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Executive Summary
This study aimed to compile and aggregate the assessment findings of student learning outcomes across disciplines of 43 undergraduate and 20 graduate degree programs from annual degree-program assessment reports submitted to the Office of Academic Assessment up through May, 2007. The overall goal is to identify the most commonly assessed learning outcomes and determine how academic units are using their assessment data for program and curriculum improvement. 
A systematic content analysis of annual assessment reports was conducted to determine the most typical learning outcomes assessed by academic units and then to categorize them into 10 broad outcomes used for analysis here, in order of frequency from most to least: core and fundamental knowledge, writing, analytical skills, communication, professional, research, ethics, quantitative skills, employment, and leadership and management (Table 1). Numerous learning outcomes noticeably overlapped with the five skills approved for the revised Liberal Studies program in 2006, which may provide useful triangulation of assessment data with respect to Liberal Studies in the future. 
A standardized Likert 5-point scale was used to classify the ratings of stated assessment findings from annual reports into the following categories: 1 (well below expectations), 2 (below expectations), 3 (at expectations), 4 (above expectations), and 5 (well above expectations). Based on the aggregate study of ratings on student academic performance in above 10 learning outcomes over 63 degree programs, or about 36% of all degree programs at NAU, the relative percentage of abundance in the ratings of at expectations, above expectations, and well above expectations is 42.1, 32.4, and 17.6%, respectively (Table 2). It indicates that approximately 92% of the findings of student learning outcomes had been rated at least meeting or exceeding the expectations with respect to academic unit standards for learning goals. Further, it shows that the overall quality of both undergraduate and graduate degree programs is sufficiently good but always subject to improvements – a fundamental goal for the use of degree-program assessment efforts.  
Graduate programs revealed a higher aggregate level of achievement than undergraduate programs with respect to the rating distribution in which the graduate programs had a higher proportion of ratings of above and well above expectations. Both programs equally emphasize the broad outcome of achieving core and fundamental knowledge; however, the graduate programs pay much more attention to the outcomes of analytical skills, quantitative skills, and research, as well as outcomes related to employment, ethics, leadership and management, and professional behaviors. In contrast, the undergraduate programs tend to underscore the outcomes of writing and communication skills (Table 3).
Due to the nature of diverse sets of data, however, caution is advised when interpreting such small differences between graduate and undergraduate programs, as well as the corresponding aggregate findings. As the number of degree programs reporting assessment data increases in future years, this type of aggregate analysis should only become more meaningful and provide more powerful evidence to reflect student learning outcomes and thus the overall quality of degree programs provided at NAU.  
1. Introduction

As part of Northern Arizona University’s efforts to promote the assessment of student learning across the institution, departments have been expected to submit short annual assessment reports to the Office of Academic Assessment since 2004. The study discussed herein comprises a content analysis of annual reports from departments and is intended to provide a broad picture of overall student academic performance across a wide variety of disciplines. It is therefore designed as one of several institutional indicators of student learning to gauge the overall quality of education at NAU as highlighted within the NAU Strategic Plan. This type of analysis has been possible only since 2005, after which more than just a few academic units submitted annual assessment reports to the Office of Academic Assessment on a regular basis. This study is the second attempt to produce an aggregate analysis of departmental report contents, primarily relying on annual reports submitted during the two academic years between 2005 and 2007. 

The inaugural aggregate report for 2005-2006 revealed that the synthesis of data from annual assessment reports through strictly qualitative and quantitative statistical analyses was indeed feasible, though some cautions for interpretation were necessary given the source and nature of data provided. The pilot study provided not only some meaningful and applicable information on student learning at NAU but also provided the first model approach for analyzing annual assessment reports on a regular basis. The report herein therefore represents the second in the series. 
This study expands our previous research by using a similar approach but includes a greater number and variety of degree programs that could claim definitive assessment findings with respect to graduate and undergraduate programs. The results from this study are expected to provide one overview of student academic performance at NAU, to be supplemented eventually with other research findings from the Collegiate Learning Assessment (CLA), Liberal Studies assessment project, and indirect survey evidence supplied by the Office of Planning and Institutional Research (PAIR). In their totality, these triangulated analyses should provide a rich picture of evidence with respect to value-added and proficiency-based learning accomplishments across the institution. 
Several fundamental questions guided this analysis: What are the most common student learning outcomes (SLOs) assessed for degree programs at NAU? To what proficiency levels have students achieved the learning outcomes as defined by the academic units themselves? Is there any significant difference in overall quality between undergraduate and graduate degree programs as stated in annual assessment reports? How are various assessment findings being used for improving curricula or for celebrating student successes? Finally, what are the strengths and limitations of this report, given its challenge to aggregate a wide variety of assessment findings and reported outcomes?  
2. Material and Method

