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ABSTRACT 

Education accountability in New Mexico is mandated 

by New Mexico House Bill 4 (1989), and other recent 

legislation. Education institutions must report 

enrollment and graduation rates to the public. The 

universities were warned that funding could be linked to 

their production of quality graduates. These 

accountability mandates seem to circumvent traditional 

faculty roles to plan and implement academic initiatives. 

The results are faculties that perceive unnecessary 

intrusion into the academic sector by agencies demanding 

student outcome assessment programs. 

The purpose of this study was to develop 

recommendations to improve student outcome assessment 

policy and practice. Another purpose was to increase the 

knowledge of faculty perceptions about: 

(1) accountability to external agencies, (2) credibility 

of mandated programs, (3) faculty release time, and 

(4) perceptions of student assessment as a measure of 

teaching effectiveness. 

The two research questions developed for this study 

were to examine: (1) faculty perceptions of certain 



student outcome assessment issues such as accountability 

and credibility of programs and (2) the relationship of 

selected faculty demographic characteristics such as 

faculty assignment and rank. 

A mailed survey instrument sent to 1,283 New Mexico 

faculty members resulted in 653 responses. These 

participants suggest that: (1) planning for student 

outcome assessment should not proceed without strong 

faculty support, (2) student participation in assessment 

planning is expected, (3) student knowledge of general 

education should be assessed, (4) release time from 

teaching should be extended to faculty involved in 

planning for assessment, (5) operational control of 

assessment should be assigned to the faculty, and 

(6) locally prepared assessment instruments are preferred 

over commercial instruments. 

Several policy recommendations evolved from this 

study as follows: (1) student assessment committees 

should be chaired by and comprised of faculty, 

(2) students should be invited to serve on assessment 

planning committees, (3) general education using normed 

tests should be required of all entering students, 

(4) release time for faculty for student assessment 

should be encouraged and funded with new moneys. 

VI 



(5) experienced faculty should lead and operate 

assessment efforts, (6) academic disciplines should be 

granted resources needed to develop local test 

instruments. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Rationale for Study 

Student assessment is a concept that graduated from 

the buzzword stage to actual adoption in higher education 

institutional policy. However, the extent of faculty 

involvement in planning and implementing student 

assessment is unknown. Issues concerning curriculum and 

allocation of resources are areas that generally require 

faculty consent. According to the American Association 

of University Professors (1990), academic faculties have 

the primary responsibility for curriculum and must 

participate in the allocation of fiscal resources. 

Considering the momentum of student outcome assessment in 

higher education and the responsibility of faculties in 

formulating curriculum, a critical question emerges. How 

are faculties responding to the assessment of student 

outcomes? Are higher education administrators adopting 

student outcomes assessment programs without the consent 

of faculties? In response to external pressures to 

quantify student outcomes, are higher education 

administrators implementing student outcomes assessment 

without consulting with the faculty? From the faculties' 

perspective, it seems understandable that they would be 
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reluctant to embrace a concept that consumes more time 

than what is normal for regular class loads. Yet it is 

inconceivable for an administration to mount such a 

project without substantial, if not full, faculty 

support. Even discussion or contemplation of student 

outcome assessment seems inappropriate without faculty 

representation. For example, testing is an integral part 

of assessment and must be a faculty-oriented process 

because of validity, reliability, and other related 

psychometric factors (Banta, 1986). How would the test 

components of student assessment reconcile with 

curriculum if faculty do not participate in the design of 

the tests? 

A fundamental discussion about faculty and 

curriculum is addressed by Mayhew and Simmonds (1990) in 

their "Framework for Outcomes Assessment." Mayhew and 

Simmonds (1990) ask: "What should students learn? How 

well are they learning it? How does the institution 

know?" The framework is a loop that begins with teaching 

and continues with learning, assessment, improvement, and 

completing the loop with teaching. Faculty participation 

is important to assure that a valid framework based on 

the current curriculum evolves and remains. 

New Mexico is a state with relatively few four-year 

institutions (six). Besides requirements from federal 
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and accrediting agencies, the New Mexico legislature has 

already imposed policies that promote student assessment 

(NMHB 4, 1989), and is contemplating additional rules to 

mandate student assessment reporting (NMHM 38, 1991). 

This research was an opportunity to study faculty 

perceptions in light of actual and impending state 

legislation. 

Higher education curricula usually includes work in 

major and minor subjects, elective or exploratory 

subjects, and general education subjects. While course 

work in the three areas is not standardized nationally 

nor in New Mexico, there is a general consensus about the 

areas and the semester hours devoted to each area. This 

study offered faculty perceptions on student assessment 

in two of those areas: general education and the major 

field of study. 

Public universities by charter or constitution are 

independent and therefore answer to entities that control 

public funding and accreditation. Institutions that 

passively conform to requirements that impact on the 

inner workings of the university or curriculum are rare. 

Furthermore, administrations that summarily yield to 

external processes that focus on quality or 

appropriateness of curriculum, teaching methods, or 

admission standards, usually encounter formidable 
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opposition from their faculties. Since faculties are at 

the center of academic operations in higher education, 

any actions involving curriculum must receive their 

cooperation. 

Theoretical Framework 

This study employed a collective theoretical frame 

of reference that is best described as eclectic. This 

eclectic framework is pragmatic when considering the 

demographic outcomes of this study: the framework then 

becomes focused on the theory that higher education 

functions best through consultative governance. 

Consultative processes are particularly called for when 

considering institutional and faculty responsibilities 

towards the curricula. Student outcome assessment is 

thought to be a faculty issue that needs consultation 

with the administration for funding and continuity. 

Faculties in higher education vary as to rank, 

assignment, status, and years of service. Variations 

also depend on the type and size of institutions, and 

whether research or teaching is the primary mission. 

Faculty responsibilities to their disciplines and to 

institutional governance are based on judgment. Most, if 

not all, issues that arise in the academic arena are 

resolved through processes requiring primarily judgment. 
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and to a lesser extent, formal evaluation. It is natural 

for the most knowledgeable group to provide leadership 

when judgment is needed to provide decision-making. Most 

would agree that the faculty has considerable experience, 

grounded in judgment data, to reach decisions on academic 

issues such as evaluation, assessment, and outcomes. 

This study sought to analyze the judgments submitted 

by the faculty according to rank, experience, and other 

variables. Judgments, according to Stake (1970), often 

rest on incomplete knowledge, imprecise measurements, or 

inadequate experience. Notwithstanding these faults, 

decision-making must still occur using judgment gained 

through experience. The collection of judgment data 

necessary to form opinions about academic issues, will 

probably influence priorities, standards, and summary 

judgments about academic programs (1970). Faculty 

judgments about student outcome assessment formed the 

baseline for this study. 

Consultation between the faculty and the 

administration is an expectation recognized by all 

constituencies in higher education. The depth and 

breadth of consultation is judged by accrediting 

agencies, including the North Central Association of 

Colleges and Schools, to determine institutional 

effectiveness. Consultation and "joint efforts" are 
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mandated by the American Association of University 

Professors (1990). This study utilized this conception 

of the consultative process framework to examine student 

outcome assessment. 

Statement of the Problem 

In response to recent New Mexico legislation 

regarding the success of students in higher education, 

and considering impending regional accrediting agency 

criteria for educational institutions this study sought 

to determine the: (1) perceptions of faculty issues 

related to student outcomes assessment, (2) relationship 

between faculty demographic characteristics and their 

perceptions on statements related to student outcome 

assessment. 

Purposes of the Study 

Organized assessment of student outcomes in general 

education or specific academic major fields is relatively 

new. One of the purposes of this study was to develop 

recommendations to improve assessment policy and 

practice. Another purpose was to increase the knowledge 

of faculty perceptions about: (1) accountability to 

accrediting and state funding agencies, (2) the 

credibility of programs developed through external 

mandates compared to programs that evolve through regular 
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academic processes, (3) constraints that assessment 

imposes on the academic independence of faculty, (4) 

release time from teaching for faculty involved in 

planning and implementing student assessment, (5) student 

assessment as a method to measure student achievement and 

the acceptability of assessment to faculty. 

Research Questions 

There were two research questions which the study 

addressed. The first was to examine faculty perceptions 

on a variety of issues related to student outcome 

assessment (accountability to accrediting and state 

funding agencies, credibility of programs developed 

through external mandates compared to programs that 

evolve through regular academic processes, constraints 

that assessment imposes on the academic independence of 

faculty, release time from teaching for faculty involved 

in planning and implementing student assessment, and 

student assessment as a method to measure student 

achievement and the acceptability of assessment to 

faculty). 

The second research question was to examine the 

relationship of selected faculty demographic 

characteristics such as current assignment, faculty 

status, current rank, years at current institution, and 



total years of teaching experience with faculty 

perceptions of student outcome assessment. 

Limitations and Delimitations of the Study 

Data were collected for this study on faculty 

perceptions by way of a survey instrument. By default, 

this placed a limitation on the study as to the 

respondents' willingness and ability to respond in a 

timely fashion. The research design attempted to 

compensate for this limitation by acquiring, and then 

mailing the survey instrument to current home addresses. 

This strategy avoided prescreening by on-campus clerical 

staff: A process that often results in discarded pieces 

of mail. It was difficult to avoid this limitation and 

still poll a significant sample of the teaching 

population. 

This study had two delimiting factors. The 

respondents were: (1) located in one of the six four-

year institutions within the state of New Mexico, and 

(2) had a regular teaching or administrative role. The 

study focused on New Mexico in light of mandated student 

outcome assessment as the result of state legislation. 

Because the study used a sample of convenience, one must 

be cautious in generalizing the results of this study to 
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the total population of higher education faculty in New 

Mexico. 

Definition of Terms 

Several expressions associated with higher education 

and student outcome assessment are presented in order to 

promote clarity and consistency in definitions throughout 

this study. 

Student outcome assessment. This expression refers 

to a process that attempts to quantify what students 

actually learn. The most concise models state education 

objectives, subject the student to the education detailed 

by the objectives, and then measures the student for 

achievement of those objectives. Rossman and El-Khawas 

(1987) promoted this strategy during the rise of student 

assessment during the 1980s. It describes the context of 

student outcomes assessment discussed in this study. 

University governance. The "Joint Statement on 

Government of Colleges and Universities" (AAUP, 1990), 

describes expectations for ensuring meaningful faculty 

participation in institutional governance. Participation 

means consultation on a range of issues including 

financial exigency, budgetary and salary allocations, 

evaluations, and college athletics. Consultation is 

usually through standing committees, constituency 
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senates, councils, and other public forums that can 

provide commentary to the administration. Governance, as 

promoted by AAUP and required by most accrediting 

agencies, articulate the responsibilities of 

constituencies: The faculty is a constituency. 

Value-added Assessment. Also called "talent 

development" by Astin (1991), it is a strategy to measure 

performance at two points. Usually the student is 

measured as an entering freshman, and measured again 

prior to entering the junior classification. Although 

they are mistakenly interchanged, there is a fine 

distinction between outcomes and value-added assessment. 

Outcomes level of achievement is almost always dependent 

upon the entering level of achievement. Value-added 

processes promote the necessity to determine both 

entering and exiting competencies. 

Outline of the Remaining Chapters 

The review of the literature (Chapter II) is 

presented in three parts to include a historical 

perspective, research efforts, and the "status quo." 

The historical literature focuses on the period 1920 

to 1940. During that period, higher education 

experienced criticism from its faculties for broadening 

elective course work, reducing comprehensive 
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examinations, and implementing standardized testing. 

Changes in higher education, as a result of criticism in 

the 1920s, are similar to the causes and remedies that 

emerged during the 1980s. 

Research in student outcome assessment in the past 

has been confined to testing and measurement, 

notwithstanding the long-standing arguments about 

inherited or acquired intelligence. One notable 

exception is the ongoing work of Astin at the Higher 

Education Research Institute. Institutional and student 

outcomes is reviewed. 

Student assessment action of the 1980s has evolved 

into the "status quo." Much of the literature stems from 

the few institutions that embarked on student outcomes 

assessment before the national move toward accountability 

and assessment of quality in higher education. 

Methodology (Chapter III) details the 

non-experimental, descriptive survey to be used in this 

study. Overall, the survey contains demographic-type 

variables that initially yield descriptive statistics. 

Additionally, twelve scaled responses about student 

assessment were designed to yield results that may be 

treated via inferential statistics. The variables were 

analyzed using statistical tests for independence, in 
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order to test assumptions about the respondent's 

perceptions concerning student outcomes assessment. 

The survey instruments were mailed to faculty 

members and administrators serving at the six New Mexico 

4-year higher education institutions. The instruments 

were designed as free "mail-back" cards enabling quick 

and easy responses. 

The discussion of results (Chapter IV) gives the 

findings through narrative and graphics. The variables 

were cross-referenced and combined to present an array of 

information designed to facilitate analyses of the 

information returned by the respondents. 

The summation and policy implications (Chapter V) 

highlight those factors, positive or negative, that drive 

faculty perceptions about student outcome assessment. 

The discussion includes strategies that promote shared 

responsibilities for assessment between constituencies. 

The results of the study also provide a basis for 

additional study about the role of faculty in student 

outcome assessment. 



CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Historical Perspective 

Student assessment can be traced to the earliest 

eras of education. However, student assessment as a 

remedy for public sector criticism is relatively new 

(Resnick, 1982). 

Two distinct periods of rapid educational expansion 

are credited for raising criticism and demands for a 

return to conventional education (Resnick, 1982). 

