
Program Review and Assessment Committee 
 
Thursday, September 11, 2003 
1:30-3:00 p.m., UL 1116 
Joyce Mac Kinnon, Chair 
Karen Johnson, Vice Chair and Recorder 
 
 
AGENDA – 

 
1. Approval of May Minutes (attached)........................................J. Mac Kinnon 
2. Welcome ........................................................... Charles Bantz and T. Banta 
3. Update on student eportfolio (including conversations with Ivy Tech 
  State College), and AAC&U Summer InstituteS.Hamilton and S. Kahn 
4. Discussion of PRAC Mission/Observations 
 regarding PRAC Annual Reports ...................................... K. Johnson 
5. Volunteers for Subcommittees ................................................J. Mac Kinnon 
 Grants Review 
 Student ePortfolio 
 Performance Indicators for Teaching and Learning 
 Program Review 
6. Adjournment ............................................................................J. Mac Kinnon 
 
 
MINUTES -  
 
Present: W. Agbor-Baiyee, D. Appleby, S. Avgoustis, S. Baker, T. Banta,  
K. Black, D. Boland, P. Boruff-Jones, C. Dobbs, S. Hamilton, M. Hansen,  
L. Houser, K. Johnson, E. Jones, S. Kahn, L. Kasper, J. Kuczkowski,  
J. Mac Kinnon, S. Milosevich, K. Morrow, H. Mzumara, J. Orr, M. Plummer,  
I. Queiro-Tajalli, E. Sener, J. Smith, C. Souch, R. Vertner, C. Yokomoto 
 
After the members introduced themselves, Chair Joyce Mac Kinnon welcomed 
everyone to the first meeting of the new academic year. 
 
The minutes of the last meeting were approved as written. 
 
AAC&U Summer Institute: 
 
Susan Kahn reported on the Summer Institute of the Association of American Colleges 
and Universities (AAC&U).  The Institute is part of that organization’s Greater 
Expectations theme, which focuses on improving undergraduate learning.   Our team’s 
project centered on the ePortfolio, and members attended a series of meetings as well 
as formal presentations.  The topics on which they worked included the Senior 
Academy’s role in evaluating students’ ePortfolios, the technological requirements for 



the pilot implementation of the ePort, and student and faculty training needs.  Our 
team’s final report was well received by the Institute team, and a copy is appended to 
the minutes. 
 
 
ePortfolio: 
 
Sharon Hamilton praised the Institute team for its fine work and offered a report on 
progress with the ePort since last spring’s final PRAC meeting.   
 
Hamilton reported that Marcia Baxter Magolda’s Workshop on Development of Student 
Learning (held on August 11) was a success, with 42 attendees.  Work included 
development of prompts for reflective writing and discussion of issues and questions 
about the ePortfolio.  Meanwhile, ePortfolio team members met with Ivy Tech faculty 
and staff for an exploratory discussion of ePort for Ivy Tech students, modified to their 
learning goals (which closely map onto our PULs).  The Ivy Tech team expressed 
interest in further conversations and possibly a pilot project possibly in the fall of 2004. 
 
Hamilton further reported that the IUPUI ePort pilot is taking place in two Thematic 
Learning Communities this fall, including a usability study with students and faculty.  
Lecturer Jan Dewester has been appointed OPD Faculty Fellow to study the usability 
features and potential for enhanced learning from the student perspective and usability 
and feasibility from the faculty perspective, as well as to report on any issues or 
concerns raised during the pilot phase.   
 
In conjunction with course transformation, the ePortfolio received dedicated tuition dollar 
funding to hire programmers to develop the technological infrastructure and to provide 
support for the pilot project, for student focus groups, and for professional development.  
The programmers are being hired now and will start as soon as possible. 
 
Further work has concerned development of principles to guide the ePortfolio:   

• Intellectual property: 
o Students own the artifacts they upload onto the portfolio, and have full 

control over permission to view; 
o Faculty own their grades and comments on student work, and have full 

control over permission for them to be used in the ePort 
 

• Commitment/Compliance: 
o Commitment rather than compliance model 
o Similar to Oncourse, we are consulting with faculty, students, and staff to 

build the best infrastructure we can, drawing upon the best that is being 
developed in the country but focusing on our IUPUI campus culture and 
our PULs. 

 
 
 



The ePortfolio team is building the infrastructure so that it will be usable and 
customizable according to the needs of academic programs and departments; the 
default “matrix” is the learning matrix based on the PULs, but the specific goals of any 
particular department or professional school may be either cross-indexed with the 
PULs, or developed in a separate matrix.  Initial efforts are targeting first year students 
in thematic learning communities because of the opportunity for them to be introduced 
to the PULs and the Oncourse/ePort technology as part of the learning community and 
then have evidence of learning to upload from at least three different subject areas. 
Expansion will be entirely voluntary, as it was with Oncourse. There will be information 
available from those who pilot and then continue to use the ePort in order to help faculty 
and students decide how ePort can support their teaching and learning.  Modifications 
and refinements will be ongoing, based on feedback from students and faculty. 
 
The faculty and staff involved in working on the e-Portfolio project include:   

• EPort Core Team: Jay Fern, Sharon Hamilton, Susan Kahn, Stacy Morrone 
(with Jan Dewester as a Faculty Fellow for 2003-2004) (meet biweekly) 

• EPort Management Team: ePort Core Team plus Vic Borden (IMIR), 
Mary Fisher (Faculty Governance), Joyce Mac Kinnon (PRAC); Howard 
Mzumara (assessment of effectiveness of ePort); Michelle Verduzco 
(Students) (will meet quarterly) 

• PRAC Subcommittee: will meet as they determine 
• Communities of Practice: Funded multidisciplinary faculty communities 

exploring and sharing strategies for integrating the PULs into discipline-specific 
learning; working to refine campus expectations for learning in relation to the 
PULs; and providing suggestions and advice as they determine appropriate to 
the ePort core in relation to the PULs (to begin in 2004) 

 
Sam Milosevich pointed out that mechanisms for compliance need to be built in from the 
start so that people won’t be surprised, and Hamilton replied that individual units will be 
able to decide what, if any, use they wish to make of the ePort system, so that neither 
PRAC nor the ePort development team will need to ensure compliance.  She pointed 
out that specific departments or schools could, however, decide to require faculty and 
students to participate.   
 
Joe Kuczkowski raised the question of the University’s role in setting and enforcing 
guidelines for appropriateness of uploads in the ePort.  He pointed out that some 
students have misused Oncourse.  He also asked how long the portfolios would remain 
online.  Could the ePort be part of an orientation for transfer students?  Hamilton replied 
that the question of guidelines is being approached from two directions:  (1) faculty 
development in the guiding of students to appropriate assignments to upload.  (2)  
administrative work with Kenny Cruz on a disclaimer, which would state that students 
select and are responsible for what is in their portfolios.  Further, items with no date and 
stamp will be identified as not necessarily legitimate course assignments.  A student’s 
ePort will be maintained for as long as the student maintains alumni membership (which 
they get free for the first year after graduation).   Hamilton also added, in response to 
the question about orientation, that the portfolio template will have avatars programmed 



with student voices to orient transfer and new students to use of the ePortfolio system.  
Because of Ivy Tech's new program, transfers from there will not need orientation.  
Meanwhile, electronic portfolios like ours are proliferating across the country as more 
and more students transfer once or twice in their college careers; many will be bringing 
electronic portfolios with them. 
 
Drew Appleby congratulated Sharon and team members on their flexibility. 
 
Milosevich recommended that the avatars in the orientation program talk about 
professionalism and appropriateness. 
 
 
PRAC Mission and PRAC Annual Reports: 
 
Karen Johnson reviewed the revised PRAC mission statement and led a discussion on 
the PRAC Annual Reports, which are the most immediate concern.  She pointed out 
that everyone has done an excellent job of leading their units in providing clear 
accounts of how they evaluate student work, and that part of the overall report has 
received commendations.  Now we need to add information about how faculty members 
and departments are acting on the information they receive from evaluating their 
students.  Faculty are increasingly burdened, and it is important to make the on-going 
assessment process as easy and painless as possible, so she requested suggestions 
from the Committee about what might work best in getting this information.  A number of 
excellent suggestions were offered, but, because this recorder was leading the 
discussion, she did not note all of the names of the commenters.  She apologizes to 
those whose names are not recorded here.   
 