Based on all the annual assessment reports submitted to the NAU Office of Academic Assessment as of May 2007, 127 degree programs had been covered but only roughly 50% of them (43 undergraduate and 20 graduate degree programs, 63 in total) included concrete assessment findings on the student academic performance based on the evaluation of student learning outcomes. These 63 degree programs represented every college at NAU but varied greatly from less than 5% from the College of Engineering and Natural Sciences to 100% in the College of Business (Appendix 1). Also, the 63 degree programs with findings accounted for about 39% of the undergraduate degree programs and 32% of the graduate programs at NAU. Therefore, degree programs covered in this report represent a reasonable sample of the entire population of degree programs at an institutional level, from the statistical sampling point of view. It should be noted that each degree program is unique and thus the whole population of degree programs is heterogeneous in nature. As the rate of departmental reporting increases in future years, it is expected that this annual aggregate report will represent a correspondingly larger sample to analyze. 
This aggregate study begins with the identification of solid assessment findings for each degree program and classifies them into 10 broad student learning outcomes. It should be noted that academic units are free to choose their own appropriate student learning outcomes, often based on each unit’s distinctive mission and goals. Through an initial content analysis of specific learning outcomes mentioned within the individual reports, it was found that all of them fit reasonably well into ten larger categories. The ratings of student academic performance in each of the 10 aggregate outcomes were entered into a Microsoft Excel spreadsheet. The student learning outcomes include, in alphabetical order, the following categories: 
· analytical skills, 
· communication, 
· core and fundamental knowledge, 
· employment, 
· ethics, 
· leadership and management, 
· professional (behaviors), 
· quantitative skills, 
· research, 

· writing
The above 10 student learning outcomes can be further grouped into four major categories, which may be more or less useful: 1) core and fundamental knowledge; 2) communication and writings; 3) analytical, quantitative, and research skills; and 4) employment, ethics, leadership and management, and professional behaviors (Appendix 2). 
A 5-point Likert scale was used for the rating of student academic performance based on the quantitative and qualitative information in the annual assessment reports: 

1. well below expectations

2. below expectations 

3. meets expectations,

4. above expectations 
5. well above expectations. 

These five categories roughly correspond to the scores of ≤ 59, 60-69, 70-79, 80-89, and ≥ 90 quantitatively based on the scale of 100, respectively. In very few cases, student performance was evaluated on a scale of 1 to 3 (e.g. 1= Exceeds, 2=Meets, and 3=Below Expectations). This 3-point scale was converted into the 5-point scale based on the sum of the percentages that belonged to the categories of “exceeds” and “meets” in the assessment reports. For example, if the sum of the percentages was between 70 and 79, then approximately a rating of 3 (on average or meets the expectations) was assigned for this specific student learning outcome.  
Occasionally the ratings of student academic performance included only descriptive or qualitative measures within individual reports. These were translated into the standard 1-5 scale based on the occurrence of certain key words and phrases. For example, the description of “clearly falling below expectation” for some student learning outcomes approximately equals 1 (or well below expectations) whereas “extremely well performed” was interpreted as a 5 (or well above expectations). Other descriptions such as “below desired levels,”  “meets expectation,” and “above national average” are roughly corresponding to the ratings of 2, 3, and 4, respectively on a 5-point scale (Appendix 3). However, in the cases when no such distinguishable key words or phrases existed, the ratings of student academic performance on some categories of learning outcomes were largely based on this author’s understanding of the descriptions and contextual information within the reports. Regardless, this process of translating qualitative or quantitative descriptors into the Likert 5-point scale was kept consistent so as to minimize any potential biases. 
Finally, the statistical analysis provides the frequency distribution of student learning outcomes and their relative abundance across different academic units; the ratings of student academic performance and their distributions; and the difference between the undergraduate and graduate degree programs in the above statistics. All statistical analyses were conducted with SAS. The frequency for a particular student learning outcome refers to how commonly it appears across degree programs. However, the abundance of a particular student learning outcome takes its weighted importance into consideration. For example, the “core and fundamental knowledge” outcome could be evaluated from various aspects of measures such as comprehensive exams, standardized exams, and exit surveys. Although such learning outcomes appear only once within an annual report, it is interpreted here as including three “counts” in abundance for a degree program assessed, in order to take into account the three distinct findings for that outcome. 
3. Results
3.1. Most common student learning outcomes
Of the 10 aggregated student learning outcomes, the most commonly assessed was core and fundamental knowledge, which appeared in 67.4 and 90 percent of all undergraduate and graduate reports, respectively (Table 1). The next most common outcomes in terms of the frequency of occurrence were writing, communication, and analysis skills for the undergraduate programs, and research, analytical skills and employment for the graduate programs (Table 1). The frequency distribution for 10 outcomes significantly differs between undergraduate and graduate programs (Chi-square = 32.67, d. f. =9, P-value = 0.0002). It clearly indicates that the undergraduate degree programs tend to emphasize more on writings and communication whereas the graduate programs emphasize more on the research and employment. The outcomes of core and fundamental knowledge and analytical skills commonly occur in both undergraduate and graduate degree programs (Table 1).    
Table 1. The frequency of occurrence for 10 student learning outcomes in both undergraduate and graduate degree programs covered in the annual assessment reports