Expansion, suggests Resnick (1987, p. 78), is indicated 

by changes in enrollment, institution size, and the age 

group of entering students. Those variables changed 

significantly during the 1920's and again in the 1980's. 

Pressures from students, and other constituencies, to 

diversify programs, expand faculties, and offer new 

majors were among the specific factors that fostered the 

educational expansions of both periods. One important 

factor was the pressure to enroll students who were non-

traditional . 

The first expansion period peaked during the 1920s 

as university enrollment of heretofore unacceptable 

students reached a high proportion of the overall 

enrollment. So-called marginal students selected the 

13 
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expanded curricula, including generous elective courses, 

thereby diluting the overall intensity of higher 

education (Resnick, 1987). Criticism from some educators 

suggested that the educational community was attempting 

to ". . . accept all students and serve all masters" 

(Weaver, 1931, p. 13). The culmination of expansion 

during the 1920's, as described by Weaver (1931), 

ostensibly compromised standards, and overburdened 

faculties as well as operating budgets. Many educators 

traced the decline of standards back to the liberal 

elective policies initiated by Harvard University more 

than fifty years earlier (Resnick, 1987, p. 80). They 

argued that elective course work made it difficult, if 

not impossible, to give valid comprehensive final exams. 

As the debate continued, many educators blamed the 

student for the diminishing academic performance, (Cox, 

1931), while others faulted crowded classes and poorly 

prepared instructors (Jones, 1933). James Tadlock, 

writing for the Bulletin of the American Association of 

University Professors (1924), also placed the blame 

squarely on the students. Students of the period were no 

longer from the "cultivated" class of people and 

therefore had very little intellectual ambition (Tadlock, 

1924, p. 609). 
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Higher education's legacy of exclusivity for 

privileged students was overpowered by a citizenry 

demanding access to educational opportunity. Pressures 

on higher education to change were measured by the 

dramatic increase in the number of women, ethnic 

minorities, and otherwise underprivileged students that 

entered higher education (Resnick, 1987). To dampen 

demands for admission, educators employed recently 

developed standardized test methods to complement 

traditional essay and oral entrance examinations. 

Implementation of norm-referenced multiple-choice 

instruments such as the Scholastic Aptitude Test, was 

slow, but ultimately effective in managing enrollments 

(Kandel, 1936). 

While conditions in higher education during the 

1920s advanced the move towards assessment, it was 

criticism initiated from within higher education that was 

the catalyst. In the current era of accountability, 

criticism is derived from sources generally external to 

the university. Though the origins of assessment are 

different the arguments in support of assessment are 

similar. For example, during the 1920s, the trend toward 

elective subjects and away from contemporary education 

and comprehensive field examinations is consistent with 

the 1980s call to get "back to basic" liberal arts 
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education and testing (Resnick, 1987). The 1920s phrase 

"comprehensive examinations" is thereby comparable to 

student assessment in the 1980s. 

The "back to basic" movement during the 1920s 

embraced the doctrine that students should be 

educationally self-sufficient, but with faculty guidance 

(Resnick, 1987). The student's objective was to become 

thoroughly knowledgeable in one subject or field, and 

then, according to Walters (1932, p. 165). undergo a 

final examination that covered the entire field of study. 

Institutions that reinstated that educational strategy 

would regain their lost integrity and, once again, become 

accountable to the education community (Kandel, 1936). 

Researching current faculty perspectives on assessment of 

the academic major, or "capstone experience" was an 

important purpose of this dissertation. Capstone 

experience and major field exams are new expressions for 

comprehensive exams of previous eras. 

Renewed Call For Assessment 

The modern period of expansion also experienced 

increased enrollment of questionable students, a changing 

or liberalized curriculum, and expanding institutions. 

Besides those perceived ills in higher education, several 

other objectionable characteristics emerged. There was 
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the stigma of falling college entrance exam scores, open 

enrollment for many public institutions, basic skills 

programs, and a perceived need for a culturally 

diversified campus community (Rossmann and El-Khawas, 

1987). 

Resnick (1987, p. 81) suggests that the second 

expansion period actually spanned the years 1952-1983. 

Towards the end of that time frame, state governors, 

federal education agency officials, and educators were 

offering their views in monographs and speeches (Erwin, 

1991). As the Governor of Virginia, Charles Robb was 

among the first politicians to voice concern about the 

quality in higher education (Cox, 1986). Other state 

officials, including New Jersey's Governor Thomas Kean, 

spoke about how the eroding public confidence was having 

a negative effect on undergraduate education (Kean, 

1987). Governor Kean went on to encourage initiatives 

designed to promote accountability and integrity at all 

levels of education. 

Accountability seems to be a major factor driving 

student outcomes assessment. How important is 

accountability to the faculty? Does accountability to 

outside agencies override the faculties' responsibility 

to their disciplines? This study sought answers to 

these, and other questions that seem to place the faculty 
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at odds with the administration over student outcome 

assessment. 

Besides speeches on the condition of education, 

several national reports emerged. In 1983, the U.S. 

Commission on Excellence in Education issued the report, 

"A Nation at Risk." The commission sounded an alarm that 

diminishing quality at all levels of education threatened 

the prosperity and future of the United States. Higher 

education in particular, according to the commission, 

needed to take measures to regain the public trust. 

Other early national reports that touted student 

assessment as the remedy for lost integrity include 

"Integrity in the College Curriculum: A Report to the 

Academic Community" (Association of American Colleges, 

1985), and "Involvement in Learning: Realizing the 

Potential of American Higher Education" (Study Group on 

the Conditions of Excellence in American Higher 

Education, 1984). The reports demand accountability for 

public funds allocated to higher education. Acceptable 

accountability to the public includes visible measures of 

student attainment on such measures as nationally normed 

test results, and employers' assessment of students' job 

performance. 

Besides criticism via written reports, higher 

education experienced mounting pressure from government 
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agencies to implement processes that measure educational 

quality. William J. Bennett, Secretary of Education, 

addressing the subject on at least two instances, called 

for published performance reports on student achievement 

during an address to the American Council on Education 

(1985). He also predicted that higher education would 

lose congressional support if universities continued to 

make excuses for poor quality in education (Chronicle of 

Higher Education, October 15, 1986). 

As controversy about the perceived erosion of 

quality in higher education mounted, higher education 

agencies joined the call for institutional accountability 

(Ewell, 1985). Regional accrediting agencies, 

particularly the Southern Association of Colleges and 

Schools, strengthened existing policies linking student 

outcome assessment to institutional accountability 

(Ewell, 1985, pp. 2-5). The North Central Association of 

Colleges and Schools encouraged institutional outcomes 

but did not have a criterion that directly addressed 

assessment of student achievement (Ewell, 1985; NCA, 

1990). 

While the accrediting agencies moved towards 

formally adopting student outcome assessment, other 

education agencies began studying the issue. The 

American Council on Education offered several reasons for 
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the emergence of student outcome assessment: politics, 

perceptions of academic and financial weakness in higher 

education, economic trends, and societal trends 

(Rossmann, 1987, pp. 4-5). In the same report, student 

outcome assessment was defined as "determining what 

students actually achieve in their college study" and 

also a program that links educational objectives to 

"measures of student achievement" (Rossmann, 1987, p. 3). 

The perceived weaknesses noted by Rossmann (1987) 

are identical to those mentioned by critics of higher 

education in the 1920s. A contributing factor to 

education's tenuous existence was the need to compete for 

funds during tight economic times (Erwin, 1991). As 

state funding agencies experienced increased monetary 

shortfalls, higher education agencies promised prudent 

spending and visible measures of quality (Erwin, 1991; 

Alfred, 1987). 

The necessity to compete for funding can be 

construed as a weakness. Traditionally, higher education 

faculties rely on academic vision gained through 

experience and research within their disciplines to 

implement new course work. Competition for funding would 

be at a lower level where there is greater understanding 

of the discipline. Considering the new funding arena, 

would academic independence be lost or undermined by the 
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process for measurable outcomes? One component of this 

study was designed to offer insight on this question. 

Consultative Governance 

The American Association of University Professors 

(AAUP) has promoted the concept of faculty participation 

in institutional governance for more than seventy years 

(1990), The government of universities and colleges 

require "joint efforts" between the institutional 

constituencies, including the faculty. Although 

decisions and other actions can be taken independently by 

the different constituencies, there should be 

consultation or mutual endorsement. The AAUP suggests 

that constituencies most affected by a decision should 

have considerable weight in making that decision. 

"Differences in the weight of each voice ....should be 

determined by reference to the responsibility of each 

component for the matter at hand" (1990, p. 120). 

With the concept of shared governance in place, the 

AAUP goes on to assign primary responsibility for 

curriculum, teaching methods, and research, among other 

components of the educational process, to the faculty 

(1990, p. 123). Accrediting bodies such as the North 

Central Association of Colleges and Schools call for the 

"synthesizing genius of its faculty and 
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administrators...." to shape the framework for student 

outcome assessment (1991, p. 409). 

With governance defined by the AAUP, and student 

outcome assessment designated as a joint effort that will 

be judged by accrediting agencies, there remains the 

discussion of implementing and sustaining cooperative 

dialogue. 

Style or efficiency of governance is a matter of 

concern to all university constituencies. As described 

by Cohen and March (1974), current decisions about 

student outcome assessment might have been reached 

through autonomous actions. That process of "anarchy" 

finds consultative processes absent through rare mutual 

consent. That is, the constituencies consent to avoid 

consultation. The "consensus metaphor" discussed by 

Cohen and March, best describes the processes detailed by 

the AAUP: Consultation and responsibility for decisions 

are weighted toward those with the most to gain or lose 

by the decision. Cohen and March suggest that a 

combination of governance styles should be employed, 

rather than one inflexible model (1974). 

Diversity in governance is also suggested by Whetten 

and Bettenhausen (1987). Faculty characteristics, and 

differences between disciplines react to different models 

of governance. Certain departments, physical science for 
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example, considered the authority of the department chair 

to be higher than the central administration. They also 

reported a higher incidence of interference by the 

central administration. Social science departments 

reported the opposite perceptions: lower authority and 

lower intrusion. 

Whetten and Bettenhausen acknowledge tangible 

differences between departments, such as different 

formula funding levels (1987). A result of the 

difference is greater cooperation (deference) to the 

discipline garnering the most formula money. The model 

suggested by Whetten and Bettenhausen, that generates the 

best governance takes into consideration the faculty 

perception of legitimate administrative roles. That 

seems to translate into processes that are well 

publicized, open, and democratic. 

Student Assessment Research 

Momentum towards institutional accountability in the 

1980's encouraged higher education to seriously consider 

implementing student outcome assessment programs. That 

momentum has not yet produced sustained research or 

adequate reporting of methods, procedures, or strategies 

for student assessment. If one considers measurement to 

be synonymous with student assessment, there does exist a 
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significant body of knowledge on that subject. This 

study could not avoid the issue of psychometrics and 

approached the subject with caution. Some theorists and 

educators, including Astin (1982), consider the 

psychometric methods employed by test publishers to be a 

hindrance to actual assessment (Novak and Ridley). The 

standardized test, in multiple-choice format, is 

challenged as a true measure of ability. 

Early authorities in the study of student assessment 

emerged in response to student equity issues rather than 

to issues of institutional accountability. Astin, for 

example, urged student assessment as a strategy to 

increase the number of minorities, and also to understand 

minority student problems in higher education (Astin, 

1982). Astin promotes "value-added, or talent 

development"' assessment to determine the gains or changes 

in student experiences in higher education (Astin, 1987, 

p. 95). Astin disagrees with "meritocratic practices" 

implicit in the use of standardized testing (Astin, 

1982). 

Continuing the discussion on standardized testing, 

Novak and Ridley (1987) offer remedies that encourage new 

assessment methods. New methods are necessary because 

the "objective," statistical approach is narrow and one-

dimensional. Novak and Ridley consider objective 
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approaches to be continuations of objective teaching-

learning methods. Those methods are behaviorist in style 

and do not account for changes when learning occurs. 

Novak and Ridley suggest student-centered assessment 

methods that help students take responsibility for their 

learning. One way to accomplish this is to use teaching-

learning methods that actively involve the students. 

These methods avoid processes that "treat learners as 

passive recipients of so-called objective truth" (Novak 

and Ridley, 1987) . 

An effort to mediate the standardized test 

controversy is offered through the writing of Hefferman, 

Hutchings, and Marchese (1988). The work is a "town 

hall" style synthesis that used input from leading 

proponents of student assessment. Their comments are 

important when considering initial questions generated by 

student assessment mandates. For example, are 

institutions adopting standardized, normed instruments as 

an expedient way to answer external critics? The authors 

concede that probability, but urge institutions to employ 

a variety of methods to achieve credible balances in 

their programs. They contend that using standardized 

tests for student assessment should not be an "either/or" 

proposition. 
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They also provide a specific example of difficulties 

using broad-scale instruments to assess general 

education. "The American College Testing Program: 

College Outcomes Measures Program" (ACT COMP, 1982), as a 

broad-based instrument, is composed of six areas of 

general abilities (functioning in social institutions, 

using science and technology, using the arts, 

communicating, eind solving problems). The components, 

also known as domains, only correspond to approximately 

30 percent of the course work at the University of 

Tennessee (Hefferman, Hutchings, and Marchese, 1988). 

That finding tends to support the need for locally 

developed instruments, particularly if the institution 

does not espouse a curriculum that is based on national 

standards. Information on New Mexico faculties' 

preference for normed versus locally developed 

instruments was an objective of this study. 

