efforts may be attributed to the lack of opportunity or lack of interest, in 

either instance, senior leaders’ efforts to meet learning assessment objectives and 

institutional effectiveness mandates are severely impeded. 

The second conclusion is tangentially related to the first.  That is, the cultural 

divide between the professional and bureaucratic authorities in higher education 

continues and jeopardizes the effectiveness of student learning assessment initiatives.  

Organizational scholars addressed the academic and organizational culture in higher 

education in terms of the traditional schism between the professional (faculty) and 

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 performance, effectiveness and 

accountability to external stakeholders.  The cultural divide between faculty and 

administrators effectively breeds diminished assessment capacity and outcomes for 

students, constituents, internal, and external stakeholders.  This divide undermines 

institutional leaders’ capacity to cultivate assessment-friendly environments, despite 

SACS accreditation standards requiring environments conductive to assessment. 

Another important finding supports the third conclusion.  By control type, 

significant differences emerged between private and public institutions’ involvement in 

assessment activities.  Further, a higher proportion of administrators at private institutions 

were more involved in institution-wide assessment activities than their colleagues and 

faculty at public institutions were.  These findings suggest that control type may be a 

predictor of institutional support for student learning assessment. 
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No statistically significant differences emerged regarding the sample institutions’ 

(N = 44) use of organizational and administrative practices and policies, the influence of 

assessment information in decision making, and the impact of assessment information on 

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, resources, 

and policy are discussed for these conclusions.  One recommendation for further research 

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 learning assessment 

clearly reflects the de facto by-product of the cultural divide between faculty and 

administrator subclimates.  There are no silver bullets for this dilemma, and major culture 

change initiatives would neither be feasible nor practical to resolve this issue for the 

immediate future.  Therefore, senior administrators and faculty leaders must synchronize 

three initial steps to seek resolution to exigent issues regarding student learning 

assessment.  First, they must collaborate between and within their respective groups to 

discuss assessment strategies at their respective institutions.  Second, both groups must 

partner to establish an open campus dialogue about learning assessment strategies, 

practice, resources, and issues such as professional development, training, and resource 

allocations for assessment.  Vocal detractors must be engaged, and a safe environment 

will be crucial to allow open and honest communications among faculty and 

administrators without fear of reprisal.  Third, senior administrators and faculty leaders 
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must leverage technology to co-sponsor on-going institution-wide communication 

mechanisms about assessment that permit knowledge exchanges, publish assessment 

literature and current events, and identify opportunities for improvement and areas of 

strength in assessment practices at their respective institutions.  This initiative 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 termed the “creative 

tension” in organizations as they visualize “where we are relative to what we want” 

(Senge, 1990, p. 142).  Senge explained that creative tension is the groups’ natural 

tendency to seek resolution.  Senior administrative and faculty leaders want to and must 

seek resolution to the issues that impede effective student learning assessment initiatives.  

Indeed, any effort to exploit the creative tension in the academy will begin the process of 

dismantling vestiges of the cultural divide between faculty and administrators, at least 

among the HBCU cohort. 

Assessment’s link to accreditation establishes the basis for the first policy 

implication, which is to promote dialogue between faculty and administrator stakeholders 

on campus.  Unequivocally, accreditation is a high-stakes proposition for the majority of 

HBCUs.  To remain viable educational enterprises, all HBCUs must maintain 

accreditation.  Though the foci of this study were internal influences on support for 

assessment, it found that over 72% of senior officers at public institutions and 55% at 

private institutions considered self-study for accreditation a very important purpose for 

conducting assessment.  Therefore, 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 Universities’ (WHIHBCU) 

Executive Order 13256 agenda for strengthening HBCUs.  One of the initiatives’ mission 

is to “share administrative and programmatic practices within the HBCU community for 

the benefit of all” (The White House: Office of the Press Secretary, 2010, p. 2).  In this 

regard, senior administrators and faculty leaders should seize the opportunity to 

collaborate, partner, share experiences, and identify best practices in learning assessment 

for the benefit of the cohort.  The best-case scenario is that sharing assessment 

information will increase the cohort’s capacity to maintain accreditation for the majority 

of institutions.  

In a similar manner, HBCU leadership should also exploit a second WHIHBCU 

mission to improve the dissemination of information about HBCUs to inform public 

policy and practice (The White House: Office of the Press Secretary, 2010).  This mission 

affords a prime opportunity for the cohort to influence learning assessment policy and 

engage HBCUs in the national assessment discourse.  The national policy agenda would 

be advanced with more aggregated information about issues that influence the cohorts’ 

learning assessment initiatives.  Senior assessment leaders should be compelled to seize 

this opportunity. 

It is plausible that high stakes student learning assessment may become a catalyst 

for change within the HBCU cohort.  It is crucial, however, that cross-functional 

collaboration with student affairs leaders be a priority during this transformation (Kuh & 

Banta, 2000) . 