Charlie Yokomoto pointed out that, as in working with students, it is important to set 
high expectations but also to make those expectations clear and to be available to help.  
He briefly recounted his experience in making “house calls” to departments in his 
school, and reported that they worked but did not have much carryover.  He suggested 
that monthly meetings of the persons responsible for their departments’ reports might 
help, both in stimulating activity and in sharing strategies.  It is also important to have 
direct involvement of the deans in making sure that faculty understand that they must 
participate in assessment.   
 
It was suggested that PRAC get permission from those who have done especially good 
jobs with their reports to give their names as contacts for those who ask for help.   
 
Catherine Souch pointed out that program reviews are often a strong stimulus for 
reporting.  She asked if there might be more guidance concerning which units or 
departments can use the “short form” and which need to continue work on the full report 
form.   
 



Drew Appleby described the APA Online Mentoring Service, which maintains an 
expertise list for its members to consult; it is organized by specific areas of concern.  
Perhaps we might institute such a list. 
 
Betty Jones raised the issue of tenure-track faculty, who must emphasize the work that 
will support their tenure cases best.  She suggested that we look into informing them of 
the uses and value of assessment and of the ways in which it can develop into research 
projects that are fundable and publishable. 
 
Erdogan Sener closed the discussion with the comment that no matter how well we 
work, the faculty as a group must accept the need for assessment.  They must realize 
that the collection of data benefits them. 
 
 
Chancellor Bantz’s Presentation: 
 
Chancellor Bantz arrived at 2:30.   He expressed his pleasure at the extraordinarily 
good reception that our accreditation report received.  One of his former colleagues was 
on our team, and she mentioned to him that our teaching and learning section was 
especially good.   He noted IUPUI’s obligation of civic engagement and said that he 
talks to faculty about how in no other context would people be allowed just to say that 
their work has been accomplished.  He advocates highlighting successes but also 
frankly confronting difficulties.  He has noticed that some faculty resist because setting 
guidelines for assessment automatically privileges specific aspects of their disciplines.   
He is particularly pleased in beginning his work at IUPUI that so many faculty are willing 
to work on PRAC and on assessment.   
 
Questions: 
 
Drew Appleby asked if Bantz thought it would be possible to create motivation by having 
assessment included as part of the tenure process.  Bantz replied that the way to do 
this would be for units to build in statements about assessment and ensure that they are 
binding in decision-making.  The issue of consistency in setting promotion and tenure 
guidelines was raised.  Trudy Banta said that we do have some language about 
assessment in promotion and tenure guidelines, but this could be expanded and 
emphasized.   
 
Joe Kuczkowski suggested that Bantz can send the message that assessment is part of 
good teaching.  He also pointed out that some people are brought in for specific 
research foci, and cannot thus highlight the scholarship of teaching and learning in their 
promotion and tenure cases.   
 
 
 
 
 



PRAC Subcommittees: 
 
Joyce Mac Kinnon announced that more volunteers are needed for our four 
subcommittees.  All PRAC members should e-mail Banta or Mac Kinnon with their top 
three choices.   
 
 
Article: 
 
Trudy Banta passed out an article on new ways of assessing student learning.   
 
 
There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned.   
 
 
Karen Ramsay Johnson 
Recorder 



IUPUI Campus Team Report 
 

3rd Annual Greater Expectations Institute on 
Campus Leadership for Student Engagement, Inclusion, and 

Achievement 
 
IUPUI is an urban, commuter campus of 29,000 students dispersed among 
more than 20 academic and professional schools. The seemingly fragmented 
nature of the campus-- with so many different academic programs and so 
many working students with little time to learn with others outside the 
classroom—has made retention an ongoing challenge.  A series of focused 
efforts has led to substantial increases in the past several years, however. 
Among these efforts are a number of initiatives intended to improve student 
learning and student engagement in learning:  
 

• To bring coherence to our undergraduate curriculum, as well as to 
meet the general education needs of the many diverse professional 
and academic schools on the IUPUI campus, we developed and 
adopted six Principles of Undergraduate Learning (PULs) intended to 
permeate the undergraduate curriculum and co-curriculum across the 
campus.  

• We have been working for the past decade to explicitly integrate these 
PULs with discipline-specific learning outcomes, and to document 
and assess both improvement and achievement in student learning in 
relation to these PULs. We have also recently begun to consider ways 
to integrate the PULs with co-curricular goals and activities, 
particularly as we are now building residences for our predominantly 
commuter students. We are also developing an electronic student 
portfolio to document and assess growth and achievement in these 
PULs. We are at the point where we need to develop policies and 
procedures for coordinating, implementing, and assessing these 
initiatives to promote student learning.  

 
FOCUSES:  We recently received funding through an internal grant to pilot 
and implement our electronic student portfolio, beginning in Fall 2003. Our 
team at the AAC&U Summer Institute worked on developing policies and 
procedures for the pilot and subsequent phases of implementation of the 
portfolio.  We considered such issues as integration of curricular and co-
curricular learning; faculty governance; assessment plans and policies; and 
faculty development and student development needs, especially in relation to 
the technology infrastructure. More specifically, we focused on: 
 
Developing a plan for the piloting and implementation of the portfolio, with  
attention to the following areas: 
 
1. Integration of curricular and co-curricular learning 



 
2. Faculty governance issues 
3. Assessment plans and policies 
4. Faculty Development Needs 
5. Student Development Needs 
6. Technological Functionality 

 
ACTIONS 
 
Stakeholders: 
 

1. Clearly identify the groups of stakeholders who will be involved/affected—e.g., 
students, faculty, faculty governance and other relevant committees, advisors 

2. Clearly articulate the benefit of the portfolio to each stakeholder group 
 
Communicating and marketing the portfolio initiative: 
 

1.  Identify campus media/venues that might be effective in communicating about 
the portfolio to each stakeholder group 

2. Develop mock-up of completed matrix, incorporating intentionally inclusive work 
samples, to present to various groups for endorsement 

3. Develop streamlined presentation for stakeholder groups 
4. Seek PRAC (Program Review and Assessment Committee) review and 

endorsement of levels of development of the PULs for the Learning Matrix  
5. Ask Office of Multicultural Faculty Development and Student Life and Diversity 

to help ensure that portfolio supports identity affirmation for each student 
6. Ask PRAC members to advise their schools about defining “advanced” levels of 

each PUL 
7. Invite GEx team to present levels of matrix to Faculty Council Executive 

Committee for endorsement 
8. Seek endorsement of matrix levels from Office of Academic Affairs and ensure 

that Dean of Faculties champions the project to the Deans’ Council 
9. Seek “champions” to support the project in each school (possibly from faculty 

who were involved in defining matrix levels) 
10. Consider possible motto:  “Show me the learning!” 

 
Training: 
 

1. Develop training procedures for groups who will be using/assessing the 
portfolios—e.g., faculty, students, Senior Academy responders, advisors 

2. Involve Office of Part-Time Faculty in training 
3. Create strategies for ensuring that training incorporates issues of multicultural 

competence 
 
Planning and piloting the portfolio: 
 



1. Consider reframing and renaming the project:  the “Learning Matrix” instead of 
“ePort” 

2. Provide a set of operating principles for the project—e.g., “Cultural inclusiveness 
needs to pervade all aspects of the project”; include attention to security, privacy, 
and intellectual property issues 

3. Ask PRAC representatives and Office of Planning and Institutional Improvement 
to identify level of PULs implementation for each school 

4. Develop Gantt Chart for project management 
5. Develop prompts for student reflections geared to successive levels of 

development of competence in the PULs; ensure that prompts are multiculturally 
inclusive 

6. Specify possible types of co-curricular and extracurricular work samples that 
students might include in their portfolios; who will assess these submissions? 