Adding to the standardized-test controversy are the 

conclusions of the "Education Commission of the States. 

The commission reports that standardized tests are 

difficult to administer and are often "ill-suited" for 

assessing complex skills and abilities (ECS, 1991). 

Standardized tests do not provide information on how 

institutions can improve. For those reasons, Washington 
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and South Dakota abandoned standardized tests in their 

assessment programs. 

Standardized test instruments for student assessment 

are generally associated with general education 

curricula. Frequently, institutions find it necessary to 

design and implement their own test instruments. One 

important objective of this research was to study the 

faculties' reaction to locally developed instruments 

versus standardized "canned" instruments. While studying 

that issue, Banta and Schneider (1986) compile a series 

of survey reports that detail patterns of comprehensive 

testing between the years 1933 and 1972. The surveys 

were published by different researchers (Dressel, Jones, 

Levine, and Singletary), who studied liberal arts and 

comprehensive institutions. The statistics are combined 

by Banta and Schneider (1986) into a single matrix 

illustrating use of comprehensive examinations. In 1933, 

for example, 13% of 654 accredited institutions used 

comprehensive exams. Twenty-four percent of 270 colleges 

and universities used them as late as 1975. One survey 

by Dressel (1961) reported that 52% of 466 liberal arts 

colleges were using comprehensive exams. The message 

conveyed by the Banta and Schneider study is that 

traditional comprehensive examinations were supplemented, 

between 1933 and 1975, by standardized objective tests. 
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The University of Tennessee has been on the leading 

edge of student assessment for the past ten years. Banta 

and Schneider (1986) explain that the rationale for the 

University of Tennessee's assessment model is to 

determine program quality. The Tennessee model uses 

normed objective tests and also locally developed tests 

to assess program majors. Those programs in the 

Tennessee model that use locally developed tests appear 

to be assessing majors and then comparing the results to 

local outcomes. The model, as explained by Banta and 

Schneider (1986), is controversial because of a unique 

"financial supplement" that can be earned by programs 

that establish objectives and then make improvements that 

meet those objectives. Several questions emerge from 

such a model. Are standards, national or otherwise, used 

to develop objectives in the Tennessee model? Are 

standards artificially lower, thereby guaranteeing 

sufficient academic progress to earn supplemental 

funding? 

Extending the discussion on "objective" tests, Banta 

and Schneider endorse the positive and negative factors 

offered by Dressel (1976). Standardized tests generally 

save faculty time, can be compared to cohort norms, and 

are usually technically superior to locally prepared 

instruments (Dressel, 1976). In contrast, locally 
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developed tests generally have a higher level of faculty 

support, and have closer alignment with the curriculum 

(Dressel, 1976). 

A review of student assessment literature is 

incomplete without a discussion of content validity in 

the context of standardized versus locally developed 

instruments. Content validity is achieved, according to 

Stanley and Hopkins (1972, p. 102), when the curricular 

objectives parallel the test content. "Are the test and 

curriculum in proper balance, and is the test free from 

prerequisites that are irrelevant to the measurement 

task?" Gorth and Alpert (1987) echo the opinions of 

Stanley and Hopkins, but extend the validity issue 

specifically to student assessment without mention of 

standardized versus locally developed instruments. 

Validity is the single most important factor of test 

construction (Gorth and Alpert, 1987; Cross, 1987, p. 

10). Criterion validity is achieved when there is high 

correlation between the test score and the criterion 

measure of success. 

The Status Quo 

The movement towards student assessment has occupied 

the attention of educators during the past five years to 

the extent that most other education issues have been 
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secondary (Marchese, 1990, p. 371; Estes, 1993). Many 

educators consider that the student assessment effort has 

succeeded, as evidenced by increased state and federal 

accountability mandates. Since 1985, nearly forty states 

have legislated student assessment into existence, and by 

the end of spring, 1990, at least 80 percent of higher 

education institutions had implemented some form of 

student assessment. Further evidence is apparent as 

indicated by accrediting agency requirements, such as 

North Central Association of Colleges and Schools' 

recently revised Criteria for Accreditation (Mather, 

1991, p. 397). While the association prescribes specific 

student assessment questions to be addressed in 

"Criterion Three," there is also new assessment language 

incorporated throughout the other criteria (NCA, 1991). 

NCA's "Criterion Three" covers six topics that 

address institutional effectiveness: (1) student 

academic achievement, (2) student development, 

(3) program quality, (4) faculty accomplishments, 

(5) institutional effectiveness, (6) institutional 

climate (NCA-CIHE, 1991). Each topic directs some 

questions to student assessment. The "Faculty 

Accomplishments" section of criterion three alludes to 

student assessment in relation to faculty evaluation, but 

it does not directly link student assessment and faculty 
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evaluation together. While an official link seems to be 

absent, one purpose of this study was to determine the 

faculty perspective on such linkage. In the narrative 

explaining the commission's intent, ownership of student 

assessment is placed with the faculty. 

The status quo of student assessment is best studied 

through the experiences of faculties at institutions such 

as Alverno College (Milwaukee) and the University of 

Tennessee (Knoxville). Both institutions have extensive, 

nationally recognized assessment programs in place. 

Alverno College is an institution that developed 

student outcomes programs that incorporate both general 

education and major field assessment as part of a total 

education objective (Edgerton, 1984). Alverno's success 

is attributed to its faculty's determination to provide a 

curriculum that offers "abilities that last a lifetime" 

(1984, p. 3). An important question emerges from that 

brief declaration. What events facilitated the 

collaboration between their faculty and administration to 

develop and implement that assessment program? What 

monetary rewards or penalties are associated with the 

project? At Alverno College, there are no direct 

monetary gains or losses aside from an enhanced 

reputation for educational excellence. In contrast, 

student assessment at the University of Tennessee has a 
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direct effect on funding since a performance funding 

scheme was implemented in that state in 1982 (Banta & 

Fisher, 1982). The University's annual budget can be 

increased by five percent if they can demonstrate 

accomplishments in predetermined performance areas (Banta 

& Fisher, 1982). 

The University of Tennessee's student assessment 

model was discussed from a research perspective in the 

previous section. This part of the discussion centers on 

the experiences of several academic departments that 

accepted the option to develop local test instruments. As 

mentioned in the previous section, the faculties' 

preference for locally prepared tests versus standardized 

tests was an important question to be examined in this 

study. Issues such as faculty release time for test 

construction, academic freedom, and faculty evaluation 

are at the heart of student assessment. 

Banta and Schneider (1986) report on 11 academic 

departments that embarked on a project to develop 

comprehensive instruments for their disciplines. The 

departments formulated objectives directed towards 

feedback on teaching effectiveness and student 

achievement. During the course of their project, the 

test developers encountered most, if not all, of the 

pitfalls associated with psychometrics. They experienced 
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basic issues such as test format, multiple choice and/or 

essay; validity and reliability; test item analysis; 

security; and other time consuming issues. When the 

participants were asked if their experiences were 

worthwhile, the responses were mixed. Banta and Schneider 

conclude that local test development is extremely 

difficult, particularly for part-time developers. 

However, students in the Tennessee project were not 

penalized for imperfect instruments or methods, and both 

students and faculty learned from the experience. 

The decisions of student assessment that are related 

to test methodology, institutional outcomes, and pretest-

posttest strategies are presented by Jacobi, Astin, and 

Ayala (1987). Assessment methodology and strategy must 

fit the institution's needs. When deciding on test 

instruments, the institution must address the questions 

concerning locally prepared versus commercial tests. If 

an institution needs to assess a specific component of 

its curriculum, then it is generally better to use a 

locally prepared instriiment that is narrow in scope, 

rather than a broad-based commercial test (Jacobi, Astin, 

and Ayala, (1987, p. 27). With a locally prepared 

instrument, the institution should be prepared to do 

without national comparative data. 
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Pretest-posttest models of student assessment employ 

a single instrument to measure gain between the test 

events. Those models generally aggregate or include the 

entire population when making conclusions about the test 

scores. Jacobi, Astin, and Ayala (1987) suggest that 

pretest-posttest findings have greater credibility when 

comparisons within the tested population are made. For 

example, test analysts should compare age groups, majors, 

or other variables such as on-campus versus off-campus 

groups. Comparing parts of the tested population can 

neutralize some of the confounding factors that are 

inherent in pretest-posttest models. 

Student assessment in New Mexico is becoming a 

reality primarily due to legislative action and new 

accreditation criteria. Among the four-year institutions 

several stages or levels of progress toward assessment 

can be found. Eastern New Mexico University's seven-year 

experience is probably the most extensive in the state 

thus far. Eastern has employed several phases to 

implement a value-added model to assesses the general 

education of entering freshmen and then retests that 

population when they become juniors. The University also 

administers a "values and attitudes" survey (phase 2) as 

well as assessment of the academic major (phase 3). 
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As assessment evolves in New Mexico many of the same 

issues encountered by Tennessee and other state with 

early assessment history, have emerged. Particularly, 

matters of control, overall methodology, and funding have 

become central issues. A recent statewide assessment 

conference held in Las Cruces for higher education 

faculties (November, 1992) detailed their willingness to 

participate in assessment, but also revealed their 

frustration at becoming the focal point of assessment 

without adequate state or institutional support. 

Survey Research 

The mailed survey instrument is a major method to 

gain information from large numbers of people. Research 

by Dillman (1972), reveals that half of the articles in 

major sociology journals during a recent 8-year period 

gained their data through mail surveys. While this 

methodology has many pitfalls, the advantages often 

generate credible results. As noted above, an advantage 

for mailed surveys is the ability to reach large nTimbers 

of people without repeated telephone calls, face-to-face 

visits, or time consuming trips to locate the subjects. 

Mailed surveys also avoid interviewer distortion or bias 

that is sometimes experienced during telephone and 

face-to-face interviews- While there are advantages for 
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not having telephone or face-to-face interviewers, there 

are also disadvantages. Mailed surveys cannot react to 

the disinterested or bored subject, and cannot clarify 

the instrument on the spot. Generally, it appears that 

the advantages of mailed surveys outweigh the 

disadvantages for many types of research. 

This study used mailed surveys to New Mexico 

faculties and adopted several strategies discussed by 

Dillman (1978). Some strategies include: (1) free 

mailback, (2) short questionnaires, (3) official 

sponsorship, (4) anonymity, and (5) properly timed 

follow-up. 

Dillman (1978) acknowledges that most mail 

strategies are not as efficient as face-to-face, or 

telephone interviews. The cost effectiveness of survey 

research for many types of research will probably 

encourage its continued use. 

Summary 

During two distinct periods of the twentieth 

century, educational expansion led to disruption in the 

form of student assessment. Critics of expansion during 

the 1920s demanded the return to comprehensive exams and 

"gate keeping" methods to screen out so called "unworthy" 

students. Higher education in the 1980s also experienced 
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a "back to basics" movement as well as the demand for 

restricted access to universities and colleges. 

A major difference between the two periods was the 

source of critical comment. During the earlier period, 

the critical force was the faculty. They objected to 

larger classes filled with under prepared students. In 

the latter period it was external agencies, federal and 

accrediting, that initiated the movement for student 

assessment. Political forces at the national level 

promised to deliver educational accountability for open 

enrollment, basic skills, and campus diversity. 

The second period of student outcome assessment is 

still active. Accrediting agencies are enforcing new 

criteria, state legislatures have enacted accountability 

laws, and education is responding by implementing 

assessment programs. In many instances, the effort to 

comply with the external mandates have circumvented 

normal consultative processes. 

Most higher education institutions would acknowledge 

the role of the faculty in academic matters, as 

articulated by the AAUP and various accrediting agencies. 

Student outcome assessment, as an academic issue, does 

not seem to benefit from consultative processes. 

The literature in this chapter describes a few 

instances of faculty-led student outcome assessment 
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programs. Alverno College (Milwaukee) and the University 

of Tennessee (Knoxville) have implemented, and sustained, 

successful programs. A key point in their success was 

faculty ownership at all stages. 

As the State of New Mexico enters mandated student 

assessment, the emphasis on compliance could be 

overriding acceptable faculty involvement. Absence of 

faculty involvement could lead to perceived threats to 

academic freedom and independence thereby creating 

irreconcilable hostility between constituencies. 

Methodology to test the extent of consultation between 

administrators and faculty on assessment, and questions 

about faculty perceptions of student assessment are 

presented in the next chapter. 



CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

Survey Instrument 

The scaled statements used in this study came from a 

variety of sources. The literature advocating state and 

federal legislative perspectives focused on 

accountability and independence issues. Accrediting 

agency literature generally discussed the issues of 

faculty ownership, governance, and faculty roles in 

planning for student outcome assessment. Several 

"how-to" publications discussed methods and strategies 

for implementing general education and major field 

assessment. Input from faculty and administrators at 

Eastern New Mexico University and other institutions and 

agencies in New Mexico also added content for some 

statements. 

The design perspective for this study was "One 

Group, One Observation." Respondents to the survey 

constituted a non random "convenience" sample. This 

model was designed to provide exploratory sets of 

information that can be used for future research 

pertaining to student outcome assessment. 

The survey instrument was divided into two parts, 

demographic responses in Part 1, and scaled statements in 

39 
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Part 2. The seven inputs in part 1 collected information 

about faculty assignment, faculty status, and current 

rank. The remaining demographic variables pertain to 

teaching experience, academic teaching area, and whether 

the respondents served on student assessment committees. 

These demographic variables, when cross-tabulated with 

the scaled responses, provided information about faculty 

support, or rejection, of student outcome assessment. 