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

support for assessment, has practice, resource and policy implications also.  Although 



 

 
204 

private HBCUs share similar reliance on federal funds for student loans as public 

institutions do, unlike public institutions, their reliance on private funding is equally 

important.  It is plausible therefore, that private institutions use student learning 

assessment as a competitive edge to attract constituents, parents and students, and appeal 

to employers and industry.  As such, one recommendation for practice is that senior 

leaders at public institutions should tap into similar dynamics that private institutions use 

to motivate faculty and administrators’ involvement in assessment activities.  The means 

that senior leaders at public institutions must cross boundaries to collaborate with 

leadership at private institutions to exchange knowledge and share best practices. 

Two WHIHBCU missions support the recommendation for resources.  The 

initiative seeks to strengthen HBCUs participation in Federal programs, and foster public-

private partnerships to promote specific areas of academic research (The White House: 

Office of the Press Secretary, 2010).  Therefore, one clear recommendation for resources 

is that senior leaders, particularly at public institutions, should exploit opportunities to 

acquire federal resources to strengthen assessment initiatives.  By virtue of the 

WHIHBCU mission statements, the implications for policy are clear, having been 

established through Executive Order 13256.  Senior leaders must embrace federal policy 

initiatives established specifically to support their respective institutions. 

Recommendations for Future Research 

 One recommendation for future research is proposed.  A causal comparative 

research design utilizing a mixed methods approach is proposed to investigate the effect 

and predictive utility of control type on learning assessment initiatives at all accredited 

two and four-year HBCUs.  The scope of this research proposal would require a full-time 
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project director and principal investigator, a detailed project plan, and funding.  This 

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 type as a variable of 

interest.  Second, use of qualitative methods such as observations, focus groups, and 

interviews with faculty, administrators, senior leaders, students, alumni, and employers 

would ensure input from a cross-section of key stakeholders in the learning assessment 

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 their respective 

campuses.  Adequate funding would be equally important. 

Observations 

Three observations emerged from the institutional profile analyses merit a brief 

notation: (a) the samples’ use of institutional support strategies, (b) selective use of 

assessment management policies and practices, and (c) benefits derived from assessment 

information. 

First, it was noteworthy that institutional support strategies for student learning 

assessment at many HBCUs coincide with legacy objectives to maintain viable 

educational enterprises.  The fact that over 86% of the sample maintained assessment 

plans and policies, half of which were institution-wide formal assessment plans and 

policies supports this observation and counters anecdotal beliefs to the contrary.  
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Institutional support strategies for assessment illustrate explicit efforts to integrate student 

learning assessment within existing institutional priorities and organizational structures.  

Two important institutional support strategies, improving undergraduate education and 

self-study for accreditation were identified as ‘very important’ purposes for conducting 

assessment for over 63% of the sample.  These strategies reflect clear acknowledgement 

of the inseparable link between student learning assessment and regional accreditation 

requirements, the latter a requisite for maintaining institutional viability.  Moreover, high 

priority missions that focus on excellence in undergraduate education, and teaching 

undergraduates convey institutional commitment and accountability to external and 

internal stakeholders to deliver successful student outcomes.  Acknowledgement and 

articulation of these institutional support strategies for assessment make senior 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.  For example, of four 

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 embrace and 

engage in learning assessment when improvements in student performance do not 

influence resource allocations decisions to academic units.  Assessment scholars argued 

that faculty motivation to support learning assessment initiatives increased when they 

witnessed that their efforts benefitted student and institutional performance (Banta, 1997; 

Banta, 2005; Schilling & Schilling, 1998).  Senior leaders and decision makers must 

engage faculty and administrator support by realigning linkages between resource 
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allocation for learning assessment and faculty assessment practice.  To do otherwise 

reinforces the vocal detractors’ agenda (Lakos & Phipps, 2004).  In this regard, it was 

particularly instructive that 59% of faculty and 62% of administrators agreed somewhat 

that vocal detractors’ were important institutional influences on learning assessment 

initiatives.  Senior leaders should not underestimate such an undercurrent that that clearly 

has potential to influence faculty and administrators’ support for learning assessment 

initiatives. 

 A third observation addresses the influence and impact of assessment information.  

Senior leaders reported that assessment information had been ‘very influential’ in 8 of 10 

institutional decision areas, and had ‘positive impact’ on 7 of 8 institutional performance 

indicators.  Most important, 79% of senior officers reported that assessment information 

had positively impacted reports from regional accrediting agencies, and at least two-

thirds of institutions used assessment information in the four academic program review 

and planning practices examined.  These findings suggest that participating HBCUs have 

enhanced their capacity to assess the influence of assessment information on key 

institutional decisions and monitor its impact on key performance indicators.  These 

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 practices for assessment.  