	Student learning outcomes
	Frequency of Occurrence
	%  b) of  all programs (n=63)

	
	Undergraduate programs (n1=43)
	% a)
	Graduate programs (n2=20)
	% a)
	

	Core and fundamental knowledge
	29
	67.4
	18
	90.0
	74.6

	Writings
	25
	58.1
	6
	30.0
	49.2

	Analytical skills
	17
	39.5
	9
	45.0
	41.3

	Communications
	22
	51.2
	2
	10.0
	38.1

	Professional behaviors
	11
	25.6
	6
	30.0
	27.0

	Research
	6
	14.0
	10
	50.0
	25.4

	Ethics
	3
	7.0
	7
	35.0
	15.9

	Quantitative skills
	7
	16.3
	3
	15.0
	15.9

	Employment
	1
	2.3
	8
	40.0
	14.3

	Leadership and management
	5
	11.6
	3
	15.0
	12.7


a) Relative percentage of frequency, the number of degree programs (undergraduate and graduate separately) with each outcome divided by the total number of undergraduate or graduate degree programs evaluated (e.g. 29/43, 18/20).
b) Relative percentage of frequency, the number of both undergraduate and graduate degree programs with each outcome divided by the total number of degree programs evaluated (e.g. (29+18)/63 for the “core and fundamental knowledge” learning outcome). 
Further, given that academic units may assess the same student learning outcomes via numerous different methods such as capstone experiences, exit interviews and surveys, course papers, comprehensive exams, and standardized certificate exams, the total counts of assessment findings or the abundance of student learning outcomes are greater than the frequency of occurrence for student learning outcomes. The abundance of 10 student learning outcomes across all 63 academic degree programs is 318 (215 for undergraduate and 103 for graduate programs). The relative abundance percentage for a given student learning outcome is defined as the abundance of such individual learning outcome divided by the sum of abundance over 10 student learning outcomes. Therefore, the relative abundance percentage is just another measure for how an individual student learning outcome is commonly used but taking its weighted importance into consideration in the evaluation of student academic performance. It showed that the most common four student learning outcomes for both undergraduate and graduate degree programs are writing, core and fundamental knowledge, analytical skills, and communication in terms of relative abundance percentage (Figure 1). The relative abundance of each of the above four learning outcomes ranges from 8.9 to 24.2% and cumulatively they account for approximately 70% of all the learning outcomes in abundance (Figure 1). Finally, the relative abundance percentage for each individual student learning outcome is almost the same as the relative frequency percentage (Table 1) except for a slightly different order.
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Figure 1. The relative abundance percentage of student learning outcomes aggregated from the assessment report findings over 63 academic degree programs

3.2. Student academic performance 

Based on ratings provided in individual reports and aggregated here, academic performance overall either meets, exceeds, or well exceeds the expectations of the faculty, specifically with respect to the outcomes of communication, employment, leadership and management, quantitative skills, and research (Table 2). That is, the student academic performance is very satisfactory based on the evaluation of these five reported outcomes. However, it is noted that the ratings for student academic performance in the remaining five outcomes included at least one count as either well below or below the expectations, especially in the areas of writing and ethics (Table 2). However, it must also be pointed out that since the quality of a degree program was commonly assessed based on the ratings of numerous student learning outcomes simultaneously. Therefore, the occurrence of a few well-below or below-expectation ratings should not discount the overall quality at a degree program unless all of these lower ratings occurred within a single degree program. In fact, more than 92% of the student learning outcomes in abundance had been rated at least meeting or exceeding the expectations (Table 2). 
Table 2. The abundance distribution of 10 student learning outcomes and their corresponding ratings of performance over 63 academic degree programs.
	Student learning outcomes (SLOS) 
	Rating on student academic performance
	Abundance in findings
	>=3  count
	>=3%

	
	1- Well below
	2- Below
	3-At
	4-Above
	5-Well above
	
	
	