Rationale for the specific variables used and their 

related issues included: 

1. Who serves on student assessment planning 

committees? To what extent does committee service 

indicate acceptance or rejection of assessment? 

2. What are the faculty rank and status differences 

concerning service on assessment committees? The 

variables, "assignment," "status," and "rank," are 

inputs that attempt to determine which 

constituency seems to support student outcome 

assessment. Moreover, these same inputs 

(variables), when studied with the scaled 

statements, can identify potential faculty 

divisions. An underlying issue is whether senior 

faculty (full or associate professor) perceive 

different responsibilities towards assessment 

compliance than do junior faculties. 
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Part 2 of the survey instrument contained twelve 

scaled statements. These scaled issues statements flow 

from the purposes of the study as discussed in an earlier 

chapter. Those purposes were to increase the knowledge 

of faculty perceptions about: (1) accountability to 

accrediting and state funding agencies, (2) the 

credibility of programs developed through external 

mandates compared to programs that evolve through regular 

academic processes, (3) constraints that assessment 

imposes on the academic independence of faculty, (4) 

release time from teaching for faculty involved in 

planning and implementing student assessment, and 

(5) student assessment as a method to measure student 

achievement and the acceptability of assessment to 

faculty. 

Respondents were asked to select their level of 

agreement with the statements using the following 

indicators: (1) disagree strongly; (2) disagree; (3) 

neutral; (4) agree; (5) agree strongly- The statements 

(labeled 8 through 19) and the rationale for their use 

are discussed as follows: 

8. Accountability to external agencies supplants 

traditional faculty roles to advise school 

administrations. This statement addresses a 

basic perception about what is more important. 
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accountability or governance. Governance, or 

control of the institution, is usually shared 

between the faculty and administration. An 

interesting issue emerges: Does the faculty 

perceive that the administration is yielding to 

external pressures for accountability at the 

expense of shared control? 

9. Student assessment programs developed to comply 

with external mandates have the same 

credibility as programs developed for the 

regular curriculum. The purpose of this 

statement is to determine if the effort towards 

assessment is perceived to be equal to the 

development and maintenance of the regular 

curriculum. Do accountability programs, such 

as student outcome assessment, meet faculty 

resistance? If yes, does resistance lead to 

substandard assessment programs? 

10. Planning or initiating student assessment 

should not proceed without strong faculty 

support. Does the faculty perceive that 

student outcome assessment can succeed without 

them? Can faculty be drawn into assessment, 

after-the-fact, and still have a credible 
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assessment program? Is assessment an "all or 

nothing" proposition? 

11. Academic independence is threatened by student 

assessment programs. The issue is, to what 

extent do faculties perceive intrusion into the 

academic sector by federal, state, or local 

administrations? If perceived, do intrusions 

interfere with the faculty effort? 

Traditionally, faculties are free to design the 

appropriate curriculum, teach the related 

course work, within the scope of departmental 

objectives. Measurement is part of the 

curriculum. 

12. Release time from teaching assignments should 

be extended to faculty members involved in 

planning for student assessment. This 

statement pertains to the issues of ownership 

and funding. Is release time perceived by the 

faculty as a criterion for involvement and 

support? Considering the inadequate funding 

levels that already exist, do the faculty 

support additional programs without 

supplemental resources? 

13. Operational control of assessment activities 

should be assigned to the faculty rather than 
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to a staff administrator. The literature (NCA, 

1991; AAUP, 1990), suggests that student 

outcome assessment is the domain of the 

faculty. Is this a real issue, or is the 

faculties' perception, on scale, neutral? 

14. Planning and implementing assessment is 

expedited without faculty consultation. This 

statement is treated as a corollary to 

statement 10. Faculty consultation and support 

are important individual factors of student 

outcome assessment. If faculties agree with 

statement 10, then they should disagree with 

statement 14. Does the faculty support 

assessment without consultation? 

15. Assessing knowledge of general education using 

normed test should be reguired of all entering 

students. A basic issue is addressed through 

this statement. Is the faculty for or against 

assessing general education? Several 

objectives are met when responses to this 

statement are cross-tabulated with the 

demographic variables and responses to other 

specific statements. 

16. Assessing knowledge of the specific academic 

major using normed tests, or a "capstone 
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experience" should be reguired before a student 

graduates. The rationale discussed for 

statement 15 also applies to this statement. 

Do faculties consider normed student outcome 

assessment appropriate for general education, 

and the academic major? 

17. Locally developed assessment instruments for 

major or discipline testing are preferred over 

commercial instruments. Since statements 15 

and 16 relate to normed instruments, it is 

important to know the faculties' perception 

about commercial instruments. 

18. Student membership on assessment planning 

committees is expected. The basic issue is 

whether faculties perceive valid reasons for 

student participation. Do students participate 

in planning other curricular matters? If 

allowed to participate, do students promote 

evaluations of the faculty through student 

outcome assessment? 

19. Student assessment is a valid method to measure 

teaching effectiveness. An ongoing controversy 

in higher education is determining what, and 

how, to measure teaching effectiveness. Is 

faculty resistance to student outcome 
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assessment attributed to accountability threats 

promoted by entities external to the 

institution? 

Besides the demographic and scaled response 

inputs, the subjects had the opportunity to "write in" 

other student outcome assessment issues of interest. The 

last statement on the survey solicited recommendations 

for implementation or improvement of student assessment. 

Respondents were expected to address the reality of 

limited funding that, by default, restrains all 

assessment programs. 

Sample 

Higher education faculties share with academic 

administrators responsibility for many institutional 

operations including control of academic operations 

(AAUP, 1990). Student outcome assessment is an academic 

operation that impacts on faculty assignments, budgets, 

curricula, and institutional outcomes. Faculty members 

and academic administrators were the subjects of this 

study due to their role in institutional and academic 

operations. 

The 1,286 subjects in this study were regular 

faculty members or academic administrators at the six New 

Mexico 4-year institutions; Eastern New Mexico 
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University, Western New Mexico University. University of 

New Mexico, New Mexico Highlands University, New Mexico 

Institute of Mining and Technology, and New Mexico State 

University. 

Regular faculty members had tenure (continuous 

employment) or tenure-track (continuous employment with 

four- to seven-year limits) contracts, as compared to 

non-regular faculty who had temporary contracts. 

Non-regular faculty contracts usually covered one 

semester or one academic year at a time, to teach one or 

more courses. 

Academic administrators included deans, library 

directors, and other officials with assignments 

associated with curricula or teaching. Academic 

administrators were included because of their typical 

progression through the faculty ranks. It is possible 

that they may retain tenure within their initial teaching 

disciplines. 

The distinction between regular and non-regular 

faculty status was drawn because responsibility, academic 

assignment, and credibility within an academic unit are 

usually made on these criteria. Outcome assessment 

issues of compliance, of program ownership, and of 

methodology, depend on faculty continuity and experience. 

Those attributes are generally found in the stable 
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environment of tenured or tenure-track faculty. Although 

this study was directed towards regular faculty, other 

members of the teaching staff can identify themselves in 

the analysis. 

The frequencies of faculty rank helped to determine 

whether the survey instrument reached the target 

population. Faculty rank was also a factor in analyzing 

the various scaled perspectives of the survey instrument. 

Survey Procedures 

The survey was printed on yellow card stock, 5 

inches wide by 15 inches long (see Appendix B). The card 

was a tri-fold with two creases; one crease was 

perforated to facilitate removal. The card was folded to 

show the recipient address and the sender return address. 

Upon opening the instrument, the respondent was greeted 

with a brief description of the project and instructions 

to detach, at the perforation, the part that contains the 

explanation. Detaching the explanation part allowed the 

card to be refolded along the remaining natural crease. 

This fold exposed the free, mail-back postage and return 

address. 

Mailing labels were printed from a data base of 

addresses entered in, and retrieved from, DBase IV. Upon 

receipt of the completed surveys the responses were 
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entered in a second DBase IV file. Analysis and 

presentation of the data were done using the Statistical 

Analysis System (SAS)and SAS/Statistics. 

During September 1990, the survey instruments were 

mailed to the single group of 1,283 regular faculty 

members and administrators of the estimated 1,795 

currently employed at the six 4-year universities in New 

Mexico (refer to Appendix A for some population 

characteristics of the New Mexico 4-year regular teaching 

faculty). A second mail-out to the same population was 

completed in January, 1991. Names and addresses of the 

subjects came from institutional catalogs, campus 

directories, and personal contacts. Home addresses were 

used for those listings that contained a home address as 

well as an on-campus address. This strategy was designed 

to deter prescreening and misdirected survey instruments. 

The instrument was designed so that the subject removed 

her or his name and address in order to use the free 

mailback cover page. 

The subjects were asked to participate in providing 

their perceptions concerning issues related to student 

outcomes assessment. The narrative was framed around the 

recent New Mexico "Report Card" legislation that requires 

institutional and student outcomes to be publicized. A 

brief example of value-added student outcome assessment 
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was also discussed. The necessity for faculty 

participation in assessment programs was the primary 

motivating statement. It was explained that existing 

faculty participation in student assessment planning was 

relatively unknown. The perceptions of the participants 

would be analyzed using comparisons of faculty rank, 

assignment, and experience. 

The second mail-out in January, 1991, carried the 

same message along with an additional statement thanking 

those who had responded, and requesting reconsideration 

for those who had not. 

It was anticipated that participation in the 30-40 

percent range would allow the results to be generalized 

to a larger population of faculty in the North Central 

accreditation region. 

Data Analysis Methodology 

Responses to the first research question were 

arranged into tabular distributions that included 

standard measures of central tendency. The seven 

demographic variables ("Current Assignment," "Current 

Status," "Current Rank," "Years at current institution," 

"Total Years of Service," "Teaching Area," and "Committee 

Service") were also arranged into tabular distributions 

that included standard measures of central tendency-
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The second research question was addressed using the 

demographic responses and the scaled responses to form a 

series of cross-tabulations. 

Significance for Theory and Practice 

Senior faculty members and administrators are 

experienced in the governance of higher education. The 

level of participation on specific issues, however, such 

as student outcome assessment, is unknown. Higher 

education officials are aware of the faculty 

responsibility to consult with the administration, share 

decisions on matters involving budgets, student issues, 

and administrative performance. In addition, education 

officials know of the faculty's major responsibility to 

design, maintain, and deliver the curriculum to the 

students. These duties and responsibilities are 

well-documented, measurable expectations that form 

foundations through which institutions are judged. 

Occasionally academic issues evolve that test the 

philosophy, effectiveness, and level of participation in 

collegiate governance. Issues such as academic freedom 

and "loyalty oaths" tested the philosophy of governance 

during the 1950s. In this current era, student outcome 

assessment can be an issue that tests the functioning of 

governance in higher education. This study of student 
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outcome assessment provided a rare opportunity to comment 

on whether councils, committees and other institutional 

governance processes, in fact, facilitate change in the 

academic sector. If this study suggests that control of 

the curriculum has shifted to the administration, is it 

because the practical necessity to conform carries a 

greater value than the traditional role of the faculty? 

Is the long-held theory of faculty expertise and judgment 

dismissed in the face of government regulation? This 

issue of participation in student outcome assessment was 

expected to be a significant test for these statements. 

Participation in assessment is also an exercise in 

governance for some New Mexico institutions. 



CHAPTER IV 

DISCUSSION OF RESULTS 

Research Questions 

There were two research questions which the study 

addressed. The first was to examine faculty perceptions 

on a variety of issues related to student outcome 

assessment (accountability to accrediting and state 

funding agencies, credibility of programs developed 

through external mandates compared to programs that 

evolve through regular academic processes, constraints 

that assessment imposes on the academic independence of 

faculty, release time from teaching for faculty involved 

in planning and implementing student assessment, and 

student assessment as a method to measure student 

achievement and the acceptability of assessment to 

faculty). 

The second research question was to examine the 

relationship of selected faculty demographic 

characteristics such as current assignment, faculty 

status, current rank, years at current institution, and 

total years of teaching experience with faculty 

perceptions of student outcome assessment. 

53 
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Organization of the Findings 

The results of this student outcome assessment study 

begin with an analysis of the demographic responses. To 

answer the first research question, the twelve scaled 

responses were analyzed using frequency distributions. 

To answer the second research question, analysis of 

selected demographic responses and scaled responses were 

made using two-way cross-tabulation distributions and chi 

square tests for independence. This part of the analysis 

concentrated on regular faculty members, excluding 

"Lecturer," "Instructor," and "Other" responses. 

Survey Response Rate 

Survey instruments were mailed to 1,283 regular 

faculty members and administrators of an estimated 

population of 1,795. Six hundred fifty-three usable 

survey instruments were returned for a 51 percent 

response rate. 

Descriptive Statistics for Demographic 
Responses 

This section presents descriptive information on the 

demographic characteristics gathered in this study. The 

variable current assignment sought to identify the role 

of respondents in higher education within the four-year 
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institutions in New Mexico. Discussion of faculty and 

administrative roles in earlier chapters focused on the 

possibility of different perceptions between groups 

concerning the issues of student outcome assessment. 

Referring to Table 1, more than 4 out of 5 respondents 

were faculty with the remaining respondents being either 

administrators or administrators with faculty rank. 

Table 1: Current assignment of subjects. 

Assignment Frequency Percent Cumulative Cumulative 
Frequency Percent 

Faculty 

Admin. 

Fac./Admin 

551 

20 

79 

84.8 

3.1 

12.2 

551 

571 

650 

84.8 

87.8 

100.0 

Frequency Missing = 3 

Faculty Status. More than 4 out of 5 faculty 

respondents were tenured or on a tenure-track. 