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. 



 

 
208 

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 from this study was 

the challenge associated with small sample sizes, especially doctoral, research, and 

specialty HBCUs.  Assuming that the current population of two-and four-year accredited 

HBCUs (N = 105) (The White House: Office of the Press Secretary, 2010) remains 

constant, conducting empirical research at the institutional level requires innovative data 

collection approaches to avoid issues resulting from low responses.  Empirical studies 

about the HBCU cohort should not be constrained by methodological issues nor should 

research about the cohort be limited to case studies, historical accounts, and qualitative 

research. 

Second, results of the institutional assessment profile suggested that there were no 

significant differences between the participating institutions’ use of organizational and 

administrative practices and policies, and the utility of assessment information to support 

learning assessment by institution type or control type.  This conclusion speaks to the 

cohorts’ culture that, unlike climate, is not malleable and less subject to change (Denison, 

1996; Ouchi & Wilkins, 1988; Peterson & Spencer, 1990; Pettigrew, 1979; Schneider, 

1990; Tierney, 1988).  The fact that there were no significant differences by institution or 

control type suggests that, at least in the field of student learning assessment 

organizational and administrative practices, HBCUs are more similar than dissimilar.  

The lack of significant differences between public and private or baccalaureate and 

doctoral institutions’ use of assessment information counters a long-held stereotype of 
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HBCUs that their use of data-driven decision-making is uneven and minimal at best.  

Despite the uneven resources found at many of the participating institutions, they have 

appeared to make the aforementioned constructs priorities.  Most HBCUs continue to 

uphold a longstanding commitment to successful student outcomes, therefore the absence 

of significant differences between institutions types and control types on student learning 

assessment initiatives reinforce that commitment. 

Closing 

Institutional support for learning assessment at HBCUs will remain 

underappreciated until additional efforts to conduct scholarly and empirical research are 

undertaken.  Additional scholarly and empirical research about student learning 

assessment at HBCUs will benefit HBCU leaders, assessment practitioners, constituents, 

and the higher education community-at-large.  One desired outcome of this study is to 

stimulate this interest. 

The sample of accredited four-year institutions that participated in this study 

showcased contemporary HBCUs full engagement in the 21st century student learning 

assessment movement.  More important, the senior officers, faculty, and administrators 

who participated in this study embody the special group of HBCU professionals 

reminiscent of their predecessors who made successful student outcomes synonymous 

with the HBCU tradition.  These professionals made an important first contribution to the 

literature about student learning assessment practices and organizational issues at 

contemporary HBCUs. 
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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 University Tallahassee 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 
 



 

 
229 

 
Accredited Four-Year Historically Black Colleges and Universities – cont’d 

Institution City State Control 
Le Moyne-Owen College Memphis TN Private 
Lincoln University Jefferson City MO Public 

Lincoln University 
Lincoln 
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 
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Accredited Four-Year Historically Black Colleges and Universities – cont’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 HBCUs 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_2f1jAiMMmJSDtQCqIhv
Dp_2fVcuV4_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 (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 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 HBCUs 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_2fKfylWMnVJqKyJ4A_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 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 D 

Authorization to Use NCPI Instruments 
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Appendix E 

HBCU Senior Officers’ Survey 
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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 
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Supplemental Figures, Appendix A 

Institutional Mission Priorities 
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Figure A1.  Excellence in undergraduate education emerged as a ‘very high priority’ for 69.7% of the 
sample baccalaureate and master’s institutions and 80% of the doctoral and research sample institutions. 

10

000

23

2

3

000
0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

Very low
priority

Low priority Moderate
priority

High priority Very high
priority

Institutional Mission Priority:
Teaching Undergraduates

by Institution Type

P
er

ce
nt

 o
f H

B
C

U
 S

am
pl

e 
(

N
 =

 3
8)

Baccalaureate/Master's (n = 33)

Doctoral/Research (n = 5)