	Communication
	0
	0
	16
	6
	5
	27
	27
	100.0

	Employment
	0
	0
	1
	4
	5
	10
	10
	100.0

	Leadership and management
	0
	0
	8
	2
	1
	11
	11
	100.0

	Quantitative skills
	0
	0
	6
	4
	3
	13
	13
	100.0

	Research
	0
	0
	8
	7
	2
	17
	17
	100.0

	Core and fundamental knowledge
	3
	0
	24
	33
	15
	75
	72
	96.0

	Professional 
	0
	1
	8
	7
	9
	25
	24
	96.0

	Analytical skills
	0
	3
	21
	16
	4
	44
	41
	93.2

	Writings
	0
	12
	39
	18
	8
	77
	65
	84.4

	Ethics
	3
	3
	3
	6
	4
	19
	13
	68.4

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Sum 
	6
	19
	134
	103
	56
	318
	
	

	Relative %
	1.9%
	6.0%
	42.1%
	32.4%
	17.6%
	
	
	


3.3. Performance difference between graduate and undergraduate programs 

The relative abundance of the ratings of well below-, below-, at-, above-, and well above- expectations is 2.3, 6.5, 49.3, 29.3, and 12.6%, respectively, for undergraduate degree programs; whereas it is approximately 1, 4.9, 27.2, 38.8, and 28.8%, respectively, for graduate degree programs (Figure 2). Cumulatively, the relative abundance in the ratings of at-, above- and well above-expectations for the student learning outcomes is greater than 90% for both  undergraduate and graduate degree programs. Consequently, the student’s academic performance on the majority of outcomes is satisfactory and in many cases reported as rather impressive, for both graduate and undergraduate programs.  
However, there exists a subtle difference in the relative ratings between undergraduate and graduate programs. The undergraduate degree programs tend to reveal higher ratings in the “meets expectations” category, but lower ratings in the “exceeds or well exceeds” categories than the graduate programs (Chi-square=20.66, d. f. =4, P-value =0.0004) (Figure 2). 
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Figure 2. The distribution of relative percentage of each performance level based on the abundance of all findings for 10 student learning outcomes for both graduate (solid bars) and undergraduate (open bars) programs 
Further, undergraduate and graduate degree programs tend to emphasize different outcomes (Table 1). When analyzed as four general categories of outcomes, the classification is largely based on their intrinsic and logical correlations (Appendix 2). The graduate degree programs still tend to reveal higher ratings than the undergraduate findings, except for outcome group II (Table 3). However, it may be a bit surprising that graduate degree programs reported a higher proportion of “below expectation” ratings than the undergraduate programs with respect to writing and communication skills, which may be due in part to higher standards and expectations overall for graduate students (Table 3). 
Finally, graduate and undergraduate degree programs revealed a contrasting emphasis on various learning outcomes. Although both graduate and undergraduate programs reported the assessment of core and fundamental knowledge with similar frequencies, the graduate degree programs apparently place more emphasis on the outcomes of analytical skills, quantitative skills, and research, as well as on employment, ethics, leadership and management, and professional behaviors. In contrast, the undergraduate degree programs tend to emphasize writing and communication skills (Table 3). This finding suggests to possible conclusions related to the choices of outcomes assessed: 1) that NAU faculty by and large recognize the fundamental differences and similarities between graduate and undergraduate education, as one might expect, and 2) that a strong emphasis is being placed on writing, communication, and disciplinary content-based outcomes across the institution. Instead of ignoring the important skills of writing and oral communication in their curricula, for instance, it appears that the faculty as a whole recognizes these skills as vital to student education and is therefore emphasizing them. 
Table 3. Comparison of the student academic performance between graduate and undergraduate programs over four macro-level of student learning outcomes 
	Student learning outcomes classification
	Performance

ratings
	Graduate degree programs
	
	Undergraduate degree programs

	
	
	Count
	%
	
	Count
	%

	I. Core and fundamental knowledge
	Well-below
	0
	0.0
	
	3
	5.7

	
	Below
	0
	0.0
	
	0
	0.0

	
	At
	6
	27.3
	
	18
	34.0

	
	Above
	11
	50.0
	
	22
	41.5

	
	Well-above
	5
	22.7
	
	10
	18.2

	II. Communication, Writings
	Well-below
	0
	0.0
	
	0
	0.0

	
	Below
	3
	18.8
	
	9
	10.2

	
	At
	7
	43.8
	
	48
	54.5

	
	Above
	2
	12.5
	
	22
	25.0

	
	Well-above
	4
	25.0
	
	9
	10.2

	III. Analytical skills, Quantitative skills, and Research
	Well-below
	0
	0.0
	
	0
	0.0

	
	Below
	0
	0.0
	
	3
	6.8

	
	At
	10
	33.3
	
	25
	56.8

	
	Above
	14
	46.7
	
	13
	29.5

	
	Well-above
	6
	20.0
	
	3
	6.8

	IV. Employment, Ethics, Leadership and management, and Professional
	Well-below
	1
	2.9
	
	2
	6.7

	
	Below
	2
	5.7
	
	2
	6.7

	
	At
	5
	14.3
	
	15
	50.0

	
	Above
	13
	37.1
	
	6
	20.0

	
	Well-above
	14
	40.0
	
	5
	16.7


3.4. Use of research findings for degree program improvement 

Very few findings for student learning outcomes were actually used for program improvement during 2005-07, as most academic units are still in the initial stages of implementing their assessment processes (Table 4). However, it is possible that assessment findings may be used in various ways within the academic unit but just have not been reported explicitly. Our goal is to encourage more units to utilize their findings in various ways, with the ultimate vision at NAU for “completing the assessment loop” within all academic units. Realizing this vision is likely still several years into the future. 