Table 2: Faculty status of subjects. 

Assignment Frequency Percent Cumulative Cvimulative 
Frequency Percent 

Tenured 

On-track 

Other 

421 

118 

108 

65.1 

18.2 

16.7 

421 

539 

647 

65.1 

83.3 

100.0 
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The number of tenured respondents suggests that the 

survey instrument reached primarily regular faculty, as 

compared to non-regular faculty (refer to Table 2). 

Current Rank. Nearly 7 out 10 of the respondents 

were professors or associate professors (refer to Table 

3). Clearly, senior faculty were well represented among 

the respondents. Compared to the population of regular 

faculty in New Mexico, this study does not match the 

faculty rank ratios for every rank category. The study 

does approximate the ratio of associate professors 

reported to be in the New Mexico population (refer to 

Table 3, and Appendix A). 

Table 3: Current rank of subjects. 

Assignment 

Professor 

Associate 

Assistant 

Lecturer 

Instructor 

Other 

Frequency 

265 

183 

132 

9 

38 

21 

Percent 

40.9 

28.2 

20.4 

1.4 

5.9 

3.2 

Cumulative 
Frequency 

265 

448 

580 

589 

627 

648 

Cumulative 
Percent 

40.9 

69.1 

89.5 

90.9 

96.8 

100.0 

Frequency Missing = 5 
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Strong representation from senior faculty was an 

important objective of this study. Assistant professors 

were also well represented with 1 in 5 respondents 

indicating that rank. 

Roughly 1 respondent in 10 reported a rank less than 

assistant professor. These responses were excluded from 

the cross-tabular analyses as noted at the beginning of 

this chapter. While participation from all respondents 

was valued, only perceptions from the regular faculty on 

the complex issues of student outcome assessment were 

included. 

Teaching Area. Slightly less than half of the 

respondents were faculty from liberal arts and science 

disciplines, with more than one-third reporting education 

as their teaching area. Respondents from business and 

fine arts were also represented, but, in smaller 

frequencies (refer to Table 4). 

While the descriptive statistics are exact, this 

variable is imprecise due to differences within 

institutions about the placement of disciplines. For 

example, economics is considered a social science and is 

usually housed with liberal arts disciplines- Psychology 

is another example of a social science usually found with 

liberal arts units. At smaller institutions economics 
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can be found within a school or college of business, and 

psychology in a school or college of education. 

This study placed disciplines in the most common 

structures found in higher education in New Mexico: 

Psychology and economics are social sciences in colleges 

of liberal arts and science. 

It was anticipated that respondents would have 

different perceptions of student assessment based on 

experiences within their disciplines. 

Table 4: Teaching area of subjects. 

Teaching 
Area 

Business 

Arts/Sci 

Education 

Fine Arts 

Other 

Frequency 

52 

312 

218 

37 

16 

Percent 

8.2 

49.1 

34.3 

5.8 

2.5 

Cumulative 
Frequency 

52 

364 

582 

619 

635 

Cumulative 
Percent 

8.2 

57.3 

91.7 

97.5 

100.0 

Frequency Missing = 18 

Education as a discipline has experienced student 

assessment through standardized tests for teacher 

certification. In New Mexico, the "National Teacher's 

Exam (NTE)" is administered to students seeking public 

school teaching licensure. That probably accounts for 

differing perceptions among respondents from education 
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when compared to respondents from liberal arts 

disciplines with no assessment history. 

Do you or have you served on a committee designated 

to plan or implement assessment programs? More than 7 

out of 10 respondents did not have experience on 

assessment committees (refer to Table 5). When 

considering reasons for low participation, two 

possibilities emerge. One possible reason is that 

faculty are ready and willing to lead the effort but have 

been displaced by administrators and staff officials. 

Another possible reason is that faculty are waiting for 

incentives, perhaps in the form of release time, for 

serving on assessment committees. 

Table 5: Do you or have you served on a committee 
designated to plan or implement assessment 
programs? 

Committee Frequency Percent Cumulative Cumulative 
Service Frequency Percent 

Yes 179 28.1 179 28.1 

No 459 71.9 638 100.0 

Frequency Missing = 15 

There is little doubt that faculty involvement, 

including committee service, is important to the 

respondents as noted by their written comments appended 
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to the survey forms. Several quotes are as follows: 

"More faculty input in planning (of student assessment)," 

"Any external agency mandate should in fact be controlled 

by a body of ordinary faculty (non-administrator)," and 

"Only faculty have the necessary knowledge for defining 

student assessment." 

There are also comments that devalue student outcome 

assessment in favor of other less formal and less 

tangible processes. Terse comments such as "Get better 

students" and "Forget it" suggest that committee service 

designed to plan and implement assessment would not 

attract this segment of the faculty. 

It is likely that participation on assessment 

committees is hindered by governance practices. 

Committees formed to plan or implement new concepts are 

often "ad hoc" as compared to standing committees created 

through formal processes. Ad hoc groups are often 

short-lived, controversial, and have difficulty reaching 

consensus. Faculty membership on such committees can be 

less prestigious or beneficial than service on standing 

committees. 

Number of years you have been a faculty member at 

your institution. Total years of teaching experience. 

Referring to Table 6, the respondents averaged 12 years 

of service at their current universities, and 18 years of 
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total experience. These statistics support the assertion 

that mature, experienced faculty participated in the 

survey. 

As in most professions, academicians value 

experience. Promotion and tenure processes are often 

based on experience thereby earning credibility and 

cultivating sound judgment. Given the level of reported 

experience, it would appear that credible perceptions on 

the scaled statements can be expected. 

Table 6: Number of years you have been a faculty member 
at your institution. Total years of teaching 
experience. 

Teaching 
Service 

Current 
University 

Total 
University 

Descriptive Statistics 
Responses 

Mean 

12.1 

18.1 

for Scaled 

Standard 
Deviation 

8.7 

9.9 

The first research question was to examine faculty 

perceptions on a variety of issues related to student 

outcome assessment (accountability to accrediting and 

state funding agencies, credibility of programs developed 

through external mandates compared to programs that 

evolve through regular academic processes, constraints 
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that assessment imposes on the academic independence of 

faculty, release time from teaching for faculty involved 

in planning and implementing student assessment, and 

student assessment as a method to measure student 

achievement and the acceptability of assessment to 

faculty). 

Accountability to external agencies supplants 

traditional faculty roles to advise school 

administration. Has accountability been supplanted 

thereby reducing faculty responsibility to decide 

academic issues? This statement addresses a core issue, 

whether the administration is perceived as taking charge 

of the curriculum. Refer to Table 7. 

Table 7: Accountability to external agencies supplants 
traditional faculty roles to advise school 
administration. 

Frequency Percent 

Disagree* 256 52 

Agree* 234 48 

*The "Disagree" option has been combined with the 
"Strongly Disagree" responses. The "Agree" option 
has been combined with the "Strongly Agree." 

By thin margins, the respondents were split on the 

issue with slightly more than half disagreeing. In view 
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of the narrow majority in disagreement, one would 

consider the matter unresolved. It is conceivable that 

the mixed findings were caused by either a general 

misunderstanding of traditional faculty roles or a 

concession of faculty responsibilities by the 

respondents. Considering the vast experience of the 

subjects, it is probable that the issue is controversial 

to the point of preventing a clear trend. 

Student assessment programs developed to comply with 

external mandates have the same credibility as programs 

developed for the regular curriculum. According to the 

respondents, external mandates have a negative effect on 

academic programming. Slightly more that 3 out of 4 

respondents disagreed with the statement that external 

mandates do not affect credibility (refer to Table 8). 

The strong response rate against the statement suggests 

that faculties consider external mandates that affect the 

curriculum to be intrusive. Almost 1 in 4 respondents 

agree that credibility is not compromised by external 

mandates for student assessment. The relatively small 

percentage of respondents who perceive mandated programs 

to be equally credible may consider that the faculty 

would still have control of the subject matter and 

therefore maintain credibility. 



64 

Table 8: Student assessment programs developed to comply 
with external mandates have the same 
credibility as programs developed for the 
regular curriculum. 

Frequency Percent 

Disagree* 372 76 

Agree* 115 24 

*The "Disagree" option has been combined with the 
"Strongly Disagree" responses. The "Agree" option 
has been combined with the "Strongly Agree." 

Planning or initiating student assessment should not 

proceed without strong faculty support. The respondents 

considered planning for assessment to be a faculty 

responsibility. Almost 9 out of 10 respondents indicated 

that initiating student outcome assessment should have 

strong faculty support (refer to Table 9). 

Table 9: Planning or initiating student assessment 
should not proceed without strong faculty 
support. 

Frequency Percent 

Disagree* 81 14 

Agree* 495 86 

*The "Disagree" option has been combined with the 
"Strongly Disagree" responses. The "Agree" option 
has been combined with the "Strongly Agree." 
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Still referring to Table 9, 14 percent of the 

respondents suggested planning and implementing student 

outcome assessment regardless of strong faculty support. 

An underlying issue is whether assessment is important 

enough for planning to proceed with or without faculty 

support. Does the faculty oppose assessment that 

originates outside of their ranks? 

Further analysis of this statement using the 

demographic variable "Current Assignment" (refer to Table 

10) found no significant difference between responses for 

faculty or administrators in the "Disagree" option. 

Table 10: Planning by current assignment. 

Faculty Faculty Admin Admin 
Freq. Percent Freq. Percent 

Disagree* 65 15 10 12 

Agree* 370 85 73 88 

*The "Disagree" option has been combined with 
the "Strongly Disagree" responses. The "Agree" 
option has been combined with the "Strongly Agree." 

Academic independence is threatened by student 

assessment programs. Academic independence is not 

threatened by student outcome assessment according to 

more than 3 out of 5 respondents (refer to Table 11). 
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Academic independence is generally perceived to be a 

doctrine that enables faculty to teach an accepted 

curriculum without undue interference. Through this 

doctrine, the faculty usually pursues, studies, and 

comments on their discipline in the depth, breadth, and 

intensity necessary to report the truth. 

Table 11: Academic independence is threatened by student 
assessment programs. 

Frequency Percent 

Disagree* 311 62 

Agree* 189 38 

*The "Disagree" option has been combined with the 
"Strongly Disagree" responses. The "Agree" 
option has been combined with the "Strongly Agree." 

Student assessment is generally perceived to be a 

quality control issue concerning teaching and learning. 

It is likely that most respondents could not envision 

academic independence being threatened by a quality 

control measure. The respondents might have considered 

student outcome assessment to be beneficial to the 

credibility of the academic sector and would ultimately 

strengthen academic independence. By acknowledging 

student outcome assessment as a non-threatening process, 

the issue of oversight and accountability would diminish. 
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Release time from teaching should be extended to 

faculty members involved in planning for student 

assessment. Faculty members continuously experience 

time-consuming processes within higher education. 

Release time for planning student outcome assessment is 

warranted according to 3 out of 4 faculty members (refer 

to Table 12). Approximately 1 in 4 respondents disagree, 

perhaps considering assessment planning an integral part 

of course work preparation. 

Table 12: Release time from teaching should be extended 
to faculty members involved in planning for 
student assessment. 

Frequency Percent 

Disagree* 134 26 

Agree* 376 74 

*The "Disagree" option has been combined with the 
"Strongly Disagree" responses. The "Agree" option 
has been combined with the "Strongly Agree." 

It is customary in higher education to excuse 

selected faculty members from portions of their teaching 

assignments in lieu of other assignments that support the 

academic effort. Preparation for student assessment is 

usually part of the design and delivery of the regular 

curriculum. Faculties not accustomed to the additional 
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time constraints may oppose student assessment on this 

basis. 

Release time for public service, research, and 

publishing usually result in tangibles such as promotion 

and tenure as opposed to the less well-rewarded results 

of student assessment. Thus, tenure systems that do not 

give credit for the time-cons\iming efforts of student 

outcome assessment could be serious obstacles to the 

assessment program. 

Operational control of assessment activities should 

be assigned to the faculty rather than to a staff 

administrator. Nearly 3 out of 4 respondents agreed that 

the faculty should have operational control of student 

outcome assessment (refer to Table 13). 

Table 13: Operational control of assessment activities 
should be assigned to the faculty rather than 
to a staff administrator. 

Frequency Percent 

Disagree* 127 27 

Agree* 342 73 

*The "Disagree" option has been combined with the 
"Strongly Disagree" responses. The "Agree" option 
has been combined with the "Strongly Agree." 

Operational control by a non-faculty member is 

probably viewed as intrusion that would result in 
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unreasonable demands on the faculty. That is, the 

non-academic administrator would set standards, 

guidelines, and procedures that could dominate other 

academic matters. 

Planning and implementing assessment is expedited 

without faculty consultation. This statement is closely 

related to the statement concerning planning without 

faculty support. While the two statements are not 

perfectly opposed, there is significant similarity in the 

narrative (refer to Table 14). 

Table 14: Planning and implementing assessment is 
expedited without faculty consultation. 

Frequency Percent 

Disagree* 460 81 

Agree* 107 19 

*The "Disagree" option has been combined with the 
"Strongly Disagree" responses. The "Agree" option 
has been combined with the "Strongly Agree." 

It was expected that respondents agreeing with the 

previous statement would disagree with the statement 

"planning is expedited without faculty consultation." 

That is, respondents who are consistent with their 

opinions disagree with one statement and agree with the 

other. 
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Refer to Tables 9 and 14 for comparisons and 

indications of strong concurrence with the opposed 

statements. 