7. Develop initial technology infrastructure for pilot 
8. Develop pre- and post-PULs questionnaire for students 
9. Identify support resources for non-digitized matrix submissions (e.g., videotapes) 
10. Develop action plans for each stakeholder group during pilot phases 
11. Situate Fall ’03 pilot in two Thematic Learning Communities, beginning October 

2003 
12. Identify and begin working with Beta Testing Users’ Group 
13. Implement Bug-Tracking Database 

 
Beyond pilot: 
 

1. Use pilot to identify sustainability issues and develop plan for expanding use of 
the portfolio 

2. Define process for tracking students who participate in initial pilot 
3. Develop procedures for evolving the Learning Matrix into a lifelong, professional 

portfolio 
4. Consider issue of awarding academic credit for completing introductory and 

intermediate levels of PULs 
5. Consider transfer student issues 
 

TIMEFRAME FOR ACTION 
 
1. Team continues to meet 

a.   Identify guiding principles for project 
b. Create timeline for action (mid-fall) 
c. Identify responsible parties 

2. Finalize deadlines for PUL levels 
3. Create model matrix entries 
4. Program initial version of portfolio for pilot 
5. Create tutorial for pilot students 
6.  Develop Communication Plan 

a. Present at Learning Communities Colloquium early Spring ‘04 
b. Present at Moore Symposium Spring ‘04 



7. Beta Testing 
8. Fuller implementation by Fall 2004 
9. Training Plan 

a. Faculty Training – Fellowship Position – Jan DeWester 
b. Student Training 
c. Mentor Training 
d. Advisor Training 
e. Support Professionals 

10. Marketing Plan 
a. Develop Headlines, Bumper Stickers, Colloquium, Orientation 
b. Identify Marketing Wizards 

i. Harriett Bennett 
c. Additional funding sources? 

11. Anticipated rollout 2005 
12. Faculty Fellowships for Curriculum Transformation 
13. Team Visits to All Schools for buy-in 
14. Address security concerns 

 
ASSESSMENT/EVALUATION OF PROGRESS 
 
Detailed evaluation plan already developed for purposes of internal grant proposal.  
Includes multiple methods, including both formative and summative assessment and 
evaluation, surveys, focus groups, identification of technology problems, assessment 
issues, logistical issues. 
 
WHAT YOU MIGHT CONSIDER AS YOU DEVELOP YOUR PLAN 
 

1. Campus Partners 
a. “Culture Keepers” 
b. Office for Professional Development, including Center for Teaching and 

Learning, Office of Multicultural Professional Development, Office of 
Part-Time Faculty 

c. Faculty Governance 
d. Student Life and Diversity Programs 
e. University College 
f. Early Adopters  
g. Major Critics 

2. Campus Strengths 
a. Atmosphere for innovation 
b. Multicultural diversity of faculty, staff, students 
c. Support of Leadership 
d. Superior Technical Resources 
e. Information-Rich Environment 
f. University College role in integrating undergraduate education 
g. Collaborative Governance Model 
h. Consensus on the PULs 



i. Project clearly tied to institutional mission and strategic plan 
j. Track record of success with innovation 
k. Success of Institutional Portfolio as a Model 
l. Glowing Accreditation Evaluation 

3. Obstacles to Success 
a.   Multicultural diversity of faculty, staff, students 
a. Possibly too aggressive timeline 
b. Insufficient collaboration with stakeholders 
c. State support of education 
d. Possible ideological resistance from some sectors 
e. Possible personnel Resource loss 
f. Dependence on OSPI initiative progress 
g. Failure to achieve endorsement of project from major constituencies 
h. Unknown direction of system and campus leadership 
i. Failure to bridge the digital divide 



Program Review and Assessment Committee 
 

Thursday, October 9, 2003 
1:30-3:00 p.m., UL 1126 
Joyce Mac Kinnon, Chair 
Karen Johnson, Vice Chair and Recorder 
 
 
AGENDA –  

 
1. Approval of September minutes .......................................................J. Mac Kinnon 
2. Campus diversity indicators.............................................. K. Rome and K. Morrow 
3. Our assessment report—How we did it ................................................ K. Johnson 
4. Discussion of PRAC priorities and activities for 2003-04..................J. Mac Kinnon 
5. Volunteers/suggestions for presentations at future meetings ...........J. Mac Kinnon 
6. Brief meeting of PRAC subcommittees 
7. Adjournment .....................................................................................J. Mac Kinnon 
 
 
MINUTES –  
 
Present:  W. Agbor-Baiyee, S.Baker, T.Banta, K. Black, D. Boland, P. Boruff-Jones, C. 
Dobbs, M. Hansen, L. Houser, K. Johnson, E. Jones, L. Kasper, J. Kuczkowski, J. Mac 
Kinnon, M Meadows, D. McSwane, K. Morrow, H. Mzumara, M. Plummer, I. Queiro-
Tajalli, K. Rome, E. Sener, J. Smith, C. Souch, E. Udry, R. Vertner, C. Yokomoto, N. 
Young 
 
 
The minutes of the September meeting were approved as written. 
 
Campus Diversity Indicators: 
 
Kevin Rome and Katie Morrow gave a report on the IUPUI Diversity Indicators, 
beginning with the formation in 2000 of the Diversity Cabinet.  Its members, who include 
the Chancellor, Vice Chancellor Whitney, and faculty and community representatives, 
built on the work of Planning and Institutional Improvement staff in creating a set of 
performance indicators.  The Cabinet works with senior central and school 
administrators and key faculty members in refining the campus mission statement and 
developing a set of goals for each mission component as well as for diversity.  Evidence 
of progress was identified, and the institutional research staff identified data that are 
already being generated and those that could be added, as well as, for each, the 
resources that would be needed for their addition.  The Diversity Cabinet reviews the 
available data and evaluates institutional performance for each indicator, as well as for 
the strategic goal.  The rubric used incorporates the familiar Green/Yellow/Red symbols.  
Individual rankings for the various indicators are available on the web at 
http://www.iport.iupui.edu/performance/perf_diversity.htm.  The unit’s overall ranking is 



currently yellow, but the next evaluation will take place shortly, and since the unit has 
implemented the Diversity Cabinet’s recommendations, higher rankings are expected.  
Given the relative youth of the project, however, time must be allowed for improvements 
to take effect.   
 
Several diversity events, including the successful Diversity Fair, have taken place.  The 
Cabinet is working with Becky Porter on recruitment and with University College (UC) to 
create a joint position to be shared between Student Life and Diversity (SLD) and UC. 
 
As data relating to diversity initiatives are reported by the schools and units, the Cabinet 
will be looking at indicators so as to offer faculty a report on improvements across the 
board. 
 
Erdogan Sener inquired about terminology:  For IUPUI’s purposes, what is the definition 
of a minority?  Rome responded that, currently, the focus is on African-American and 
Hispanic populations, but the programs will move from this most immediately critical 
base to serve the student body at large.   
 
Joe Kuczkowski asked if we are looking at target groups and their specific needs, and 
there followed a discussion of the political ramifications of the term “targeted programs.”  
Rome pointed out that while the Cabinet is beginning with a more limited focus on 
African-American males, the clear mandate is to move beyond this focus, taking these 
projects as pilots for expanded ones.  The intention is not to create race-based 
programs.   
 
The person who is hired for the joint appointment between SLD and UC will work initially 
with African-American males, but will be setting up a program of mentoring that will not 
be limited in its application to that group.  William Agbor-Baiyee suggested that we be 
direct in acknowledging the sources of resistance to targeted programs.  Betty Jones 
noted that many of the data components presented to us are quantitative, focusing on 
enrollment and graduation statistics for example, and she wondered if the Diversity 
Cabinet is working also on fostering effective interactions between the groups on 
campus.  Morrow replied that it is, and that much of this information is available on the 
web site.   Rome pointed out that the Diversity Cabinet set priorities and that enrollment 
came first.  Joyce Mac Kinnon asked how interested individuals could get involved or 
express opinions, and Rome said that individuals can respond to any of the materials on 
the web site.  He also welcomes contact from any individual and promises to take input 
to the Diversity Cabinet. 
 