Nevertheless, some findings were incorporated into curriculum enhancements for certain programs. A thorough research on how the assessment results might be used to justify the changes in courses (e.g. revised, added, deleted) in the proposals submitted to the University Curriculum Committee (UCC) and Graduate Curriculum Committee (UGC) is currently under investigation. 
Table 4. The number of graduate and undergraduate degree programs that specifically mentioned the use of assessment findings for program enhancement 
	Measure taken
	Graduate programs
	Undergraduate programs

	-In consideration (no action yet)
	3
	8

	-Modifying and updating curriculums
	1
	4

	-Replace old classes with new ones
	1
	4

	-Add new courses
	4
	4 

	-No changes made
	0
	2

	-Feedback in plan
	0
	3 

	-Feedback provided
	4
	16

	Total # units reporting uses
	11
	32


4. Discussion and Summary
This was the second attempt at the Office of Academic Assessment to aggregate widely varying assessment findings and formats from a set of annual reports. The results herein represent a significant step toward the vision of creating a macro-level report on student learning achievement at an institutional level. Regardless of the assessment findings contained within their reports, these units should be congratulated for their early successes and efforts with implementing their own assessment systems at NAU. The ultimate goal at NAU is for academic units to maintain their own sustainable, manageable, and faculty-led assessment processes that effectively “close the assessment loop”. That is, all academic units are expected to increasingly report the uses of findings over time, including celebrations of achievements and revisions of curricula. Certainly, the faculty has been revising its various curricula already, determining areas of need and deficiencies in student learning. Rarely have such changes been documented in the past, however, along with the assessment findings that led to the changes (or celebrations). What is encouraging is that units are increasingly documenting such findings and uses as they learn to build structured assessment systems at NAU. 
However, there are some concerns of which readers should be aware in terms of how the student learning outcomes are chosen and classified, how the 5-point scale is used to standardize the quantitative and qualitative results, and how to properly interpret the aggregated findings. First and foremost, the 10 student learning outcomes analyzed herein were logically organized based on specific outcomes listed in the reports. Although the weighted importance of outcomes was considered for this study, the intrinsic and logical relationship among the 10 learning outcomes has not been fully explored. For example, the research skills may integrate quantitative and qualitative analytical skills, scientific reasoning, and critical thinking. The communication and writing skills are also naturally correlated. Thus, it is worthy of further study on properly selecting student learning outcomes and categorizing them in such an aggregate study. The necessity of using proper student learning outcomes will also allow us to align such institutional level assessment with on-going liberal studies at NAU, and the NCATE accreditation effort as well. 
The most significant challenge here involved the extraction of meaningful information from a widely varying set of analysis methods and reporting formats used by academic units. Future annual report templates provided by the OAA might assist with such aggregate analyses to standardize the rating or evaluation of the student academic performance. The use of a 5-point scale in this study roughly corresponds to the scores of ≤ 59, 60-69, 70-79, 80-89, and ≥ 90 or F, D, C, B, and A in grades. It can be used to evaluate student academic performance in a finer measure. Moreover, the use of the 1 to 5 scale system to evaluate the student academic performance based on student learning outcomes may also be comparable with these adopted in the Collegiate Learning Assessment (CLA) report, although they do not necessarily carry the same meanings. Such alignment with the CLA and perhaps other assessment reports could assist the future goal of creating a macro-level assessment report for the institution. For purposes of this report, it is necessary to interpret the aggregated assessment findings as a broad picture of assessment efforts across campus, rather than placing too much emphasis on specific percentages of below- or above-expectation ratings. 
Lastly, caution is advised for interpreting such aggregated study results. This is largely because the annual reports utilized for this study are not necessarily representative of thee entire campus or all of its degree programs. Likewise, the emphases of degree programs on certain outcomes in Engineering and Natural Sciences may differ widely from those in Arts and Letters or other colleges. Finally, annual reports contain voluntary information, in that there is no way of determining the level of completeness in reporting from one unit to the next. An aggregate report such as this must rely entirely on the data voluntarily shared by respective academic units. Further, many units choose to assess different outcomes and/or degree programs each year, which will necessarily provide different annual results from the same units. 

