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Assessment Plan Assessment July 2006; revised June 2008
From JB’s “Assessment and Academic Excellence” (10 March 2005), with reference to Middle States Student Learning Assessment (S.L.A.) – but also note the wise warnings about using such abstract tables on pp. 12, 62, and 69.
	ACTIVITY (
SCOPE ||
                                  1
	Develop learning aims
                                2
	Figure out or assess how well the aims are met                           3
	Make changes to improve how well the aims are met             4

	For the whole institution
                                 5
	How do department aims (#10 below) relate to the UG and Graduate Educational Aims (and the overall Core Aims approved by the Academic Senate)?                   6
	Examples: “indirect” and “direct” measures used in the Core Review Committee’s Dec 07 report; 
NSSE/FSEE results forthcoming fall 09   7 
	Example: 2008-2009 Senate discussions of changes proposed by Core Review Committee
                                  8

	For a department and/or program
                                 9
	How many “programs” within a department does the department wish to distinguish? Examples: core, major, minor, grad degrees and certificates)
                              10  
	Start with “already existing assessment practices” (S.L.A. , p. 29).  
Which “multiple means” (S.L.A. p.  39)  shall departments use?  See the menu of “measures” in S.L.A., p. 29.          11                     
	“Perhaps the most difficult part of ” the whole process is using the results of the previous column to make needed changes in teaching and learning (S.L.A., p. 66f has ideas on how to do this.)   
                              12          

	For individual courses (not individual sections)  

                              13                                                           
	In what order shall a department evaluate individual courses?
                              14
	Same as previous row in this column.
                               15
	Same as previous row in this column.
                             16


1. One page summary.  
2. Middle States Characteristics of assessment plans

Realistic Calendar (During which semester/years will the steps above be accomplished, if they are not already done?)

Wise use of faculty and staff time (How many of whose hours, roughly, do you plan for  each phase to take in a given semester/year?)


Created by a participatory process (how is the whole department involved?)


Special resources needed (internal or external advisors or consultants? Funding for special assessment initiatives?)

Sometimes the biggest supporters of Assessment are among its best critics.  

For example, a 2004 report from the American Association of Colleges & Universities (AAC&U, a major organization interested in assessment and liberal education) reports that “[w]hen the ‘assessment movement’ was getting started in the 1980s, it was fixated on a few easily measures foundational outcomes, such as quantitative reasoning and writing.  Too often, it has been stuck there.  Faculty typically were committed to cultivating higher-level learning among their students, such as critical and creative thinking and problem-solving, but these complex qualities seemed not to be captured by the available tests.  Further, assessment seemed to require additional time and extra measures, not the in-class steps professors already were using.  It followed a paradigm of experimental social science that did not enjoy a widespread following and seemed to be the responsibility of a new group of expert assessors”.  The AAC&U makes a proposal it hopes is “more supportive of the interests of faculty members” – “assessment of higher-level abilities . . . and practices that embed assessment in classroom activities”. (Taking Responsibility for the Quality of the Baccalaureate Degree. A Report from the Greater Expectations Project on Accreditation and Assessment [American Association of Colleges and Universities, 2004], p. iv).

Peter Ewell, one of the leaders of the Assessment Reform in higher education, goes further.  He suggests that “a particular -- and forceful -- ideology of assessment linked to accountability is being advanced in Washington and elsewhere as a recipe for ‘fixing’ education at all levels”. He is referring to “such initiatives as the federal No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act”.  Despite all the successes of the Assessment Reform movement in higher education, Ewell thinks that this “powerful contrasting ideology” has arisen because of the vacuum created by failures of the Assessment Reform movement.  One reason for these failures (and the vacuum) “was that, through too early emphasis on technique, we let assessment get excessively distanced from the day-to-day business of teaching and learning.  Not seeing the connection — and rightly fearing an awful lot of work --many faculty started avoiding the topic entirely.  At the same time, assessment became something that external bodies--state governments and accreditation organizations--forcefully asked institutions to do.  The fact that an activity that was not seen by faculty as intrinsically important seemed only to be done at the behest of somebody else exacerbated the first tendency.  Assessment increasingly became the ‘A-word’ — and add-on to teaching and learning, rather than something integrally related to it, and the province of bureaucrats and bean counters.”  Ewell’s alternative is “organized around not one but four A-words: Abilities, Alignment, Assessment, and Action.  [He contends] that knitting these four together yields a final ‘A’ --  Accountability – not in the narrow sense of No Child Left Behind, but in the original professional sense of assuring genuine collective responsibility for the academy and its integrity.” – or, as Ewell also calls it, “an institutional version of the ‘examined life’ . . . . ”(General Education and the Assessment Reform Agenda [American Association Colleges &Universities, 2004], pp 2, 4, 16).  

What will Loyola College contribute – by commission or omission -- to this national and even international debate about the ends and means of higher education? Originally distributed to CAS Chairs November 2005