 
Our Assessment Report—How We Did It: 
 
Karen Johnson discussed the Department of English’s work on the PRAC report form.  
She described the special challenges faced by the Department due to its size and 
diversity of specialization.  The Department faculty began early to work on assessment, 
but then allowed the process to lapse until two years ago, when it began anew.  The 



faculty tried a number of ways to elicit both data and faculty participation in the process.   
Early obstacles included the changes in the department since the initial work had been 
done, the difficulty of finding quantitative measures for work that is largely in essay form 
rather than in objective testing, and the general feeling among the faculty that, as their 
work loads increased, they would need to take time away from teaching to report on 
teaching.  An additional difficulty that quickly emerged was that, while the faculty did not 
feel that they had time to participate actively in assessment, they were also hesitant to 
leave reporting to a small group of people.  After a false start, the Department achieved 
a great deal of success by forming an ad hoc committee to look at department goals 
and objectives and to consolidate these wherever possible.  Various sub-disciplines 
within the Department created grids in which they identified the major skills and bodies 
of knowledge that students need and determined what aspects of those larger goals 
should be addressed at which level—freshman, sophomore, and so forth.  This process 
went well, and the members of the subcommittee were able to report to their colleagues 
that the process had been rewarding.  Meanwhile, Johnson, charged with completing 
the PRAC form, sent a new request for information, this time phrasing the request in 
terms that had emerged as faculty talked about their own perceptions of their work and 
including prompts to remind faculty of work that they might not view as immediately 
relevant to assessment.  Most of the faculty in the department provided excellent 
information for most of the categories.   
 
As the English Department moves forward, we plan to use Yokomoto’s house call 
strategy to involve those faculty who are still resistant, to continue to stress the positive 
benefits of assessment, particularly its potential to save, rather than expend faculty 
time.  Other strategies will include making sure that goals for improvement are framed 
realistically so that faculty can be encouraged with clear evidence of progress and that 
our assessment is placed within a context that acknowledges the extent to which factors 
beyond our control will shape our ability to fulfill particular goals.   
 
Betty Jones suggested that the Department request a consultant from the Office of 
Planning and Institutional Improvement who might help the Department locate the kinds 
of data to support its claims. 
 
Michele Hansen pointed out that contextualization is done in the program review 
process and that useful strategies might come from reviewing that process. 
 
 
Discussion of PRAC Priorities and Activities for 2003-04: 
 
Joyce Mac Kinnon led a discussion on PRAC priorities and presentations for future 
meetings.  She noted that Nancy Chism, Sharon Hamilton, and Charlie Yokomoto will 
present at the November meeting, and asked for volunteers for presentations or for 
suggestions for topics that PRAC should consider.  Members also received a handout 
on possible activities and priorities (attached to the minutes).  Michele Hansen could 
present or lead a discussion of models of evaluation, focusing on outcome assessment.    
Suggestions for PRAC activities include: 



 
• looking at the areas—research and graduate rates—in which Chancellor 

Bantz wants to double our current statistics, and locating data to help the 
conversation on doubling move forward. 

 
• looking closely at the context for our graduation rate--how long is it taking and 

how many actually graduate? 
 

• examining the situations of transfer students to consider the support that 
IUPUI offers them. 

 
• creating an assessment web site with resources so that people who need 

something can go to one central location.  We might also highlight 
assessment successes on the site. 

 
• reexamining the promotion and tenure policies and practices to ensure that 

assessment is valued in practice as well as in the guidelines. 
 

• revisiting the question of whether or not the campus should have an 
undergraduate curriculum committee and/or a core curriculum and to what 
extent this issue is within the purview of PRAC. 

 
• investigating statewide plans for curriculum alignment and the Governor’s 

Roundtable. 
 
Further suggestions are welcome, and can be e-mailed to Banta, Mac Kinnon, or 
Johnson. 
 
 
Brief Meeting of PRAC Subcommittees: 
 
The four subcommittees met briefly at the end of this meeting to choose chairs and 
begin their planning processes. 
 
The meeting was, effectively, adjourned as the various groups completed their tasks. 
 



Possible PRAC Activities and Priorities for 2003-04 
(distilled from PRAC’s own recommendations, 

from the NCA review team, and from the 
PRAC Executive Committee with thanks to Susan Kahn) 

1. Increase involvement of faculty, students and deans in assessment (eg: by providing
access to assessment expertise; assisting faculty to incorporate PULs and their
assessments into syllabi and courses)

 
NOTE: We discussed some mechanisms for providing assistance at the Sept 03 PRAC
meeting; refer to minutes.

2.  Improve rewards and incentives for assessment (eg: P&T decisions; teaching awards and
honors)

NOTE: We have scheduled Nancy Chism to attend our November meeting to talk about
criteria for P&T; the executive committee met with Richard Turner who will be sharing
written information with PRAC on this topic.

3.  Continue and complete work on performance indicators for teaching and learning.

NOTE: PRAC has a subcommittee in this area.

4.  Consider a “transition course or transition experience for transfer students entering with
significant credits

5.  Improve the campus infrastructure for assessment.

NOTE: Do we want to recommend a core curriculum; do all schools have assessment
committees; do we need a university wide curriculum committee?.

6.  Disseminate the results of assessment.

NOTE: Could we have a newsletter which would highlight achievement in this area?

02Feb06S:\ldurr\PRAC\2003-2004\Minutes\October\PRAC goals 2003-04.wpd



Program Review and Assessment Committee 
 

Thursday, November 6, 2003 
1:30 to 3:00 p.m., UL 1126 
Joyce Mac Kinnon, Chair 
Karen Johnson, Vice Chair and Recorder 
 
 
AGENDA –  

 
1. Approval of October minutes ............................................................J. Mac Kinnon 
2. CLASSiFY/faculty development in assessment/documenting  
 assessment work for P&T.........................................................................N. Chism 
3. Update on e-Port ..................................................................................S. Hamilton  
4. Assessment web site discussion ......................................................J. Mac Kinnon 
5. Assessment overview and curriculum discussion......................................T. Banta 
6. Adjournment .....................................................................................J. Mac Kinnon 
 
 
MINUTES –  
 
Present:  W. Agbor-Baiyee, D. Appleby, S. Baker, T. Banta, K. Black, D. Boland, P. 
Boruff-Jones, C. Dobbs, S. Hamilton, M. Hansen, K. Johnson, S. Kahn, L. Kasper, J. 
Mac Kinnon, D. McSwane, S. Milosevich, K. Morrow, E. Sener, R. Vertner, and N. 
Young 
 
The minutes of the October meeting were approved as written. 
 
The first item of business was a presentation by Nancy Chism about the CLASSiFY 
Project.  CLASSiFY is part of the Carnegie Clusters Project; it is part of Phase 3 of the 
Carnegie Academy for the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning.  Since these 
affiliations provide no financial support, the Office of Professional Development is 
looking for funding from FIPSE for the IUPUI portion of the project. 
 
The CLASSiFY Mission is to  
 

• Identify common first-year learning outcomes used across disciplines and 
institutional types--including curricular, co-curricular, and first year seminar 
outcomes. 

• Through Scholarship of Teaching and Learning (SoTL) projects, develop, field 
test, and share a collection of effective and efficient approaches for assessing, 
measuring, and documenting student achievement of common first-year learning 
outcomes. 

 
 
 
 



Goals for 2003-4 
Identify common, core learning outcomes for the first year curriculum and co-curriculum 
in the areas of writing/written communication, critical thinking, and civic engagement 
 
Goals for 2004-5 
Identify common, core learning outcomes for the first-year curriculum and co-curriculum 
in the areas of oral communication, quantitative literacy, and diversity. 
 
Objectives for Both Years 
 

• Develop explicit, common standards--expectations for achievement--for those 
common outcomes. 

• Identify the best available measures--commercial and home-grown--for 
assessing those outcomes. 

• Adapt existing measures and develop new ones, where required, to meet the 
common needs of Core Members. 

• Develop assessment strategies for triangulating course-level--or analogous co-
curricular learning measures--with other relevant, routinely collected data from 
grades, placement tests, surveys, etc. 

• Design and implement modular training programs—on-line and face-to-face—in 
assessment and SoTL to prepare campus participants to develop, adapt, and 
field-test standards, measures, and strategies. 

• Share experiences and outcomes of the Cluster’s efforts through disciplinary 
societies, regional and national association conferences, and higher education 
listservs, websites, and publications. 

• Share institutional and cluster findings with researchers from The National 
Project on the Future of Higher Education, The Policy Center on First Year of 
College, The National Survey of Student Engagement, etc. 

 
The Carnegie CLASSiFY project has identified a set of learning outcomes related to 
Civic Engagement, and a final task will be to look for ways to measure whether or not 
students have achieved these learning outcomes and then engage our faculty or that at 
fellow institutions in SoTL to assess these outcomes and measures. 
 
Susan Kahn inquired about overlap with the ePort and whether or not this project could 
use that format.  Chism felt that the format could "fit nicely." 
 