 
Figure A2.  Teaching undergraduates emerged as a ‘very high priority’ for 69.7% of the sample 
baccalaureate and master’s institutions and 40% of the sample doctoral and research institutions. 
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Figure A3.  Identifying clear outcomes emerged as a ‘very high priority’ for 36.4% of the sample 
baccalaureate and master’s institutions and 60% of the sample doctoral and research institutions. 
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Figure A4.  Student diversity was a ‘moderate priority’ for 39.4% of the sample baccalaureate and master’s 
institutions and a ‘high priority’ for 40% of the sample doctoral and research institutions. 
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Figure A5.  Research was a ‘high priority’ for 36.4% of the sample baccalaureate and master’s institutions 
and 60% of the sample doctoral and research institutions. 
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Figure A6.  Service to community emerged as a ‘high priority’ for 42.4% of the sample baccalaureate and 
master’s institutions and 60% of the sample doctoral and research institutions. 
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Figure A7.  Alternative delivery systems emerged as a ‘moderate priority’ for 48.5% of the sample 
baccalaureate and master’s institutions and 20% of the sample doctoral and research institutions. 
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Figure A8.  Interdisciplinary teaching and research emerged as a ‘moderate priority’ for 54.5% of the 
sample baccalaureate and master’s institutions and 60% of the sample doctoral and research institutions. 
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Figure A9.  Excellence in undergraduate education emerged as a ‘very high priority’ for 61.1% of the 
sample public institutions and 80% of the sample private institutions. 
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Figure A10.  Teaching undergraduates was as a ‘very high priority’ for 66.7% of the sample public 
institutions and 65% of the sample private institutions. 
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Figure A11.  Identifying clear outcomes was as a ‘very high priority’ for 39% of the sample public 
institutions and a 40% of the sample private institutions. 
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Figure A12.  Student diversity emerged as a ‘moderate priority’ for 28.8% of the sample public institutions 
and 45% of the sample private institutions. 
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Figure 13.  Research emerged as a ‘high priority’ for 38.9% of the sample public institutions and 40% of 
the sample private institutions. 
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Figure 14.  Service to community was a ‘high priority’ for 55.6% of the sample public institutions and 35% 
of the sample private institutions. 
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Figure A15.  Alternative delivery systems emerged as a ‘moderate priority’ for 38.9% of the sample public 
institutions and 50% of the sample private institutions. 
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Figure A16.  Interdisciplinary teaching and research was a ‘moderate 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 ‘very important’ purpose for conducting 
assessment for 66.7% of the sample baccalaureate and master’s institutions and 100% of the sample 
doctoral research institutions. 

Purposes for Conducting Assessment:
Self-Study for Accreditation

by Institution Type

0 0

2

11

20

0 0

1

4

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

Very
unimportant

Not important Somewhat
important

Important Very
important

P
er

ce
nt

 o
f H

B
C

U
 S

am
pl

e 
In

st
itu

tio
ns

 (
N

 =
 3

8)

Baccalaureate/Master's (n = 33)

Doctoral/Research (n = 5)

0

 
Figure B2.  Self-study for accreditation emerged as a ‘very important’ purpose for conducting assessment 
for 60.6% of the sample baccalaureate and master’s institutions and 80% of the sample doctoral and 
research institutions. 
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Purposes for Conducting Assessment: 
Guiding Undergraduate Program Improvement

by Institution Type
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Figure B3.  Guiding undergraduate program improvement emerged as a ‘very important’ purpose for 
conducting assessment for 51.5% of the sample baccalaureate and master’s institutions and 80% of the 
sample doctoral and research institutions. 

Purposes for Conducting Assessment: 
Meeting State Reporting Requirements

by Institution Type
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Figure B4.  Meeting state reporting requirements emerged as a ‘very important’ purpose for conducting 
assessment for 36.3% of the sample baccalaureate and master’s institutions and 100% of the sample 
doctoral and research institutions. 
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Purposes for Conducting Assessment: 
Guiding Resource Allocation Decisions

by Institution Type
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Figure B5.  Guiding resource allocation decisions emerged as a ‘very important’ purpose for conducting 
assessment for 18.1% of the sample baccalaureate and master’s institutions and 80% of the sample doctoral 
and research institutions. 

Purposes for Conducting Assessment: 
Improving Faculty Instructional Performance

by Institution Type
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Figure B6.  Improving faculty instructional performance was a ‘very important’ purpose for conducting 
assessment for 39.4% of the sample baccalaureate and master’s institutions and 80% of the sample doctoral 
and research institutions. 
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Purposes for Conducting Assessment: 
Improving Undergraduate Achievement

by Control Type
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Figure B7.  Improving undergraduate achievement was a ‘very important’ purpose for conducting 
assessment for 61.1% of the sample public institutions and 80% of the sample private institutions. 

Purposes for Conducting Assessment: 
Self-Study for Accreditation

by Control Type
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Figure B8.  Self-study for accreditation emerged as a ‘very important’ purpose for conducting assessment 
for 72.2% of the sample public institutions and 55% of the sample private institutions. 
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Purposes for Conducting Assessment: 
Guiding Undergraduate Program Improvement

by Control Type
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Figure B9.  Guiding undergraduate program improvement emerged as a ‘very important’ purpose for 
conducting assessment for 61.1% of the sample public institutions and 80% of the sample private 
institutions. 
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Figure B10.  Meeting state reporting requirements was a ‘very important’ purpose for conducting 
assessment for 44.4% of the sample public institutions and 40% of the sample private institutions. 
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Purposes for Conducting Assessment:
Guiding Resource Allocation Decisions

by Control Type 
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Figure B11.  Guiding resource allocation decisions was an ‘important’ purpose for conducting assessment 
for 22.2% of the sample public institutions and 55% of the sample private institutions. 
 