Assessing knowledge of general education using 

normed tests should be reguired of all entering students. 

More than 3 out of 4 faculty members agreed that general 

education should be assessed using normed instruments 

(refer to Table 15). 

Table 15: Assessing knowledge of general education using 
normed tests should be required of all entering 
students. 

Frequency Percent 

Disagree* 126 24 

Agree* 410 76 

*The "Disagree" option has been combined with the 
"Strongly Disagree" responses. The "Agree" option 
has been combined with the "Strongly Agree." 

Possible reasons for strong support for this 

statement follow two trends of thought. The first could 

be an acknowledgment by the respondents that measurements 

of student aptitude through tests such as the ACT or SAT 

may not be reliable measures of actual educational 

achievement. It might be prudent then, to have an 

additional opportunity for assessment upon entry to the 

institution. Secondly, strong support for assessing 
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general education could reflect the faculty's need to 

have baseline information if or when it is necessary to 

revise the general education curriculum. 

Assessing knowledge of the specific academic major 

using normed tests, or a "capstone experience" should be 

reguired before a student graduates. Faculty members in 

this study again displayed their support for assessing 

student achievement. This statement concerning normed 

tests or a "capstone experience'' was agreeable to nearly 

2 out of 3 respondents (refer to Table 16). 

Table 16: Assessing knowledge of the specific academic 
major using normed tests, or a "capstone 
experience" should be required before a student 
graduates. 

Frequency Percent 

Disagree* 134 35 

Agree* 252 65 

*The "Disagree" option has been combined with the 
"Strongly Disagree" responses. The "Agree" option 
has been combined with the "Strongly Agree." 

The strong support for assessing the academic major 

may be a realization that a properly designed, 

uncomplicated process could provide tangible proof of 

learning potential or teaching effectiveness, or both. 
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It is possible that a substantial number already practice 

such assessment in their given disciplines. 

The percentage in favor of this assessment statement 

is lower than the previous statement, possibly because of 

the narrative specifying either normed tests or capstone 

experiences. It is likely that support for the statement 

eroded because of preferences for locally prepared 

instruments. 

Locally developed assessment instruments for major 

or discipline testing are preferred over commercial 

instruments. More than half the respondents preferred 

the advantages of assessment instruments that are 

tailored for the discipline within a specific college or 

department (refer to Table 17). The faculty also 

concurred that the major subject should be assessed. 

When given the option of commercial versus locally 

prepared instruments, however, the choice was for the 

latter. 

Preferences for locally prepared instruments could 

stem from a desire to have control over the entire 

curriculum including the content of assessment 

instruments. The respondents could also perceive that 

nationally normed test scores would be unfavorable to 

their students and indirectly reflect badly on them. 
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Table 17: Locally developed assessment instruments for 
major or discipline testing are preferred over 
commercial instruments. 

Frequency Percent 

Disagree* 125 27 

Agree* 331 73 

*The "Disagree" option has been combined with the 
"Strongly Disagree" responses. The "Agree" option 
has been combined with the "Strongly Agree." 

Student membership on assessment planning committees 

is expected. Whether student input on assessment is 

valued by the faculty is addressed by this statement. By 

a substantial margin, 4 out of 5, the respondents 

considered student involvement to be proper (refer to 

Table 18). 

Table 18: Student membership on assessment planning 
committees is expected. 

Frequency Percent 

Disagree* 100 20 

Agree* 410 80 

*The "Disagree" option has been combined with the 
"Strongly Disagree" responses. The "Agree" option 
has been combined with the "Strongly Agree." 

The strength of faculty approval is probably due to 

the collegial tradition of academe. While student input 
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about test content or curriculum standards might be 

inappropriate, the respondents may have considered the 

student perspective on other assessment issues to be of 

value. The respondents may perceive that student input 

about methods and procedures would facilitate the overall 

assessment effort. 

Student assessment is a valid method to measure 

teaching effectiveness. The quality of teaching as 

measured by an assessment tool is, in many ways, the 

foundation of public accountability in higher education. 

Faculty members are concerned about how assessment 

results would be used. Do programs with weak scores draw 

attention to individual faculty members or to the program 

itself? Notwithstanding the unknown use of assessment 

results, more than half of the respondents agreed that 

student assessment is a valid yardstick for teaching 

effectiveness (refer to Table 19). It is possible that 

those respondents who concurred with the statement were 

generally less threatened by student outcome assessment. 

They may have perceived that their curriculum could 

withstand scrutiny or would be strengthened by the 

assessment process. One cannot ignore the possibility of 

the respondents moving towards acceptance of student 

outcome assessment. This may reflect an acceptance on 

the part of some faculty that student outcome assessment 
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can provide valuable feedback to improve their 

instruction. 

Table 19: Student assessment is a valid method to measure 
teaching effectiveness. 

Frequency Percent 

Disagree* 226 46 

Agree* 262 54 

*The "Disagree" option has been combined with the 
"Strongly Disagree" responses. The "Agree" option 
has been combined with the "Strongly Agree." 

As reported in Table 19, there appears to be 

considerable dissension on the use of student assessment 

as a measure of teaching effectiveness. Those 

respondents who were opposed could possibly support 

traditional theories which consider learning proficiency 

a better measure of achievement rather than attempting to 

measure teaching effectiveness. Some respondents 

suggested that better students in higher education could 

reduce the need to measure teaching effectiveness. This 

rationale tends to shift some responsibility back to 

secondary or elementary education for the existence of 

under prepared students in higher education. Higher 

education faculty would thus be held less accountable for 

deficiencies in these students. 
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Relationship Between Selected Demographic 
Characteristics and Scaled Statements 

The second research question was to examine the 

relationship of selected faculty demographic 

characteristics such as, current assignment, faculty 

status, current rank, years at current institution, and 

total years of teaching experience with faculty 

perceptions of student outcome assessment. 

It was anticipated that faculty differences in rank, 

assignment, and teaching area would influence their 

perceptions about student outcome assessment. The 

results cited earlier found significant differences among 

respondents on each of these dimensions. Considering 

these differences, cross-tabulations with chi-square 

analyses were performed using these demographic variables 

and the scaled statement responses. The analyses 

examined the extent of independent responses, initially 

at the five percent or below (<0.05) significance level. 

There were 12 relationships between the demographic 

variables and the scaled responses that were significant 

at the 0.05 level or below (refer to Appendix C). To 

abbreviate the results, only those relationships that 

were significant at the 0.01 level are discussed in the 

section that follows. 
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Responses to the statement accountability to 

external agencies supplants traditional faculty roles to 

advise school administrations were not independent when 

cross-tabulated with the demographic variable "Current 

Rank." The chi-square value for this cross-tabulation 

suggests that a significant difference exists, by rank, 

concerning accountability to external agencies (refer to 

Table 20). As a single group, slightly more than half of 

the respondents disagreed with the statement (refer to 

Table 7). 

Table 20: Accountability to external agencies supplants 
traditional faculty roles to advise school 
administrations, by current rank. 

Percentage 

Disagree* 

Agree* 

Chi-Square 
Statistic 
P=0.00 

Assist 

57 

43 

100% 

Assoc 

48 

52 

100% 

DF 
8 

Prof 

60 

40 

100% 

Value 
26.21 

*The "Disagree" option has been combined with the 
"Strongly Disagree" responses. The "Agree" option 
has been combined with the "Strongly Agree." 

Analysis of the statement by current rank found 

significant differences between the three ranks. 

Assistant and full professors disagreed at a rate 
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approximating 3 out of 5 respondents. However, slightly 

more than half of the associate professors agreed with 

the suggestion that faculty roles have been supplanted. 

While there are many possible reasons for the 

different perceptions, particularly between associate and 

full professor, one factor could account for the 

difference. Additional analysis of committee service 

experience between these ranks found that over one-third 

of associate professors had served on assessment 

committees compared to less than 1 out of 5 assistant 

professors and 3 out of 10 of professors. As senior, and 

active, faculty members serving on assessment committees, 

associate professors may have considered that some 

assessment policies were implemented without adequate 

consultation. Their relatively higher percentage of 

reported committee experience could be one important 

factor in their differing perception of accountability to 

external agencies. 

For most academic issues, reaching a consensus 

across disciplines in higher education is difficult. 

This impression was confirmed with the analysis of 

"Teaching Area" and the scaled statement academic 

independence is threatened by student assessment 

programs. As a one-way distribution (Table 11), more 

than 3 out of 5 respondents disagreed with the statement. 
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Analysis by teaching area revealed the fine art faculty 

divided evenly on the issue, and the other teaching areas 

combined to exceed the earlier 3 in 5 ratio (refer to 

Table 21). 

Table 21: Academic independence is threatened by student 
assessment programs, by teaching area. 

Percentage 

Disagree* 

Agree* 

Chi-Square 
Statistic 
p=0.00 

Bus iness 

64 

36 

100% 

Art s/Sci 

57 

43 

100% 

Educ 

69 

31 

100% 

DF 
12 

Fine Art 

50 

50 

100% 

Value 
41.79 

*The "Disagree" option has been combined with the 
"Strongly Disagree" responses. The "Agree" option 
has been combined with the "Strongly Agree." 

Finding the fine arts faculty substantially 

different on this issue of independence seems 

inconsistent given their history of assessment, 

particularly with capstone experiences. In that light, 

it is conceivable that student recitals, exhibits, and 

other "finals" are maintained in order to strengthen 

their academic independence. Conversely, fine arts may 

feel more threatened by using normed, standardized tests 

that do not adequately assess student creativity. Strong 

disagreement by business (nearly two-thirds) and 
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education (nearly 7 out of 10 disagreed) could reflect 

their ongoing assessment experience with competency based 

preparation programs. Business is usually involved with 

preparing students to take certified public accountancy 

tests, and education prepares student teachers to take 

public school licensure examinations. Both teaching 

areas usually place a high value on the success of their 

students with these certification tests. 

Four out of five respondents initially agreed that 

student membership on assessment planning committees is 

expected (refer to Table 18). This strong finding is 

tempered when analyzed by teaching area. Support for 

student participation was strongest among education and 

fine arts, diminished among arts and science, and 

significantly lower among business respondents. The 

strongest groups combined to exceed the original 4 in 5 

ratio while 2 out of 3 business respondents agreed. 

That students should serve on assessment committees 

is strongly supported by all teaching areas. The issue 

for this analysis then seems to be why support is much 

weaker from business than the other teaching areas. 

Discussion on student meraJaership presented earlier 

in this chapter suggested that collegial traditions in 

higher education promoted student participation, with 

some obvious restrictions. It seems possible that among 
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business respondents collegiality may be less valued 

because of the practices and values of the business 

discipline itself. That is, students are not part of the 

chain of command or organizational structure, and 

therefore should not have the authority to participate in 

making decisions that affect the organization (refer to 

Table 22). 

Table 22: Student membership on assessment planning 
committees is expected, by teaching area. 

Percentage 

Disagree* 

Agree* 

Chi-Square 
Statistic 
p=0.00 

Bus iness 

33 

67 

100% 

Art; s/Sci 

23 

77 

100% 

Educ 

11 

89 

100% 

DF 
12 

Fine Art 

14 

86 

100% 

Value 
37.44 

*The "Disagree" option has been combined with the 
"Strongly Disagree" responses. The "Agree" option 
has been combined with the "Strongly Agree." 

More than half of all respondents agreed that 

student assessment is a valid method to measure teaching 

effectiveness (refer to Table 19). Analysis between 

administrators and faculty demonstrated that there was 

considerable disagreement on this fundamental academic 

issue. Among faculty respondents, a narrow majority 

(51%) disagreed with the suggestion that assessment is a 



82 

valid method. Administrators held a significantly 

opposed view, with 7 out of 10 in agreement. 

This statement brings into focus a continuing 

controversy between the faculty and the administration: 

Should there be oversight of the faculty effort? If yes, 

then what form or method would yield valid results? An 

additional issue also emerges. Why is there such a great 

difference of opinion between groups that share the same 

basic education, strive towards the same objectives, and 

eventually occupy the same positions? 

Does the "big picture" or macro perspective of the 

institution influence perceptions about student 

assessment and other academic matters? This statement on 

measuring teaching effectiveness seeks a perception, in 

this case, from two groups with different vantage points. 

The nature of administrative service usually has one 

thinking and acting in ways to benefit the overall 

institution rather than only to benefit units within the 

institution. From the global vantage point of 

administrators, student assessment is a valid measure of 

teaching effectiveness. 

The faculty, generally sharing a narrower 

perspective, are usually concerned with their individual 

disciplines. Their responses to this effectiveness 

statement probably reflects a perception of their own 
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discipline. It seems normal that respondents with 

faculty assignments would be more evenly split on the 

issue because of the many disciplines represented. 

Table 23: Student assessment is a valid method to measure 
teaching effectiveness, by current assignment. 

Percentages Faculty Admin 

Disagree* 

Agree* 

51 

49 

100% 

30 

70 

100% 

Chi-Square DF Value 
Statistic 4 15.80 
p=0.00 

*The "Disagree" option has been combined with the 
"Strongly Disagree" responses. The "Agree" option 
has been combined with the "Strongly Agree." 

From the discussion it appears obvious that 

perceptions on whether assessment is a valid measure of 

teaching effectiveness were not independent of the 

variable of current assignment (refer to Table 23). 