Trudy Banta asked who will do this work?  Chism responded that it would primarily be 
done by learning communities, the SoTL group, and the Center for Service and 
Learning.  PRAC members are welcome to be involved, also. 
 
Karen Black asked if the project can continue without funding, to which the answer was 
a resounding yes, although it will proceed more slowly. 
 
Banta noted that to the extent that the civic engagement component grows out of PULs, 
it would be important for PRAC members to be involved. 
  



Faculty development in assessment/documenting assessment for P&T: 
Nancy Chism then led the group in a discussion of means for recognizing assessment 
in promotion and tenure decisions.   She noted opportunities for making assessment 
visible through PRAC and the Office for Professional Development (OPD).  Various 
grants, for example, are available. Joyce Mac Kinnon expressed concern that our 
committee has done a lot of work and asked what reward structure exists for this work?  
How can PRAC members present their work so that it will be recognized and rewarded?   
She noted that members need to present their work properly and need also to assist in 
creating an environment in which this work will be rewarded.  Chism pointed out that 
she has oriented the campus P and T committee to how to evaluate teaching cases.  
She also said that membership on PRAC will be a means to document service 
contributions in this area.  Donna Boland reported that, in the Nursing School, they often 
take a value added approach, emphasizing what was accomplished and how that work 
contributed to a larger dialogue.  Susan Kahn noted that some impact is being 
documented in the School PRAC reports.  William Agbor-Baiyee asked if the major 
issue is assessment in general or assessment of academic programs?  Kahn 
responded that part of the difficulty lies in the range of subjects, and Chism added that 
program evaluation is central, suggesting that perhaps we might do more with this 
evidence. 
 
Update on e-Port: 
Sharon Hamilton provided an update on ePort.  A copy of the new brochure available 
from her office. She presented the preliminary plan for assessment of ePort, focusing on 
Planning Process, Impact, Use, Now and Later, and Cost.  This process will explain 
what specific aspects will be assessed, by whom, how and when.  It will begin in Spring-
Fall 04 and will continue through the life of ePort.  Mandates, if they come, will be at 
school, department, or professional program level.  She then presented a sample of 
what an individual portfolio might look like, stressing the many options for customization 
that students will have. 
 
Hamilton also introduced a new IUPUI project, the Communities of Practice.  This 
project offers faculty an opportunity to participate in multidisciplinary scholarly 
discussions about teaching and learning in relation to the PULs.  Four communities will 
be funded during the 2004 calendar year:  critical thinking, integration and application of 
knowledge, understanding society and culture, and values and ethics.  Faculty may 
apply and, if accepted, will receive a $500 stipend.  Faculty in each community will 
discuss their PUL and do research and development activities related to it.  The project 
is co-sponsored by University College, the Office of the Dean of the Faculties, and the 
Office for Integrating Learning. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Assessment web site: 
Joyce Mac Kinnon led a discussion about the possibility of creating an assessment web 
site.  She pointed out that PRAC does not have the resources (time and money) to 
create and keep up a website.  She asked the group to suggest other vehicles (such as 
the PRAC listserv) that might serve the same purpose.  Erdogan Sener said that 
Engineering and Technology is in the process of creating an assessment web site of its 
own; he asked if other Schools are doing this and suggested that PRAC might maintain 
links to such sites. Michele Hansen said that University College has such a site, but she 
noted that, in creating a site, groups must go through the Institutional Review Board.  
Susan Kahn requested that any unit that creates such a site send her a link.  Kahn also 
reported that a new iteration of the institutional portfolio is in progress. Nancy Young 
reported that she has a “Director’s Corner” site on Oncourse for her program in 
Dentistry and suggested the possibility of a similar Assessment Corner.  Mac Kinnon 
requested that members with other ideas notify her or Banta. 
 
Assessment overview and curriculum discussion: 
Trudy Banta presented an Assessment Overview and led a discussion on curriculum 
issues.  She gave an overview of the recent history of undergraduate curriculum 
committees at IUPUI.  The Council on Undergraduate Learning, which was not 
conceived as a true undergraduate curriculum committee, was disbanded approximately 
three years ago, in the hope that PRAC and APPC could take on its charge.  PRAC, 
however, has not been able to take on any new work.  Meanwhile, APPC has been 
reviewing new programs.  In the near future, the Faculty Council Executive Committee 
will begin discussion of the need for a new undergraduate curriculum committee to look 
at overlap of courses and to consult with programs with similar needs.  Such a 
committee might foster collaboration to save money, which is especially important as 
our funding may be cut.  She asked the Committee to discuss whether or not there is a 
need for such a committee.  Sarah Baker, a member of the original CUL, does see such 
a need, particularly to deal with issues of overlap.  Baker added that interdisciplinary 
opportunities could be developed.   Karen Black noted that one value would be to foster 
an enhanced planning process for our undergraduate curriculum.   William Agbor-
Baiyee felt that the committee could be a forum for discussion of a common curriculum 
for the campus and provide a common framework to explore the question of whether we 
need a common curriculum and of how the PULs could fit in.  Sam Milosevich noted the 
benefit of bringing together departments, such as the 27 departments that now have 
"computer" or "information" in their missions.  Milosevich reiterated the importance of 
strategic discussion of common goals.  He further pointed out the need to be clear 
about the committee’s mandate and to give it a name that reflects that mandate.  Banta 
ended the discussion by pointing out that our focus now must be on how to cut back, for 
IUPUI has, literally, no more room to grow without an infusion of new resources. 
 
Russell Vertner reported on his outstanding experience at the 2003 Assessment 
Institute.  He particularly noted the presentation of the University of Charleston, which 
received a mandate to create an assessment program and did a great job from scratch. 
 
The meeting was adjourned. 



Program Review and Assessment Committee 
 

Thursday, December 11, 2003 
1:30 to 3:00 p.m., UL 1126 
Karen Johnson, Acting Chair 
Susan Kahn, Recorder 
 
 
AGENDA –  

 
1. Approval of November Minutes ............................................................ K. Johnson 
2. Assessment Overview ...............................................................................T. Banta 
3. Golden Books .....................................................................................C. Yokomoto  
4. Faculty and Student Responses to NSSE ..................................................S. Kahn 
5. PRAC Assessment Grants Discussion ................................................. K. Johnson 
6. Program Review—Mechanical Engineering ........................................Hasan Akay 
7. PRAC Subcommittee Reports for January ........................................... K. Johnson 
8. Adjournment ......................................................................................... K. Johnson 
 
 
MINUTES –  
 
Present:  W. Agbor-Baiyee, D. Appleby, T. Banta, D. Boland, P. Boruff-Jones, C. 
Dobbs, K. Johnson, S. Kahn, L. Kasper, D. McSwane, S. Milosevich, K. Morrow, H. 
Mzumara, M. Plummer, I. Queiro-Tajalli, E. Sener, E. Udry, R. Vertner, C. Yokomoto, 
and N. Young. 
 
Guests:  H. Akay and M. Wince 
 
 
Approval of November Minutes 
 
The November minutes were approved as written. 
 
 
Assessment Overview 
 
T. Banta passed out a PowerPoint presentation, “Outcomes Assessment:  An 
Introduction for Members of the Program Review and Assessment Committee.”  She 
explained that the presentation provides an overview of assessment and invited PRAC 
members to make use of it to introduce their colleagues to assessment.  She briefly 
reviewed the presentation, stressing that outcomes assessment takes a “second look,” 
once individual students’ work has been evaluated, across entire classes, programs, or 
departments to analyze larger patterns.  Assessors ask questions about what is being 
learned and what is not in order to analyze the strengths and weaknesses of a 
curriculum.  Assessment is a form of action research, a form of the Scholarship of 
Teaching and Learning. 
 



 

Banta also noted that PRAC members should be aware of two state-wide plans for 
education: 
 

• The Indiana Commission on Higher Education (ICHE) has released a higher 
education plan for the state that has been a year in the making.  Over 30 drafts of 
the plan were developed in order to incorporate the suggestions of 
representatives from Indiana’s higher education institutions.   

 
• The Governor’s Roundtable has issued a P-16 Plan.  The Roundtable was 

chaired by Stan Jones of ICHE and Suellen Reed of the State Department of 
Education.  It also included community representatives and representatives from 
P-16 institutions. 