Perhaps the most useful conclusion here is that a good deal of assessment effort is being conducted throughout NAU, and the level of assessment activity continues to expand. And, the relatively large emphasis on various skills-based outcomes such as writing and oral communication reveals clearly that NAU faculty and leadership are taking these skills seriously within their own units. Whether or not the Office of Academic Assessment is privy to all actual assessment data from departments is perhaps less significant than the fact that units throughout NAU are finally showing actual evidence that their students are by and large meeting their expectations – very good news for all stakeholders and for institutional efforts toward accountability. 

Nevertheless, this study does provide encouraging information regarding the overall quality of degree programs at NAU. That is, approximately 91 percent of the undergraduate findings and 94 percent of graduate findings were rated as either meeting or exceeding the expectations of the reporting faculty. The power and reliability of this aggregate study will be enhanced by incorporating more degree programs in future, buttressed eventually by cross verifying the aggregate findings from Liberal Studies, the CLA, and PAIR data.

Appendix 1. List of academic assessment reports with findings up to May 2007

	College
	Department/School
	Degree
	G/UG
	Report name
	Most recent report
	Distance Education

	Arts and Letters
	English
	MA English
	G
	2003-04 MA Eng All Emphases Report.pdf
	3/29/2005
	Web, on site

	Arts and Letters
	English
	MA Teaching English as a Second Language
	G
	2003-04 MATESL assessment rpt_plan revised.pdf
	3/29/2005
	

	Arts and Letters
	English
	PHD Applied Linguistics
	G
	2003-04 PhD AL Eng assessment rpt_plan revised.pdf
	3/29/2005
	

	Arts and Letters
	Modern Languages
	MAT Spanish
	G
	MATSpanish_report_12-06.pdf
	12/11/2006
	

	Arts and Letters
	English
	BA English
	UG
	2003-4 BA Eng assessment report.pdf
	3/29/2005
	

	Arts and Letters
	English
	BSED English - Secondary Education
	UG
	2003-4 BSEd Eng Ed assessment report.pdf
	3/29/2005
	

	Arts and Letters
	History
	BA History
	UG
	History_report_12-06.pdf
	12/15/2005
	

	Arts and Letters
	History
	BS History
	UG
	History_report_12-06.pdf
	12/15/2005
	

	Arts and Letters
	History
	BSED History & Social Studies - Second. Ed.
	UG
	History_report_12-06.pdf
	12/15/2005
	

	Arts and Letters
	Modern Languages
	BA French
	UG
	ModernLangReport_11-2006.pdf
	11/8/2006
	

	Arts and Letters
	Modern Languages
	BA German
	UG
	ModernLangReport_11-2006.pdf
	11/8/2006
	

	Arts and Letters
	Modern Languages
	BA Spanish
	UG
	ModernLangReport_11-2006.pdf
	11/8/2006
	On site

	Arts and Letters
	Modern Languages
	BSED French - Secondary Education
	UG
	ModernLangReport_11-2006.pdf
	11/8/2006
	

	Arts and Letters
	Modern Languages
	BSED German - Secondary Education
	UG
	ModernLangReport_11-2006.pdf
	11/8/2006
	

	Arts and Letters
	Modern Languages
	BSED Spanish - Secondary Education
	UG
	ModernLangReport_11-2006.pdf
	11/8/2006
	On site

	Business Administration
	Business Administration
	MBA Business Administration
	G
	BusinessAdminReport_Nov05.pdf
	10/4/2005
	

	Business Administration
	Business Administration
	BSBA Management
	UG
	BusinessAdminReport_Nov05.pdf
	10/4/2005
	IITV, Web, On site

	Business Administration
	Business Administration
	BSBA Marketing
	UG
	BusinessAdminReport_Nov05.pdf
	10/4/2005
	

	Business Administration
	Business Administration
	BSBA Business Economics
	UG
	Economics_04_06.pdf
	4/14/2006
	

	Business Administration
	Business Administration
	BSBA Computer Information Systems
	UG
	CIS_04_06.pdf
	4/14/2006
	

	Business Administration
	Business Administration
	BSACCY Accountancy
	UG
	Accounting_report_04-07.pdf
	4/5/2007
	

	Business Administration
	Business Administration
	BSBA Finance
	UG
	Finance_report_03-07.pdf
	3/30/2007
	

	Education
	Educational Psychology
	MA School Psychology
	G
	Psych_MA_Report_03_06.pdf
	3/1/2006
	

	Education
	Educational Psychology
	PHD Instruction and Learning
	G
	LearningInstructionReport_PhD_11_05.pdf
	11/18/2005
	