Purposes for Conducting Assessment: 
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Figure 12.  Improving faculty instructional performance emerged as a ‘very important’ purpose for 
conducting assessment for 50% of the sample public institutions and 40% of the sample private institutions. 
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Supplemental Figures, Appendix C 

Assessment Plans and Policy Types 

Institutional Assessment Plan and Policy Types
by Institution Type
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Figure C1.  The majority (53.1%) of the sample baccalaureate and master’s institutions and 20% of the 
sample doctoral and research institutions used formal institution-wide mandatory assessment plans. 

Institutional Assessment Plan and Policy Types
 by Control Type

8

4

3

1

2

10

2

6

0

1

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

Formal
institution-wide

mandatory
plans

Formal plans
within divisions

and schools

Academic units
encouraged to

conduct
assessment

Inconsistent
compliance

among
divisions and

schools

Plans in
progress

P
er

ce
nt

 o
f H

B
C

U
 S

am
pl

e 
In

st
itu

tio
ns

 (
N

 =
 3

7)

Public (n = 18)
Private (n = 19)

 

Figure C2.  The majority (52.6%) of private institutions and 44% 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 baccalaureate and master’s institutions, and 80% of the 
sample doctoral and research institutions maintained an explicit operating budget for learning assessment. 
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Figure D2.  Half (50%) of the sample public institutions and 65% of the sample private institutions 
maintained an explicit operating budget for 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 baccalaureate and master’s institutions and 100% of the 
sample doctoral and research institutions provided support to attend professional development conferences. 
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Figure E2.  The majority (94.4%) of the sample public institutions and 75% of the sample private 
institutions provided support to attend professional assessment conferences. 
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Supplemental Figures, Appendix F 

Faculty Evaluations and Reward Policies 

Faculty Evaluations and Reward Policies 
by Institution Type
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Figure F1 The majority (81.8%) of sample baccalaureate and master’s institutions and 100% of the sample 
doctoral and research institutions encouraged faculty to engage in learning assessment. 
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Figure F2.  The majority (77.8%) of the sample public and 90% of the 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 and master’s institutions and doctoral and 
research institutions used assessment information in each academic program review and planning practice. 
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Figure G2.  More than 61.1% of the sample public and 65% of the sample private institutions used 
assessment information in each academic 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 
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Figure H1.  Assessment information had been ‘very influential’ in decisions regarding academic missions 
and goals for 45.2% of the sample baccalaureate and master’s and 80% of the sample doctoral and research 
institutions. 
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Figure H2.  Assessment information had been ‘very influential’ in decisions regarding general education 
curriculum for 71% of the sample baccalaureate and master’s and 60% of doctoral and research 
institutions. 
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Influence of Assessment Information in 
Academic Programs and Majors Decisions 

 by Institution Type
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Figure H3. Assessment information had been ‘very influential’ in decisions regarding academic programs 
and majors for 67.7% of the sample baccalaureate and master’s and 60% of the sample doctoral and 
research institutions. 
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Figure H4. Assessment information had been ‘very influential’ in decisions regarding reports for external 
agents for 56.7% of the sample baccalaureate and master’s institutions and 80% of the sample doctoral and 
research institutions. 
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Influence of Assessment Information in 
Academic Support Services Decisions 

 by Institution Type
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Figure H5. Assessment information had been ‘very influential’ in decisions regarding academic support 
services for 51.5% of the sample baccalaureate and master’s and 75% of the sample doctoral and research 
institutions. 
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Figure H6. Assessment information had been ‘somewhat influential’ in decisions regarding student affairs 
activities for 59.4% of the sample baccalaureate and master’s and 50% 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 influential’ for 63.3% of the sample 
baccalaureate and master’s and 50% of the sample doctoral and research institutions in decisions regarding 
resource allocations to academic units. 
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Figure H8. Assessment information had been ‘very influential’ in decisions regarding assessment plans 
and polices for 60% of the sample baccalaureate and master’s and 80% 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 influence’ in decisions regarding faculty promotion 
and tenure decisions for 40.7% of the sample baccalaureate and master’s and 20% of the sample doctoral 
and research institutions. 
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Figure H10. Assessment information had ‘not been influential’ in decisions regarding faculty salary 
increases and reward decisions for 51.9% of the sample baccalaureate and master’s and 40% 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 influential’ in decisions regarding general education 
curriculum for 76.5% of the sample public and 63.2% of the sample private institutions. 
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Figure H12. Assessment information had been ‘very influential’ in decisions regarding academic missions 
and goals for 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