 
Banta said she would send both plans to PRAC members by e-mail and asked that they 
read and consider the implications of the plans for IUPUI.  Discussion of these 
implications will occur at the January PRAC meeting. 
 
 
Golden Books 
 
C. Yokomoto provided a presentation on the “Golden Books” developed by faculty in the 
School of Engineering and Technology.  These annual volumes include all assessment 
documents produced by the school for a given year, including the annual PRAC report, 
thus allowing faculty to access the documents easily.  Every time a department or 
committee vote on an assessment issue is taken, Yokomoto writes a memorandum 
recording the vote for inclusion in the current Golden Book.  The books have been used 
for ABET accreditation as documentation of assessment processes and findings, 
although this was not their original purpose.  An examination of the books over the past 
six years reveals that while earlier volumes focus on development of assessment 
processes, later ones include more specific information and outcomes, including 
research on assessment by E & T faculty members. 
 
S. Milosevich asked about how E & T is able to get employers to respond to questions 
about the skills they need from graduating students.  Yokomoto replied that this is 
always very difficult.  Banta recommended inviting employers to focus breakfasts or 
other occasions where they meet in person for discussion since it is very difficult to get 
an acceptable response rate to paper surveys. 
 
Yokomoto also noted that E & T will soon have an updated assessment web site. 
 
 
Program Review—Mechanical Engineering 
 
H. Akay, chair of the Department of Mechanical Engineering, reported on the impact of 
a program review conducted in 1998.  The review of Mechanical Engineering was 
combined with a review of Electrical and Computer Engineering and took place in the 
same year as an ABET visit, with similar results; ABET typically looks only at 



 

undergraduate programs, however, and the program review covered graduate offerings 
as well. 
 
The program review team included two representatives from other universities, one 
industry representative, and two representatives of other IUPUI schools/departments.  
Recommendations included: 
 

• Developing recruitment and promotion strategies to increase enrollment, 
especially from local high schools.  The department has followed up on this. 

 
• Creating a new advising system, which the department has since done. 

 
• Tracking alumni activity and employment.  The department now tries to 

communicate more frequently with its graduates. 
 

• Giving more attention to developing students’ communication skills, both written 
and oral. 

 
• Systematically documenting student learning processes and outcomes, which is 

now underway. 
 

• Providing more support for teaching—e.g., using teaching assistants and 
graders—so faculty would have more time for research.  The department is still 
struggling with this issue. 

 
Overall, the team found that the department was doing a good job, considering its small 
size.  Team members were surprised by the lean operation of the department, 
commenting that faculty members needed more support staff and that their salaries 
were below national averages. They noted that the department was not large enough to 
sustain a major graduate program, a pre-requisite to national recognition.  The 
department is just now beginning to work on establishing a Ph.D. program in 
collaboration with Purdue-West Lafayette.   
 
Since the review, the department has strengthened its research function and developed 
a combined five-year B.S.-M.S. program, which should help attract more students.  
Akay noted that, in retrospect, the department should have done more at the time to 
capitalize on the recommendations of the review team by bringing them to the attention 
of upper administrators more frequently and persistently. 
 
I. Queiro-Tajalli asked how the department is preparing for its next accreditation visit in 
2005.  Akay responded that the department’s Assessment and Accreditation Committee 
is doing most of the work on the self-study. 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Faculty and Student Responses to the National Survey of Student Engagement 
(NSSE) 
 
S. Kahn, with help from M. Wince, Manager of Survey Research for the Office of 
Information Management and Institutional Research (IMIR), reported on the results of 
the 2002 administration of the NSSE at IUPUI and related items on the 2002 Faculty 
Survey.  (To understand how well students’ perceptions of their learning behaviors and 
experiences match faculty perceptions of what and how they are teaching, IMIR 
selected NSSE items and developed related questions for faculty on the 2002 Faculty 
Survey.)  Kahn passed out a draft research brief on “Student and Faculty Perceptions of 
Student Engagement in Learning at IUPUI,” along with comparisons of responses of 
IUPUI freshmen and faculty to NSSE items, comparisons of responses of seniors and 
faculty, and comparisons of responses of freshmen and seniors.  She explained that the 
NSSE asks freshmen and seniors about their involvement in “engaging” educational 
activities—i.e., activities that research has shown are likely to lead to positive learning 
outcomes.  Survey items ask students about their own learning behaviors, such as how 
much time they spend preparing for classes, as well as about the pedagogical 
approaches they have encountered. 
 
Survey responses overall suggest that students perceive themselves to be working 
harder than faculty perceive them to be; faculty believe that students are more 
frequently involved in “engaging” educational experiences than students report that they 
are; students report spending more time memorizing than faculty believe they are 
asking them to do; and seniors report greater involvement in engaging educational 
experiences than freshmen do.  Kahn offered several possible reasons for these 
disparities, including “attribution bias” and different interpretations of key terms and 
ideas by faculty and students.  These ideas may not fully explain all of the differences 
between students and faculty, however, 
 
D. Appleby offered several comments on the school-specific results for the School of 
Science.  He found some of the differences between student and faculty responses 
troubling, and he noted that students’ responses are based on what they do, while 
faculty responses depend on inferences about what students do based on their 
responses in class and on assignments.  The finding that 66 percent of SOS seniors 
say they frequently memorize material for the purpose of repeating it on assignments in 
basically the same form, while only 27 percent of SOS faculty say that they ask students 
to memorize was especially noteworthy.  He suggested that we may be evaluating how 
well students remember what we say more often than we think we are; for example, we 
may be asking students to repeat our critical thinking, rather than requiring them to think 
critically on their own.  Appleby passed out a recent article he wrote, “Three Degrees of 
Separation from Original Knowledge That Challenge Psychology Students as They 
Enter and Progress Through Undergraduate Studies,” which details the kinds of skills 
students need to acquire in order to progress beyond memorization. 
 
Banta suggested that faculty, departments, or schools might analyze their tests to 
determine what levels of Bloom’s Taxonomy are represented in test questions.   
 



 

PRAC Grants 
 
K. Johnson noted that we have not received any proposals for PRAC grants this year 
and asked members to think about how we might encourage colleagues to submit 
proposals. 
 
 
Adjournment 
 
The meeting adjourned at 3:30. 
 
 
Next Meeting:  January 22, 1:30-3:00, UL 1126 
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Outcomes Assessment
The process of providing credible
evidence of the outcomes of
higher education undertaken for
the purpose of improving
programs and services within the
institution.

Banta, T. W.



ASSESSMENT . . .

“a rich conversation
about student learning

informed by data.”

-- Ted Marchese --
AAHE



Assessment of Individual 
Student Development
Assessment of basic skills for use 
in advising
• Placement
• Counseling
Periodic review of performance 
with detailed feedback
End-of-program certification of 
competence
• Licensing exams
• External examiners



Key Results of Individual 
Assessment

Faculty can assign grades

Students learn their own 
strengths and weaknesses

Students become self-
assessors



A Second Look

Across students

Across sections

Across courses



Where is learning satisfactory?

What needs to be retaught?

Which approaches produce the 
most learning for which 
students?



Group Assessment 
Activities

• Classroom assignments, test, 
projects

• Questionnaires for students, 
graduates, employers

• Interviews, focus groups
• Program completion and placement
• Awards/recognition for graduates
• Monitoring of success in graduate 

school
• Monitoring of success on the job



Use of Results of Group 
Assessment

• Program improvement

• Institutional and / or state 
peer review

• Regional and / or national 
accreditation



Some Purposes of 
Assessment

1.  Students learn content
2.  Students assess own strengths
3.  Faculty improve instruction
4.  Institutions improve programs/services
5.  Institutions demonstrate accountability



Some external impetus is necessary 
to initiate outcomes assessment 

in higher education.



Outcomes Assessment 
Requires Collaboration

In setting expected program 
outcomes
In developing sequence of learning 
experiences (curriculum)
In choosing measures
In interpreting assessment findings
In making responsive improvements



Barriers to Collaboration 
in the Academy

1. Graduate schools prepare 
specialists

2. Departments hire specialists
3. Much of our scholarship is 

conducted alone
4. Promotion and tenure favor 

individual achievements --
interdisciplinary work is harder to 
evaluate



Campus Interest in 
Assessment

WHAT WORKS in….

increasing student retention?
general education?
use of technology in instruction?
curriculum in the major?