	Education
	Educational Psychology
	PHD School Psychology
	G
	PsychologyReport_PhD_ 11_05.pdf
	11/18/2005
	

	Education
	Educational Psychology
	PHD Counseling Educational Psychology
	G
	CounselingPsychologyReport_PhD_11_05.pdf
	11/18/2005
	

	Education
	Teaching & Learning
	EDD Curriculum and Instruction
	G
	Teach&Learn_Report_04_06.pdf
	4/1/2006
	

	Education
	Teaching & Learning
	MED Early Childhood Education
	G
	Teach&Learn_Report_04_06.pdf
	4/1/2006
	Web, on site

	Education
	Educational Psychology
	MA Counseling
	G
	Comm-Counseling_MA_report_04-07.pdf
	4/2/2007
	Web, on site

	Education
	Educational Psychology
	MED School Counseling
	G
	School-Counseling_MED_report_04-07.pdf
	4/2/2007
	on site

	Education
	Teaching & Learning
	MED Secondary Education
	G
	Teach&Learn_Report_04_06.pdf
	4/15/2006
	on site

	Education
	Teaching & Learning
	MED Secondary Ed. w/certification
	G
	Teach&Learn_Report_04_06.pdf
	4/15/2006
	on site

	Education
	Teaching & Learning
	MED Elementary Education
	G
	Teach&Learn_Report_04_06.pdf
	4/1/2006
	Web, on site

	Education
	Teaching & Learning
	BSED Early Childhood Education
	UG
	Teach&Learn_Report_04_06.pdf
	4/1/2006
	on site

	Engineering and Natural Sciences
	Computer Sciences
	BSCS Computer Science
	UG
	ComputerScienceReport_BS_11_05.pdf
	11/18/2005
	

	Engineering and Natural Sciences
	Civil & Environmental Engineering
	BSE Civil Engineering
	UG
	CE Chap 1-2-3-4-5-6-9 Report 11-2006.doc
	11/1/2006
	

	Social and Behavioral Sciences
	Communication
	BS Advertising
	UG
	Advertising_BS_11_05.pdf
	11/5/2005
	

	Social and Behavioral Sciences
	Communication
	BSED Journalism - Secondary Ed.
	UG
	JournalismReport_BS_12_05.pdf
	12/14/2005
	

	Social and Behavioral Sciences
	Communication
	BSJOUR Journalism
	UG
	JournalismReport_BS_12_05.pdf
	12/14/2005
	

	Social and Behavioral Sciences
	Geography, Planning & Recreation
	BS Public Planning
	UG
	BSPublicPlan_Report_11-2006.pdf
	11/28/2006
	

	Social and Behavioral Sciences
	Communication
	BS Public Relations
	UG
	PublicRelations_report_04-07.pdf
	4/6/2007
	

	Social and Behavioral Sciences
	Psychology
	BA Psychology
	UG
	BA-BSPsychology_Report_11-2006.pdf
	11/1/2006
	on site

	Social and Behavioral Sciences
	Psychology
	BS Psychology
	UG
	BA-BSPsychology_Report_11-2006.pdf
	11/1/2006
	on site

	Social and Behavioral Sciences
	Women's Studies
	BA Women's Studies
	UG
	WomensStudies_BA-BS_Report_06_06.pdf
	6/30/2006
	

	Social and Behavioral Sciences
	Women's Studies
	BS Women's Studies
	UG
	WomensStudies_BA-BS_Report_06_06.pdf
	6/30/2006
	

	Social and Behavioral Sciences
	Communication
	BA Speech Communication
	UG
	SpeechComm_report_04-07.pdf
	4/5/2007
	

	Social and Behavioral Sciences
	Communication
	BS Speech Communication
	UG
	SpeechComm_report_04-07.pdf
	4/5/2007
	on site

	Social and Behavioral Sciences
	Political Science
	BA International Affairs
	UG
	POS_report_04-07.pdf
	4/11/2007
	

	Social and Behavioral Sciences
	Political Science
	BA Political Science
	UG
	POS_report_04-07.pdf
	4/11/2007
	

	Social and Behavioral Sciences
	Political Science
	BS American Political Studies
	UG
	POS_report_04-07.pdf
	4/11/2007
	

	Social and Behavioral Sciences
	Political Science
	BS Political Science
	UG
	POS_report_04-07.pdf
	4/11/2007
	

	Consortium of Professional Schools
	Forestry
	MS Forestry
	G
	Forestry_Report_12-2006.pdf
	12/5/2006
	

	Consortium of Professional Schools
	Forestry
	PHD Forest Science
	G
	Forestry_Report_12-2006.pdf
	12/5/2006
	

	Consortium of Professional Schools
	Forestry
	MF Forestry
	G
	Forestry_Report_12-2006.pdf
	12/5/2006
	