Summary of Results 

The respondents to this study were mostly regular 

faculty members who were either tenured or on a 

tenure-track. A relatively small niimber of 

administrators, and administrators with faculty rank also 

participated. As indicated by the years of service at 
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their current institutions, and total years of service in 

education, the respondents were mature and experienced 

about faculty roles in academe. Among the respondents 

several academic teaching areas were represented 

including: business, education, arts and science, and 

fine art. The respondents also reported moderate rates 

of committee service (28%). 

With regard to the first research question 

concerning faculty perceptions of the issues related to 

student outcome assessment, it was found that at least 

70% of the respondents either agreed or strongly agreed 

with the following issue statements: 

Item 10, 86%. Planning for student outcome 

assessment should not proceed without strong faculty 

support. 

Item 18, 80%. Student participation in assessment 

planning is expected. 

Item 15, 76%. Knowledge of general education should 

be assessed. 

Item 12, 74%. Release time from teaching should be 

extended to faculty involved in planning for 

assessment. 

Item 13, 73%. Operational control of assessment 

should be assigned to the faculty. 
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Item 17. 73%. Locally prepared assessment 

instruments are preferred over commercial 

instruments. 

It was found that at least 70% of the respondents 

either disagreed or strongly disagreed with the following 

issue statements: 

Item 14, 81%. Assessment is expedited without 

faculty consultation. 

Item 8, 76%. Externally mandated programs have the 

same credibility as regularly developed programs. 

Several scaled statements generated even or nearly 

equal responses. On the issues of accountability to 

external agencies (52% disagreed), and whether assessment 

is a valid measure of teaching effectiveness (46% 

disagreed), there was neither significant consensus nor 

dissensus from faculty respondents. 

With regard to the second research question, there 

were 12 significant relationships (p<0.05) between a 

number of the scaled statements and selected demographic 

variables (refer to Appendix C). Four relationships were 

discovered at or below the one percent significance 

level. These highly significant relationships included 

faculty rank, teaching area, and current assignment. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, MAJOR FINDINGS, POLICY AND 

RESEARCH RECOMMENDATIONS 

Summary 

This chapter contains a brief summary of the overall 

study including the research rationale and the purpose of 

the study. Discussion of the research findings 

concentrates on those issue statements with the levels of 

agreement or disagreement discovered during analysis. 

Later in this chapter policy recommendations are 

discussed regarding those same statements with the 

strongest levels of agreement or disgreement. 

Research problem. In response to state, federal, 

and regional accrediting agency mandates requiring 

student outcome assessment. New Mexico four-year 

education institutions have started compliance processes. 

Considering these mandates, this study sought to 

determine: (1) perceptions of faculty issues related to 

student outcome assessment and (2) the relationship 

between faculty demographic characteristics and their 

perceptions on statements related to student outcome 

assessment. 

Purpose. One of the purposes of this study was to 

develop recommendations to improve assessment policy and 

86 
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practice. Another purpose was to increase the knowledge 

of faculty perceptions about: (1) accountability to 

accrediting and state funding agencies, (2) the 

credibility of programs developed through external 

mandates compared to programs that evolve through regular 

academic processes, (3) constraints that assessment 

imposes on the academic independence of faculty, (4) 

release time from teaching for faculty involved in 

planning and implementing student assessment, and 

(5) student assessment as a method to measure student 

achievement and the acceptability of assessment to 

faculty. 

Research Questions 

Two research questions were used to study this 

assessment issue. The first was to examine faculty 

perceptions on a variety of issues related to student 

outcome assessment (accountability to accrediting and 

state funding agencies, credibility of programs developed 

through external mandates compared to programs that 

evolve through regular academic processes, constraints 

that assessment imposes on the academic independence of 

faculty, release time from teaching for faculty involved 

in planning and implementing student assessment, and 

student assessment as a method to measure student 
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achievement and the acceptability of assessment to 

faculty). 

The second research question examined the 

relationship of selected faculty demographic 

characteristics, such as current assignment, faculty 

status, current rank, years at current institution, and 

total years of teaching experience with faculty 

perceptions of student outcome assessment. 

Methodology 

The methodology used to study faculty perceptions on 

assessment was a mailed survey instrument. Statements 

collected from faculty consultations, assessment 

literature, assessment conferences, and institutional 

governance literature generated twelve statements that 

were considered by the respondents. The statements were 

scaled using the terms "Strongly Disagree," "Disagree," 

"Neutral," "Agree," and "Strongly Disagree." Demographic 

information was also requested from the respondents. 

The subjects were 1,283 regular faculty members 

teaching at the six New Mexico four-year institutions 

(refer to Appendix A for the selected population 

characteristics of the New Mexico faculty). The list of 

faculty members was derived from campus telephone books, 

catalogs, department publications, and personal contacts. 
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During September, 1990 the "free mail-back" instruments 

were sent to the faculties. A second mailing was 

completed during January, 1991. The final response rate 

for the survey was 51 percent. 

Major Findings 

This section examines the results by each of the two 

research questions. Findings for the statements are 

arranged in descending order of agreement or 

disagreement, from high to low. Only those issue 

statements in which 70% or more faculty either agreed or 

strongly agreed, or disagreed or strongly disagreed are 

discussed in the sections that follow. 

Regarding research guestion 1. Eighty-six percent 

of the respondents perceived that planning or initiating 

student assessment should not proceed without strong 

faculty support. The strong sentiment for planning with 

faculty support implies that administrations 

contemplating student outcome assessment should develop 

and implement policies, if they do not already exist, 

that assure faculty ownership. 

Besides being objects of assessment, students were 

expected to provide input about planning for assessment, 

according to 80% of the respondents. Students 

participate in many other forums within the institution 
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and could provide pertinent information from the student 

perspective. Issues on method and procedure would be 

appropriate for student input, rather than assessment 

content and interpretation. 

All entering students should undergo assessment of 

their general education, and, before graduating should 

have their academic major assessed (the issue of normed 

versus locally prepared instruments is discussed later in 

this section). The respondents accepted this concept as 

indicated by the substantial margins. More than 3 out of 

4 (76%) were in favor of general education assessment. 

Most respondents (74%) considered faculty release 

time from teaching assignments necessary for proper 

involvement with planning student outcome assessment. 

One could anticipate that faculties would find it 

difficult to maintain teaching loads and also initiate 

and sustain the effort needed for credible student 

assessment. Even though a strong majority of respondents 

favored release time, it probably would not become an 

"all or nothing" issue. Faculties realize that release 

time is usually contingent upon funding. Salaries, 

cost-of-living increases, merit pay, and promotions are 

also contingent upon funding. 

The philosophy of academic independence is closely 

associated with the faculty's ownership and control of 
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academic programs. Operational control of student 

assessment as it affects the curriculum, is essentially a 

faculty responsibility. This opinion is shared by nearly 

3 out of 4 (73%) respondents in this study. The faculty 

should assign, or at least endorse the assignment, of the 

person with overall responsibility for assessment 

activities. 

Although the respondents concurred with the concepts 

of assessing general education using normed tests, and 

assessing the specific academic major using normed tests 

or a "capstone experience," there was strong support for 

locally prepared instriiments. Nearly 3 out of 4 (73%) 

agreed that locally prepared instruments were preferred. 

Perceptions about nationally normed versus locally 

prepared instruments revealed a strong preference for the 

latter. 

The respondents disagreed (81%) that exclusion of 

faculties from student outcome assessment planning 

expedites or facilitates assessment implementation. The 

assessment process would probably encounter serious 

shortcomings without faculty leadership on issues such as 

deciding which, if any, curriculum components could be 

adequately measured by commercial instriiments. 

The credibility of student assessment programs is 

diminished when such programs are an outgrowth of 
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external mandates according to 76% of the respondents. 

Programs or coursework in the regular curriculum have the 

advantage of faculty acceptance and active support. 

Perceptions about credibility could be shaped by faculty 

involvement in planning for student assessment. 

Regarding research guestion 2. This part of the 

study was designed to determine the effect of 

cross-analyses of certain demographic variables with the 

scaled issue statements. There was also the intent to 

determine the extent of independence of the demographic 

variables when analyzed by the scaled statements. To 

shorten the presentation of results only those 

differences which were highly significant (p<.01 level) 

were discussed (refer to Appendix A for 12 statements 

that were significant at the p<0.05 level). 

Teaching area or discipline was among the most 

discriminating variables in this study. Responses to the 

scaled statements by teaching area were not as 

independent as with other demographic variables. For 

example, the fine arts faculty were evenly divided on the 

issue of student assessment as a threat to academic 

independence. The other teaching areas disagreed by 

substantial margins averaging nearly 3 out of 5 

respondents (58%). There were also significant 

differences by teaching area on the issue of student 
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membership on assessment committees. Business recorded a 

significantly lower approval rate than the other areas: 

Only two out of three business respondents (67%) agreed 

compared to 4 out of 5 (80%) on average for the other 

teaching areas. 

Current assignment. The respondents in this study 

were either faculty members, administrators, or 

administrators with faculty tenure. Although they share 

many higher education objectives and responsibilities, 

they often disagree on many issues that affect higher 

education. On whether student assessment is a valid 

measure of teaching effectiveness, administrators agreed 

at the rate of 7 out of 10 (70%), while faculty members 

disagreed by only a narrow margin (51%). 

Committee Service. An early objective of this study 

was to determine if current institutional governance 

processes in New Mexico universities placed equitable 

cross-sections of constituents on student assessment 

planning and implementation committees. It was 

anticipated that perceptions affecting assessment could 

or would be formed through committee service. As 

discussed earlier in this chapter, a strong majority of 

the respondents favored student outcomes assessment, but, 

there was a distinct difference in the rate of acceptance 

if reporting "Yes" to committee service. Analysis of the 
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statement on whether general education should be assessed 

revealed a 9 percent difference between respondents based 

on committee service. Those who had served on assessment 

committees were more likely to support assessment of 

general education than those who had not served. 

Similarly, those who had served on assessment committees 

were more likely to consider student assessment a valid 

indicator of teaching effectiveness. 

Current Faculty Rank. Besides rates of 

participation on assessment committees, this study sought 

to determine if faculty rank or assignment was a factor 

in committee service or a factor when cross-tabulated 

with other scaled variables. The data revealed that 

associate professors served on assessment committees at a 

significantly higher rate than the other ranks. 

Predictably, proportionately more administrators than 

faculty served on assessment committees. The 

ramifications of these findings is that administrative 

points-of-view were more likely to be heard and 

implemented rather than considerations important to the 

faculty. 

It was also important to determine if senior faculty 

members (professor and associate professor) perceived 

different responsibilities toward assessment compliance 

compared to assistant professors. For most of the scaled 
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statements, there were significant differences in the 

rate of agreement or disagreement, measured by rank. For 

example, there were different perceptions regarding the 

statement on accountability to external agencies and 

whether traditional faculty roles had been supplanted. 

Assistant professors and professors agreed while 

associate professors disagreed with the statement. This 

seems to be in contrast to earlier analysis that revealed 

committee service to be a factor in producing proponents 

of student assessment. Associate professors were more 

likely to have served on assessment committees than 

either assistant or full professors. Assessment 

committee service and other experience within the 

academic sector could have heightened their awareness of 

administrative encroachment into curricular matters. 

Policy Recommendations 

There are eight policy recommendations that follow 

from eight issue statements related to student outcome 

assessment. They are discussed in the following 

paragraphs. 

Planning or initiating student assessment should not 

proceed without strong faculty support. Faculties should 

be at the fore front of any assessment effort, 

particularly if assessment is being externally mandated. 
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They must have and know that support from the highest 

level of the institution is available to them. At the 

outset, faculty committees should be established to study 

available criteria and decide on initial priorities. 

Faculty leadership at this early stage promotes support 

from the faculty constituency- Besides department or 

discipline-level committees, the academic sector should 

establish an institution-wide committee, chaired by an 

experienced, active faculty member to lead the assessment 

effort. Junior and senior faculty as well as 

administrators, staff professionals, and other key 

personnel should participate. 

Student assessment effort should involve 

organizations, such as student affairs, to facilitate the 

overall project and promote campus-wide support. Faculty 

efforts would undoubtedly be stronger if coupled with the 

efforts of practitioners in student affairs. 

Student membership on assessment planning committees 

is expected. One would agree that students, as a 

constituency have little or no input on academic matters. 

As consumers, however, students are nearly as formidable 

as the faculty. Student can and should serve on 

institution-level assessment committees. There are few 

other sources that can provide accurate student 

perspectives on assessment, or other student oriented 
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issues. Depending on the size of the prime assessment 

committee, one or more students selected by their 

constituent senate should be invited and made welcome on 

the committee. Student input at the department level 

should be actively invited. 

Assessing knowledge of general education using 

normed tests should be reguired of all entering students. 

Most entering freshmen have already experienced a 

standardized achievement test during their last year in 

high school. Students who do not have achievement scores 

should undergo testing that produces scores that can be 

referenced or matched with high school achievement 

instruments. This strategy provides a valid entry-level 

general education score for all beginning student. 

Release time from teaching assignments should be 

extended to faculty members involved in planning for 

student assessment. Administrators should allocate funds 

for release time that is sufficient to manage the student 

load in a given academic unit. Funds for this effort 

should be new moneys rather than forcing academic units 

to "make do" with existing allocations. A major reason 

for faculty release time associated with student outcomes 

assessment is to construct assessment instruments. 

Release time is also necessary to manage other aspects of 

the assessment model not assigned to staff professionals. 
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Analysis of results is but one example of a time 

consuming process even when standardized instruments are 

being used. 