Some Evaluative Questions
If we undertake a new approach:

Is instruction more effective?
Are students learning more?

Are students more satisfied?
Are faculty more satisfied?

Do outcomes justify 
costs?



Good assessment is 
good research . . .

An important question
An approach to answer the 
question
Data collection
Analysis
Report

-Gary R. Pike (2000)



To Foster Collaboration
Name interdisciplinary committees
Read and discuss current literature 
on learning/assessment
Attend conferences together
Bring experts to campus
Share good practices
Work together on learning 
communities



Most Faculty Are Not Trained as 
Teachers

FACULTY DEVELOPMENT
Can Help Instructors:

Write clear objectives for student learning in 
courses and curricula
Individualize instruction using a variety of 
methods and materials
Ask questions that make students active
learners
Develop assessment tools that test higher 
order intellectual skills



Organizing for Assessment

Goal Course Measure Findings Uses

Write  Portfolio   

Speak  Speech   

Think  Test   

Find 
Information

 Project   
 

 



Taxonomy of Educational 
Objectives

(Bloom and Others, 1956)
Cognitive domain 

categories

Knowledge
Comprehension
Application
Analysis
Synthesis
Evaluation

Sample verbs for outcomes

Identifies, defines, describes
Explains, summarizes, classifies
Demonstrates, computes, solves
Differentiates, diagrams, estimates
Creates, formulates, revises
Criticizes, compares, concludes



Some General Education 
Objectives

Differentiate between fact and 
opinion
Gather, analyze, and interpret data
Apply ethical principles to local, 
national, global issues
Communicate ideas in writing 
effectively



Critical Assessment Questions
1. What should a major know and be able to 

do?
2. What curriculum experiences promote 

student attainment of
This knowledge?
These skills?

3. Are these experiences taking place?
4. How do we know students are attaining?

The knowledge?
The skills?



In each course

Written 
Paper

Group 
Project

Critical 
Thinking

Assessment
Methods

Teaching/
Learning
Strategy

Statement
Of

Competence



Planning for Learning and 
Assessment

1. What
general
outcome
are you
seeking?

2. How
would you
know it
(the
outcome)
if you saw
it? (What
will the
student
know or
be able to
do?)

3. How will
you help
students
learn it?
(in class
or out of
class)

4. How could
you
measure
each of the
desired
behaviors
listed in #2?

5. What are
the
assess-
ment
findings?

6. What
improve-
ments
might be
based on
assess-
ment
findings?



Direct Measures of Learning
Assignments, exams, projects, papers

Indirect Measures
Questionnaires, inventories, interviews

- Did the course cover these objectives?
- How much did your knowledge increase?
- Did the teaching method(s) help you 

learn?
- Did the assignments help you learn?



Start with Measures You 
Have

Assignments in courses
Course exams
Work performance
Records of progress through 
the curriculum



Organizational Levels for Assessment

National

Regional

State

Campus

College

Discipline

Classroom

Student



Fast Feedback
(at end of every class)

Most important thing learned
Muddiest point
Helpfulness of advance reading 
assignments for day’s work in class
Suggestions for improving class / 
assignments

Bateman & Roberts

Graduate School of Business
University of Chicago



Student Suggestions for 
Improvement

Install a portable microphone
Increase type size on 
transparencies
Leave lights on when using 
projector
Don’t cover assigned reading in 
detail
Provide more examples in class



Student Learning Oriented
Course Evaluation

1. Learners held high expectations for one 
another

2. Learners interacted frequently with 
others

3. Learners participated in learning teams
4. Learners respected diverse talents and 

ways of learning

-Cournoyer
Advances in Social Work – Fall 2001



Primary Trait Scoring
Assigns scores to attributes (traits) of a task

STEPS
Identify traits necessary for success in 
assignment
Compose scale or rubric giving clear 
definition to each point
Grade using the rubric



Can Develop a Research 
Paper

1. Narrows and defines 
topic

2. Produces 
bibliography

3. Develops outline
4. Produces first draft
5. Produces final draft
6. Presents oral 

defense

   
   
   

   
   
   
   

 

 

Unaccept
-able

Accept-
able

Out-
standing



Bibliography
Outstanding – References current, 

appropriately cited, representative, 
relevant

Acceptable – References mostly current, 
few citation errors, coverage adequate, 
mostly relevant

Unacceptable – No references or 
containing many errors in citation 
format, inadequate coverage or 
irrelevant 



Mapping Course Outcomes 
to Program Outcomes

6

7

5

4

3

2
1

Course 3Course 2Course 1Outcomes



Sophomore Competence in Mathematics
(Multiple choice responses & supporting 
work)

Score
3

2

1

0

Criterion
Clear conceptual understanding, consistent 

notation, logical formulation, complete 
solution

Adequate understanding, careless errors, 
some logic missing, incomplete solution

Inadequate understanding, procedural errors, 
logical steps missing, poor or no response

Problem not attempted or conceptual 
understanding totally lacking

Ball State University



Assessment in Sociology and 
Anthropology

Focus groups of graduating students
Given a scenario appropriate to the discipline, 
a faculty facilitator asks questions related to 
outcomes faculty have identified in 3 areas: 
concepts, theory, methods.
2 faculty observers use 0-3 scale to rate each 
student on each question
GROUP scores are discussed by all faculty

Murphy & Goreham
North Dakota State University



Assessment of Group 
Interaction

The Student Participant:
Listened to others 
Actively contributed to discussion
Challenged others effectively
Was willing to alter own opinion
Effectively explained concepts/insights
Summarized/proposed solutions

5=Consistently excellent
3=Generally satisfactory
1=Inconsistent and/or inappropriate



Capstone Course in Business

Comprehensive case study analysis
Graded using scoring rubric covering

writing skills
knowledge of historic and current theories 
and practice
ability to integrate tools and techniques 
from business specialties in analyzing the 
case

Olney & Menger
St. Mary’s University



Internships in Social Work
Evaluated against specific criteria by

• Students

• Faculty

• Field-based supervisors



Student Advisory Council at 
Montevallo

A way to provide continuous student 
assessment

Student Recommendations
1 Develop a statement of expected 

ethical behaviors for students
2 Add a second research course with 

lab
3 Increase comparative psychology
4 Add terminals for statistics lab
5 Increase opportunities for research, 

writing, and speaking



Assessing Student Growth
The Portfolio - Some Examples of Content

Course assignments
Research papers
Materials from group projects
Artistic productions
Self-reflective essays (self-assessment)
Correspondence
Taped presentations



Student Electronic Portfolio
Students take responsibility for 
demonstrating core skills
Unique individual skills and 
achievements can be emphasized
Multi-media opportunities extend 
possibilities
Metacognitive thinking is enhanced 
through reflection on contents

- Sharon J. Hamilton
IUPUI



Northern State University
1. Focus breakfasts with employers
2. Evaluations from internship 

sponsors
3. Alumni surveys

Identified weaknesses:
communication skills
computer skills
real-world experiences
interview skills
international experiences



Northern State University
Responsive Changes

Early assessment and remediation of 
communication skills
New intensive writing course
More practice in courses and 
proficiency test in use of technology
More credit for internships
More preparation for interviews 
More career exploration
More international experiences



Authentic Assessment
at

Southern Illinois University - Edwardsville

Business - Case Study Analysis with Memo
Education - Professional Portfolio
Psychology - Poster on Research Project
Engineering - Senior Design Project
Nursing - Plan of Care for Patient



Responses to Assessment
at

Southern Illinois University-Edwardsville
• Business – More case studies and research
• Education – More practice in classroom 

management
• Psychology – Curriculum change in statistics
• Engineering – More practice in writing and 

speaking
• Nursing – Simulation lab with computerized 

patients



Select or Design
Assessment Methods

1. Match with goals
2. Use multiple methods
3. Combine direct and indirect measures
4. Combine qualitative and quantitative    

measures
5. Consider pre - post design to assess gains
6. Use built-in points of contact with students



The Future
Need for evidence of accountability will 
increase
More faculty will recognize benefits of 
assessment
More electronic assessment methods will be 
developed
More sharing of assessment methods will 
take place
Faculty will learn more about learning and 
student learning will improve



Research Brief on Student and Faculty Perceptions 
of Student Engagement in Learning at IUPUI 

Draft 12/11/03 
 
 
The Surveys 
 
In Spring 2002, the Office of Information Management and Institutional Research (IMIR) 
sponsored the campus’s second participation in the National Survey of Student 
Engagement (NSSE), which queries freshmen and seniors about their involvement in 
“engaging” educational experiences—that is, experiences that research on learning 
connects to academic and intellectual growth in college.  During the same semester, the 
biannual Faculty Survey included a new section on “the classroom” that asked faculty 
about their own teaching practices and their perceptions of student learning behavior.  
Items in this section of the Faculty Survey were designed to mirror selected items on the 
NSSE, so that student and faculty perspectives on student engagement in learning could 
be compared.  Faculty who taught freshman-level or advanced-level courses were asked 
to respond to the items with a particular class in mind, so that their responses could be 
compared with either the freshman or senior sample groups. 
 