2

1

5

8

1
0

3

16

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

No influence Data not
influential

Data somewhat
influential

Data very
influential

P
er

ce
nt

 o
f H

B
C

U
 S

am
pl

e 
In

st
itu

tio
ns

 (
N

 =
 3

6)
Public (n = 16)
Private (n = 20)

 
Figure H13. Assessment information had been ‘very influential’ in decisions regarding academic programs 
and majors for 50% of the sample public and 80% of the sample private institutions. 
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Figure H14. Assessment information had been ‘very influential’ in decisions regarding academic support 
services for 44.4% of the sample public institutions and 63.2% 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 influential’ in reports for external agents for 62.5% 
of the sample public and 57.9% of the sample private institutions. 
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Figure H16. Assessment information had been ‘very influential’ in decisions regarding assessment plans, 
policies, and processes for 60% of the sample public and 65% of the sample private 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 influential’ in decisions regarding student affairs 
activities for 58.8% of the sample public and 57.9% of the sample private institutions. 
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Figure H18. Assessment information had been ‘somewhat influential’ in decisions regarding resource 
allocations to academic units for 50% of the sample public and 72.2% of the sample private 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 influence’ in faculty promotion and tenure decisions for 
26.7% of the sample public and 47.1% of the sample private institutions. 
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Figure H20. Assessment information had ‘not been influential’ in faculty salary increases and reward 
decisions for 40% of the sample public and 58.8% of the sample private institutions. 
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Supplemental Figures, Appendix I 
 

Impact of Assessment Information on Institutional Performance Indicators 
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Figure I1.  The majority of the sample baccalaureate and master’s (63.6%) and doctoral and research (80%) 
institutions reported assessment information had ‘positive impact’ on campus discussions of undergraduate 
education. 
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Figure I2.  The majority (54.5%) of the sample baccalaureate and master’s and 40% of doctoral and 
research institutions reported assessment information had ‘positive impact’ on changes in teaching 
methods. 
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Figure I3.  The majority (54.5%) of the sample baccalaureate and master’s institutions and 40% of doctoral 
and research institutions reported assessment information had ‘positive impact’ on student grade 
performance. 
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Figure I4.  The majority (60.6%) of the sample baccalaureate and master’s and 40% of doctoral and 
research institutions reported ‘positive impact’ on student retention and graduation rates. 
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Figure I5.  The majority (60.6%) of the sample baccalaureate and master’s and 40% of doctoral and 
research institutions reported ‘positive impact’ on student achievement on external exams. 
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Figure I6.  The majority (57.6%) of the sample baccalaureate and master’s and 20% of doctoral and 
research institutions had ‘not monitored’ the impact of allocation of state funding on assessment. 
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Figure I7.  The majority (78.8%) of the sample baccalaureate and master’s and 80% of doctoral and 
research institutions reported ‘positive impact’ on regional accreditors evaluations from assessment 
information. 
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Figure I8.  The majority (57.6%) of the sample baccalaureate and master’s and 60% of doctoral and 
research institutions reported ‘positive impact’ on their institutional reputation and image. 
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Figure I9.  Assessment information had ‘positive impact’ on campus discussions of undergraduate 
education for 66.7% of the sample public and 65% of private institutions.  
 

0 0

9

3

6

4

11

5

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

Data not
monitored

Negative Impact No known impact Positive impact

Impact of Assessment Information: 
Changes in Teaching Methods

By Control Type

P
er

ce
nt

 o
f H

B
C

U
 S

am
pl

e 
In

st
itu

tio
ns

 (
N

 =
 3

8)

Public (n = 18)
Private (n = 20)

 
 
Figure I10.  The majority (50%) of the sample public institutions and 55% of private institutions reported 
‘positive impact’ from using assessment information to change teaching methods. 
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Figure I11.  Assessment information had ‘positive impact’ on student grade performance for 44.4% of the 
sample public and 60% of the sample private institutions. 
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Figure I12.  Assessment information had ‘positive impact’ on student retention and graduation rates for 
44.4% of the sample public and 70% of the sample private institutions. 



 

 
285 

00

9

7

2 2

13

5

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

Data not
monitored

Negative Impact No known impact Positive impact

Impact of Assessment Information: 
Student Achievement on External Exams

By Control Type

P
er

ce
nt

 o
f H

B
C

U
 S

am
pl

e 
In

st
itu

tio
ns

 (
N

 =
 3

8)

Public (n = 18)
Private (n = 20)

 
Figure I13.  Half (50%) of the sample public institutions and 65% of private institutions reported ‘positive 
impact’ on student achievement on external exams’ 
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Figure I14.  At least 38.9% of the sample public institutions and 65% of private institutions did ‘not 
monitor’ assessment information for allocation of state funding. 
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Figure I15.  Assessment information had ‘positive impact’ on evaluations from regional accrediting 
agencies for 83.3% of the sample public and 75% of private institutions. 
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Figure I16.  Assessment information had ‘positive impact’ on institutional reputation and images for 50% 
of the sample public and 65% of private institutions. 
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Supplemental Figures, Appendix J 
 