Operational control of assessment activities should 

be assigned to the faculty rather than to a staff 

administrator. Faculty support and credibility among the 

faculty are two of many reasons for faculty control of 

the assessment effort. Academic councils or 

constituencies should formulate policy that requires 

control of the assessment effort to rest within the 

academic sector. Operations should be directed by a 

senior faculty member complete with staff and clerical 

support. Accrediting agencies suggest that assessment 

duties and responsibilities warrant a position equivalent 

to an academic dean. 

Locally developed assessment instruments for major 

or discipline testing are preferred over commercial 

instruments. Issues such as faculty release time and 

whether locally prepared assessment instruments should be 

used are two of the more time-consuming, fractious 

discussions associated with student outcome assessment. 

Academic units should have the option, and the funding, 

to implement an assessment model best suited for their 

discipline. 
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A major reason for faculty release time associated 

with student assessment, as noted in a previous 

paragraph, is to construct assessment instruments. The 

real decision then, is whether to use locally prepared 

instruments or commercial instruments: Faculty release 

time becomes a secondary issue. As noted in the 

"Tennessee Experience," disciplines initially attempt to 

construct their own instruments, and after an investment 

of considerable time, effort, and money, they changed to 

a commercial instrument. Certainly, if the discipline is 

so unique that commercial instruments do not exist, there 

is no real decision to make beyond whether or not to 

comply. 

Continuing the discussion on locally prepared 

instruments, there are other underlying factors affecting 

these decisions. The subjects responded that the 

credibility of programs depend largely on the derivation 

of said programs. Consider then, that student assessment 

of general education and academic majors is a valid 

educational objective, and that assessment is a valid 

measure of teaching effectiveness: Both objectives 

recorded a majority of the respondents in agreement. In 

this light then, would a wary academic department 

actively seek to measure itself against a national 

standard through a commercial instrument? The department 
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would probably first choose to create a locally prepared 

instrument. 

Planning and implementing assessment is expedited 

without faculty consultation. As discussed in a previous 

paragraph and in Chapter IV, assessment efforts without 

faculty consultation would probably be unsuccessful. To 

diminish possible perceptions of weak motivation or 

recalcitrance by faculties, administrations and high 

level academicians should promote faculty leadership and 

faculty control of the assessment effort. 

Student assessment programs developed to comply with 

external mandates have the same credibility as programs 

developed for the regular curriculum- Faculty ownership 

and control should reduce the stigma of externally 

mandated programs- Administrators should seek adequate 

funding for the assessment effort including money for 

release time, faculty seminars, and trial assessment 

models. This strategy may encourage faculties to raise 

the assessment effort to parity with regular programs-

Suggestions for Future Research 

Future projects on student assessment in New Mexico 

should focus on small academic units rather than the 

total faculty population- Issues of interest would 

include how the unit decides on their assessment 
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instruments and to what extent do standards within the 

discipline, on a national basis, affect their decision. 

What other criteria are used for the selection, and, what 

effect does release time or funding have on the decision? 

Other constituencies within higher education are 

important to the overall success of an institution. 

Concerning student outcome assessment, it would be 

valuable to know the perceptions of students and of the 

professional staffs involved with assessment. Input from 

these constituencies about methods and procedures, could 

increase understanding as to how assessment affects the 

given institution. 

Validating student outcome assessment through 

longitudinal studies would be beneficial to all 

constituencies in higher education. The objective would 

be to determine the extent of predictability or 

reliability one can expect from student outcome 

assessment. The subjects for the study could be students 

who are at risk academically- Inputs for the research 

would be the variety of standardized tests and 

demographic data routinely collected on most students. 

Methods for tracking students after graduation or if they 

leave for other reasons would be the real challenge of 

such a project. 
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Conclusion 

Student outcome assessment has moved beyond the 

"buzzword" stage into the mainstream of higher education. 

Federal education agencies have mandated assessment with 

oversight and enforcement through regional accrediting 

agencies and state legislatures. Recognizing the intent 

of accrediting agency and state legislative mandates, 

some higher education administrations have pushed into 

student outcome assessment without adequate faculty 

leadership. Other administrations are immobile, perhaps 

waiting for faculty leadership to emerge, but reluctant 

to call attention to student outcome assessment. 

While the perspectives reported in this study flow 

from faculty and administrators at New Mexico four-year 

institutions, their views are probably common to higher 

education nationally. From this study, faculty 

viewpoints on student outcome assessment may be used to 

improve assessment policies and practice in New Mexico, 

and may also help to inform the debate about assessment 

nationally. 
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Table A.l Regular assigned faculty at New Mexico 4-year 
institutions, excluding graduate and teaching 
assistants (February, 1991). 

Faculty Number Percent 
by Rank (%) 

34% 

28% 

29% 

4% 

4% 

Professor 

Associate 

Assistant 

Instructor 

Lecturer 

Total 

618 

510 

519 

73 

75 

1,795 
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Dear Educator: June, 1990 

This year academic performance of higher education will be 
"reported" to the citizens of New Mexico. Student 
assessment relating to institutional outcomes is one of 
several components to be reported. For most cases student 
assessment is administering to all new freshmen a 
standardized instrument that measures general education. 
The same instrument is re-administered one or two years 
later in order to measure change. Considering the necessity 
for input from several on-campus constituencies the desired 
level of participation from the faculty is difficult to 
determine. 

The project seeks to determine the extent of faculty 
participation on the issues of student assessment. The 
questions relate to your perception, experience, and 
recommendations for faculty involvement in planning and 
implementation of student assessment. 

Would you please take a few minutes from your busy schedule 
to respond to the questions? Thank you. 

Chester Haughawaut 
Planning & Analysis 
Eastern New Mexico University 
(505) 562-2467 
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Please check applicable boxes. 

1. Your Current Assignment: 

; I a. Faculty 

2. Faculty Status: 

l_J a. Tenured 

3. Your Current Rank 

I I a. Professor 

I I d. Lecturer 

LJ b. Administrator 

Db. On-track 

Administrator with facultv rank 

Other 

I i b. Associate Professor 

! ! e. Instructor 

i •• c. Assistant Professor 

I I r. Other 

4. Number of years you have been a faculty member at your lnsatuUon._ 

5. Total years of teaching experience. 

6. My teaching area Is In the College- or School of . Please write In. 

7. Do you or have you served on a committee designated to plan or Implment assessment programs? ^ Yes CjNo 

Please indicate your level of agreement to the roUowing statements by circling the appropriate number on the 
scale. 

(1) Disagree Strongly (2) Disagree (3) Neutral (4) Agree (5) Agree Strongly 

S. Accountability to external agencies supplants traditional faculty roles to advise school admlnlstraUons. 1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 9. Student assessment programs developed to comply with txtemai mandates have 
the same credibility as programs developed for the regular curriculum. 

10. Planning or Initiating student assessment should not proceed without strong faculty support. 

11. Academic Independence Is threatened by student assessment programs 

12. Release time from teaching assignments should be extended to faculty members Involved In 
plannmg for student assessment 

13. Operational control of assessment acUvlUes should be assigned to the faculty rather than to a staff 
administrator. 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 14. Planning and Implementing assessment Is expedited without faculty consultation. 

15. Assessing knowledge of genera] educaUon using normed tests should be required of all entering students. 1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 16. A.sse3s!ng knowledge of the spedflc academic major using normed tests, or a "capstone experience" 
should be required before a student graduates. 

17. Locally developed assessment Instruments for major or discipline testing are preferred over 
commercial Instruments. 

1 2 3 4 5 

IS. Student membership on assessment planning committees Is expected. 1 2 3 4 5 

19. Student assessment Is a valid method to measure teaching elTectlveness. 1 2 3 4 5 

20. If you were to make one recommendaUon to Implement or Improve student assessment what would It be? 
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Table C.l: Accountability to external agencies supplants 
traditional faculty roles to advise school 
administrations, by current assignment. 

Percentages Faculty Admin 

Disagree* 

Agree* 

52 

48 

100% 

60 

40 

100^ 

Chi-Square 
Statistic 
p=0.04 

DF 
4 

Value 
9.96 

*The "Disagree" option has been combined with the 
"Strongly Disagree" responses. The "Agree" option 
has been combined with the "Strongly Agree." 

Table C.2: Operational control of assessment activities 
should be assigned to the faculty rather than 
to a staff administrator, by current 
assignment. 

Percentages Faculty Admin 

Disagree* 

Agree* 

25 

75 

100% 

34 

66 

100% 

Chi-Square 
Statistic 
p=0.02 

DF 
4 

Value 
11.83 

*The "Disagree" option has been combined with the 
"Strongly Disagree" responses. The "Agree" option 
has been combined with the "Strongly Agree." 
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Table C.3: Assessing knowledge of general education using 
normed tests should be required of all 
entering students, by current assignment. 

Percentages Faculty Admin 

Disagree* 

Agree* 

23 

77 

00% 

30 

70 

100% 

Chi-Square DF Value 
Statistic 4 9.82 
p=0,05 

*The "Disagree" option has been combined with the 
"Strongly Disagree" responses. The "Agree" option 
has been combined with the "Strongly Agree." 

Table C.4: Academic independence is threatened by student 
assessment programs, by current assignment. 

Percentages Faculty Admin 

Disagree* 

Agree* 

59 

41 

100% 

75 

25 

100% 

Chi-Square DF Value 
Statistic 4 9.60 
p=0.04 

*The "Disagree" option has been combined with the 
"Strongly Disagree" responses. The "Agree" option 
has been combined with the "Strongly Agree." 
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Table C.5: Accountability to external agencies supplants 
traditional faculty roles to advise school 
administrations, by teaching area. 

Percentage 

Disagree* 

Agree* 

Chi-Square 
Statistic 
p=0.03 

Bus iness 

67 

33 

100% 

Art s/Sci 

50 

50 

100% 

Educ 

53 

47 

100% 

DF 
12 

Fine Art 

63 

27 

100% 

Value 
23.02 

*The "Disagree" option has been combined with the 
"Strongly Disagree" responses. The "Agree" option 
has been combined with the "Strongly Agree." 

Table C.6: Planning and implementing assessment is 
expedited without faculty consultation, by 
teaching area. 

Percentage 

Disagree* 

Agree* 

Chi-Square 
Statistic 
P=0.03 

Bus iness 

71 

29 

100% 

Art s/Sci 

81 

19 

100% 

Educ 

83 

17 

100% 

DF 
12 

Fine Art 

89 

11 

100% 

Value 
22.43 

*The "Disagree" option has been combined with the 
"Strongly Disagree" responses. The "Agree" option 
has been combined with the "Strongly Agree." 
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Table C.7: Assessing knowledge of the specific academic 
major using normed tests, or a "capstone 
experience" should be required before a 
student graduates, by teaching area. 

Percentage 

Disagree* 

Agree* 

Chi-Square 
Statistic 
p=0.04 

Bus iness 

26 

74 

100% 

Art s/Sci 

31 

69 

100% 

Educ 

24 

76 

100% 

DF 
12 

Fine Art 

24 

76 

100% 

Value 
21.57 

*The "Disagree" option has been combined with the 
"Strongly Disagree" responses. The "Agree" option 
has been combined with the "Strongly Agree." 

Table C.8: Student assessment programs developed to 
comply with external mandates have the same 
credibility as programs developed for the 
regular curriculum, by teaching area. 

Percentage 

Disagree* 

Agree* 

Chi-Square 
Statistic 
p=0.04 

Business 

63 

37 

100% 

Art s/Sci 

78 

22 

100% 

Educ 

75 

25 

100% 

DF 
12 

Fine Art 

93 

7 

100% 

Value 
22.06 

*The "Disagree"' option has been combined with the 
"Strongly Disagree" responses. The "Agree" option 
has been combined with the "Strongly Agree." 
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Table C,9: Planning or initiating student assessment 
should not proceed without strong faculty 
support, by teaching area. 

Percentage 

Disagree* 

Agree* 

Chi-Square 
Statistic 
p=0.05 

Bus iness 

71 

29 

100% 

Art s/Sci 

81 

19 

100% 

Educ 

83 

17 

100% 

DF 
12 

F ine Art 

89 

11 

100% 

Value 
21.14 

*The "Disagree" option has been combined with the 
"Strongly Disagree" responses. The "Agree" option 
has been combined with the "Strongly Agree." 

Table C.IO: Planning and implementing assessment is 
expedited without faculty consultation, by 
current rank. 

Percentage 

Disagree* 

Agree* 

Chi-Square 
Statistic 
p=0.02 

Assist 

85 

15 

100% 

Assoc 

79 

21 

100% 

DF 
8 

Prof 

79 

21 

100% 

Value 
18.00 

*The "Disagree" option has been combined with the 
"Strongly Disagree" responses. The "Agree" option 
has been combined with the "Strongly Agree." 
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Table C.ll: Accountability to external agencies supplants 
traditional faculty roles to advise school 
administrations, by committee service. 

Percentage 

Disagree* 

Agree* 

Chi-Square 
Statistic 
p=0.04 

Yes 

85 

15 

100% 

DF 
4 

No 

79 

21 

100% 

Value 
10.18 

*The "Disagree" option has been combined with the 
"Strongly Disagree" responses. The "Agree" option 
has been combined with the "Strongly Agree." 

Table C.12: Academic independence is threatened by 
student assessment programs, by committee 
service. 

Percentage 

Disagree* 

Agree* 

Chi-Square 
Statistic 
p=0.04 

Yes 

68 

32 

100% 

DF 
4 

No 

59 

41 

100% 

Value 
10.24 

*The "Disagree" option has been combined with the 
"Strongly Disagree" responses. The "Agree" option 
has been combined with the "Strongly Agree." 