	Consortium of Professional Schools
	Rehab Sciences
	DPT Doctor of Physical Therapy
	G
	PhysicalTherapy_Report_03-07.pdf
	3/9/2007
	

	Consortium of Professional Schools
	Forestry
	BS Forestry
	UG
	Forestry_Report_12-2006.pdf
	12/5/2006
	

	Consortium of Professional Schools
	Dental Hygiene
	BSDH Dental Hygiene
	UG
	DentalHygieneExtended_Report_03-06.pdf
	3/1/2006
	Web

	Consortium of Professional Schools
	Nursing
	BSN Nursing
	UG
	Nursing Report 10-2006.pdf
	10/25/2006
	Web, on site

	Consortium of Professional Schools
	Rehab Sciences
	BS Athletic Training
	UG
	AthleticTrain_report_03-07.pdf
	3/30/2007
	

	Consortium of Professional Schools
	Hotel & Restaurant Management
	BS Hotel & Restaurant Management
	UG
	HRM_report_03-07.pdf
	3/28/2007
	IITV, Web, on site

	Consortium of Professional Schools
	Hotel & Restaurant Management
	BS International Hospitality Management
	UG
	HRM_report_03-07.pdf
	3/28/2007
	

	Interdisciplinary Programs
	Interdisciplinary
	Applied Science (BAS)
	UG
	BAS_report_02-07.pdf
	2/7/2007
	Web

	Interdisciplinary Programs
	Interdisciplinary
	Liberal Studies (BAiLS)
	UG
	BAiLS_report_12-06.pdf
	12/19/2006
	Web, on site


Appendix 2. Categorization of student learning outcomes on which the ratings of student academic performance are based 
	Major group
	Sub Group 
	Examples of key words/phrases

	Core and fundamental knowledge


	core and fundamental knowledge


	-Competency; theoretical and practical computer science;

core and fundamental knowledge in the field; well prepared to function in professional settings; technical/professional competencies;

overall performance; standardized exams;

knowledge of current educational research, and educational systems;

knowledge of best practices, knowledge of changing student demographics and needs

	Communication and writings


	communication
	-Environmental communication; organization, delivery, visual aids, evidence in communication; oral and written communication skills; verbal/graphic and written communication

	
	writings


	-Content, organization, style (clarity and conciseness), grammar and mechanics; professionalism, format, writing for communication channels; media writing and reporting, advanced reporting, feature writing; Reporting, research and reporting, research proposal writing; 

delivery, presentation, reporting; written communication skills; writing and speaking skills, writings (effectively and persuasively)



	Analytical, quantitative, and research skills
	analytical skills
	-Risk analysis; decision-making; data-based decision making and accountability; interpretation; analyze data and value assets; assess risk analysis; analyze and forecast statements; 

apply best practices in psychology/specialty/major field; apply principles to important problems; critical thinking skills; 

cutting-edge analysis tools (e.g. GIS); critical reflection and analysis, application to practice; critiques of leading scholars and school of thoughts



	
	quantitative skills


	-Measurement; Information technology; integrate computing skills;

Information technology; and computational skills

	
	research
	-Research methods and statistics; research and program evaluation;

publication of research thesis; research and project writings; 

research competency and skills; research methodology 


	Employment, ethics, leadership and management, and professional
	employment
	-Credentials and employment settings; professional employment;

employment (rate)

	
	ethics
	-Detection of ethics; Knowledge of ethics; ability and action;

ethical practice, professional behavior; diverse cultural and population; issues surrounding human diversity

	
	leadership and management
	-Leadership, management, and team development; training and supervise others; design programs; school and system organization; policy development; prevention, crisis intervention and mental health; (practical) problem solving ability

	
	Professional (behaviors)
	-Quality product; professional photojournalist; international engineering practices; professional ethical issues and ways of thinking; consultation and collaboration (in work); effective instruction and development of academic skills; socialization and development of life skills; student diversity in development and learning; 

home/school/community collaboration; school psychology practice and development; interpersonal skills; and teaching experience


Appendix 3. Definitions of ratings on the performance level for each student learning outcome measure
	Performance measure level (or in the scale of  1 to 100)
	Description
	Examples of key words/phrases

	1 (or ≤ 59)
	well below expected
	-clearly falling below expectation

	2 (or 60-69)
	below expected
	-below expectation, below desired levels, not meet the standards

	3 (or 70-79)
	at expected 
	-meet expectations, satisfactory, sufficient, pleased, overall acceptable



	4 (or 80-89)
	above expected
	-high rate of student success, impressed, mastery level of knowledge, above national average in license exams

	5 (or ≥ 90)
	well above expected
	-extremely well, very favorable rating, very well, very professional, very successful/excellent
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