Faculty and Administrators’ Beliefs about Influences on Assessment Initiatives 
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Figure J1.  The majority (51.5%) of faculty and administrators (60%) believed that an institution-
wide mandatory formal assessment plan was a ‘very important’ institutional influence on 
assessment initiatives. 
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Figure J2.  The majority (54.4%) of the sample faculty and administrators (45.7%) believed that 
an institution-wide informal assessment plan was an ‘important’ institutional influence on 
assessment initiatives. 
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By Position
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Figure J3.  The majority (69.9%) of the sample faculty and administrators (80%) believed senior 
level support for student learning assessment was a ‘very important’ institutional influence on 
assessment initiatives. 
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Figure J4.  The majority of the sample faculty (56.3%) and administrators (62.9%) believed vocal 
detractors of student learning assessment were a ‘somewhat important’ influence on assessment 
initiatives 
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Supplemental Figures, Appendix K 

Faculty and Administrators’ Satisfaction with Assessment Management Practices  

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 48.5% of faculty sample was ‘satisfied’ with 
their respective institutions’ assessment plan or policy. 
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Figure K2. The majority (57.1%) of the administrator and 48.5% of faculty sample were ‘satisfied’ with 
opportunities to participate in setting assessment policy. 
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Satisfaction with 
Administrative Leadership Support for Learning Asse ssment

by Position
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Figure K3. The majority (54.3%) of the administrator and 45.6% of faculty sample was satisfied with 
administrative leadership support for learning assessment. 
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Figure K4. The majority (56.3%) of the faculty and 45.7% of the administrator sample were ‘satisfied’ with 
faculty leadership support for learning assessment. 
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Satisfaction with 
Opportunities for Professional Development

by Position
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Figure K5. The majority (52.9%) of the administrator and at least 46.6% of the faculty sample was ‘not 
satisfied’ with professional development opportunities in assessment. 
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Figure K6. The majority of the faculty (54.4%) and administrator (51.4%) sample reported ‘neutral or 
unknown’ satisfaction with evaluations based on assessment information and involvement in assessment 
activities. 
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Satisfaction with 
Use of Assessment Data in Academic Decision Making

by Position
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Figure K7. Almost half (48.5%) of the faculty and administrator (48.6%) sample were ‘not satisfied’ with 
the use of assessment information in academic decision making. 
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Figure K8. The majority (56.3%) of the faculty and 41.4% of the administrator sample reported ‘neutral or 
unknown’ satisfaction with the impact of assessment information on 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 administrator (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

15

65

16

7

14

42

11

3

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

Disagree
Strongly

Disagree
Somewhat

Agree
Somewhat

Agree StonglyP
er

ce
nt

 o
f H

B
C

U
 F

ac
ul

ty
 a

nd
 A

dm
in

is
tr

at
or

 S
am

pl
e

(N
 =

 1
73

)

Faculty (n = 103)
Administrators (n = 70)

 
Figure L2.  The majority (63.1%) of the faculty and administrator (60%) sample ‘agreed somewhat’ that 
faculty has a common understanding of the term “student 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 administrator (55.7%) sample ‘agreed somewhat’ that 
administrators had a common understanding of the term “student learning assessment”. 
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Figure L4.  The majority of the faculty (62.1%) and administrator (68.6%) sample ‘agreed somewhat’ that 
faculty has a common understanding of the term “student learning outcomes”. 
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Administrators' Have a Common Understanding
of the Term "Student Learning Outcomes"
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Figure L5.  The majority of the faculty (60.2%) and administrator (64.3%) sample ‘agreed somewhat’ that 
administrators’ had a common understanding of the term “student learning outcomes”. 
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Figure L6.  Almost half (49.5%) of the faculty and administrator (48.6%) sample ‘disagreed somewhat’ 
that assessment limited time for other academic activities. 
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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 administrator (58.6%) sample ‘agreed somewhat’ that 
assessment had improved the quality of education at their respective institutions. 
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Figure L8.  The majority of the faculty (63.1%) and administrator (62.9%) sample ‘agreed somewhat’ that 
faculty used assessment information to modify teaching methods at 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 administrator (61.4%) sample ‘agreed somewhat’ that 
faculty used assessment information to improve teaching methods at their respective institutions. 
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Figure L10.  The majority of the faculty (54.4%) and administrator (52.9%) sample ‘agreed somewhat’ that 
faculty feared assessment results would be used on evaluations at their respective institutions. 
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Supplemental Figures, Appendix M 

Faculty and Administrators’ Involvement in Institution-wide Assessment Activities 

Faculty and Administrators' Involvement in 
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Figure M1.  At least 46.6% of the faculty and 42.9% administrator sample were ‘involved’ in institution-
wide assessment workshops and seminars 

Faculty and Administrators' Involvement in 
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Figure M2.  Less than half (43.7%) of the faculty and administrator (42.9%) sample were ‘involved’ in 
academic program reviews and curriculum planning for assessment. 
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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 administrator (47.1%) sample were ‘involved’ in 
institutions-wide assessment committees and task forces at their respective institutions.  
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Setting Assessment Policy
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Figure M4.  The majority of the faculty (62.1%) and 41.4% of administrator sample was ‘not involved’ in 
setting assessment policy at their 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% of the administrator sample were ‘not involved’ in 
advising students using assessment results at their 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 administrator sample were ‘involved’ in revising 
instructional methods using assessment results at their respective institutions. 
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Supplemental Tables, Appendix A 

Table A1.  Missing and Imputed Values for Senior Officer’s Instrument  

Domain Dimension Total # 
Items 
per 
Question 

Total #  
Items  
(N = 38) 

Total # of 
Missing/ 
Imputed 
Values 

% of 
Missing 
Values 

OAPP Mission Priorities 8 304 12 
 

3.95 

 Purposes for 
Conducting 
Assessment 

6 228 6 2.63 

 Assessment Plans and 
Policies 

5 190 6 3.16 

 Student Policies 2 76 2 2.63 
 Resource Allocation 

Policies 
4 152 4 2.63 

 Professional 
Development Policies 

4 152 4 2.63 

 Faculty Evaluation 
and Reward Policies 

4 152 4 2.63 

 Academic Planning 
and Review Practices 

4 152 4 2.63 

Total  37 1406 42 2.98% 
      
Utility of 
Assessment 
Information 

Influence of 
Assessment 
Information 

10 380 42 11.05 

 Impact on 
Performance 
Indicators 

7 266 54 20.30 

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 # 
Items per 
Question 

Total #  
of Items  
(N = 173) 

Total # of 
Missing/ 
Imputed 
Values 

% of 
Missing 
Values 

Organizational 
Climate 

Feelings 
about 
Assessment 
Statements 

10 1,730 46 2.66 

      
 Satisfaction 

with 
Assessment 
Practices 

8 1,384 372 26.88 

      
 Involvement 

in 
Assessment 
Activities 

6 1,038 256 24.66 

      
 Beliefs re: 

Institutional 
Influences 

4 
 

692 180 26.10 

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 
Questions 

Survey 
Questions 

Dependent 
Variables 

Independent 
Variables 

Statistical  
Tests 

Participant 
Profile 
Data 

1 – 11 Senior Officer 
Position 

Race, 
Gender, 
Position, 
Years in Higher 
Education, 
Years at Institution, 
Tenure Status, 
Degree Earned 

Frequency 
distributions 
 

RQ 1 
 

12 Institution  
type and 
control 

Assessment Plan and 
Policy Types 

2-way 
ANOVA  

RQ 1 16 Institution  
type and 
control 

Mission priorities 2-way 
ANOVA 

RQ 1 17 Same as 
above 

Purposes for 
conducting 
assessment 

Same as 
above 

RQ 1 18 Same as 
above 

Resource allocation 
policies 

Same as 
above 

RQ  1 19 Same as 
above 

Student participation 
policies 

Same as 
above 

RQ  1 20 Same as 
above 

Professional 
development policies 

Same as 
above 

RQ  1 21 Same as 
above 

Academic planning 
and review practices 

Same as 
above 

RQ  1 22 Same as 
above 

Faculty evaluation 
and reward practices 

Same as 
above 

RQ 2 23 Same as 
above 

Influence of 
assessment 
information 

Same as 
above  

RQ 3 24 Same as 
above 

Impact of assessment 
data on performance 
indicators 

Same as 
above 
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Table A3. Research Questions, Variables, and Statistical Tests – cont’d 

Research 
Questions 

Survey 
Questions 

Dependent 
Variables 

Independent 
Variables 

Statistical  
Tests 

Participant 
Profile 

1 - 11 Position type 
(faculty and 
administrators) 

Race, Gender, 
Position, Years 
in Higher 
Education, 
Years at 
Institution, 
Tenure Status, 
Degree 

Frequency  
distributions 

RQ 4 
 

12 Same as above Feelings about 
evaluative 
assessment 
statements 

2-Way ANOVA 

RQ 4 
 

13 Same as above 
 

Satisfaction w/ 
assessment 
management 
practices and 
leadership 
support 

Same as above 

RQ 4 14 Same as above Involvement in 
assessment 
activities  

Same as above 

RQ 5 15 Same as above Relationship 
between 
perceptions and 
involvement in 
assessment 
activities  

Pearson Product-
moment 
Correlations 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 