The Issue 
 
Do IUPUI students experience the curriculum the way faculty members intend them to 
do so?  Peter Ewell distinguishes between the “designed” curriculum—the curriculum as 
planned by the faculty—and the “experienced” curriculum—the curriculum that consists 
of “what students actually do.”  The best assessment systems, according to Ewell, are 
“especially configured to detect discontinuities” between what faculty plan and what 
students experience (Ewell,1997).  IMIR’s pairing of the NSSE and the Faculty Survey is 
intended to detect exactly such discontinuities, in order to help faculty members and 
departments better align curriculum and teaching with what and how they wish students 
to learn. 
 
The NSSE Sample 
 
The 2002 NSSE survey was administered to a stratified random sample of 3,385 
freshmen and seniors.  Completed questionnaires were received from 1,314 
respondents, including 458 (34.5 percent) freshmen and 856 (65.1 percent) seniors.  
The overall adjusted response rate for the 2002 NSSE was 39 percent.   
This rate was comparable to other Doctoral Intensive institutions (38 percent) and 
slightly better than other urban institutions (36 percent), but lower than the NSSE 
national average of 41 percent.  Response rates varied by school, with the Columbus 
campus having the highest response rate (62 percent), and Herron having the lowest 
response rate (33.1 percent).   
 
Like other student surveys of this type, the 2002 NSSE over-represented females and 
under-represented males.  Among freshmen, women constitute 75 percent of the 
respondents, but only 59 percent of the population.  Among seniors, 69 percent of 
respondents were women, who make up 60 percent of the population. 
  
Ten percent of freshmen and 11 percent of senior respondents were African-American, 
percentages that are fairly representative of the total population.  About three-quarters of 
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freshman respondents were nineteen and under, in line with the percentage of these 
students in the freshman population.  One-third of senior respondents were between 20 
and 30 and another third were over 31, making the senior sample slightly younger than 
the senior population.  Because of these discrepancies between the sample and the total 
population, particularly in the case of gender, caution should be exercised in 
generalizing these results. 
 
Highlights of Findings 
 
Comparison of students’ responses to NSSE items with faculty responses to similar 
items on the Faculty Survey yields several patterns: 
 

• For the most part, students perceive themselves to be working harder than 
faculty perceive them to be (see, for example, responses to “prepared two or 
more drafts of a paper or assignment before turning it in” and “came to class 
without completing readings or assignments”).  Nonetheless, on a question about 
time spent preparing for class, both freshmen and seniors report spending much 
less time than faculty say they expect.  The gap is even wider between faculty 
and seniors than between faculty and freshmen: faculty members expect seniors 
to spend more than twice as much time preparing for class than seniors say they 
do. 

 
• Faculty believe that students are more frequently involved in “engaging” 

educational activities than students report that they are (see, for example, 
responses to “discussed ideas from your reading or classes with faculty 
members outside class” and “received prompt feedback from faculty on your 
academic performance”). 

 
• Faculty and students responded similarly to items involving the use of technology 

for teaching and learning. 
 

• Faculty and students responded similarly to items that asked about “mental 
activities” or types of assignments, except that students report spending much 
more time “memorizing facts, ideas, or methods” than faculty believe they are 
asking students to do. 

 
• Seniors report more involvement in engaging educational experiences than 

freshmen on almost every item (e.g., asking questions in class, making class 
presentations, working on assignments with classmates outside class, using e-
mail to communicate with instructors).  The one exception is in the area of 
advising, which seniors rate more poorly than do freshmen. 

 
Interpretation 
 
How can we explain the differences in faculty and student responses?  Possible causes 
might include: 
 

• The “self-serving bias”—a type of what social psychologists call “attribution bias,” 
defined as the tendency most of us share “to take credit for positive behaviors or 
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outcomes but to blame negative ones on external causes” (Baron and Byrne, 
1991).   

 
• Different interpretations of key terms and ideas—e.g., what does it mean to 

“complete readings” or to “prepare two or more drafts of a paper”?  Does 
“memorize” mean the same thing to a freshman that it does to a faculty member?  
Does “prompt feedback” mean the same thing? 

 
It’s difficult to say, however, whether these factors or other differences in interpretation 
account for all of the disparities between student and faculty perceptions.  For example, 
how can we explain the large gap between faculty and student ratings of advising?   
What explains the disparities between faculty and student responses to the question on 
time spent preparing for class?   
 
Suggested Follow-Up 
 
Individual school reports can provide a starting point for discussions among faculty or 
between faculty and students that may be helpful to both groups.  Whether a school’s 
report varies from the campus-wide results or is largely consistent with them, a number 
of follow-up actions are possible: 
 

• Individual faculty members may wish to discuss school- and campus-wide results 
with their own students and classes to clarify expectations and perceptions. 

 
• Departments and schools might consider holding focus groups of students.  

 
• Committees with assessment responsibilities at the school and department levels 

should examine school results carefully and attempt to implement improvements, 
when they appear to be warranted. 

 
The combination of the NSSE and the Faculty Survey provides an opportunity to gain 
insight into differences between the “designed” and the “experienced” curriculum.  We 
should take advantage of this opportunity and consider assessment methods that might 
build on this study to illuminate these differences even further.  
 

 

 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 



E&TE&T’’S ASSESSMENT S ASSESSMENT 
RESOURCE BOOKRESOURCE BOOK

A.K.A. E&T GOLDEN BOOKA.K.A. E&T GOLDEN BOOK

Presentation made to the Presentation made to the 
IUPUI Program Review and Assessment CommitteeIUPUI Program Review and Assessment Committee

Dec. 11, 2003Dec. 11, 2003



What Is It?What Is It?

Bound collection of documents Bound collection of documents 
produced during an academic yearproduced during an academic year
Appendix of useful documents not Appendix of useful documents not 
included in the main body of the included in the main body of the 
golden bookgolden book



Purpose of Producing the BookPurpose of Producing the Book

Assessment committee members can find Assessment committee members can find 
documents easily in bound volumes.documents easily in bound volumes.
Documents can be carried around without Documents can be carried around without 
having to find a connection to the having to find a connection to the 
Internet.Internet.
Copies of the book have been used to Copies of the book have been used to 
demonstrate our assessment activities to demonstrate our assessment activities to 
visitors such as on accrediting visits.visitors such as on accrediting visits.
Copies have been given out to people Copies have been given out to people 
outside the school.outside the school.
Cuts down on Cuts down on ““My dog ate my copy of the My dog ate my copy of the 
handout.handout.””



Contents of Vol. 1Contents of Vol. 1----1998 1998 

E&T Annual Report to PRACE&T Annual Report to PRAC
Review of Outcomes AssessmentReview of Outcomes Assessment
E&T Process and DefinitionsE&T Process and Definitions
ABETABET’’s Learning Outcomess Learning Outcomes
IUPUI PULsIUPUI PULs
Examples of Assessment ToolsExamples of Assessment Tools



Review of Outcomes AssessmentReview of Outcomes Assessment

Basics of Outcomes AssessmentBasics of Outcomes Assessment
ABET and Outcomes AssessmentABET and Outcomes Assessment
ResourcesResources
Assessment Web SitesAssessment Web Sites
The Outcomes Assessment ProcessThe Outcomes Assessment Process
Instruments and ToolsInstruments and Tools
Mission StatementsMission Statements
Assessment StrategiesAssessment Strategies
General AdviceGeneral Advice
School AccomplishmentsSchool Accomplishments



Volume 2Volume 2——19991999
E&T Annual ReportE&T Annual Report
Forms of Evidence by DepartmentForms of Evidence by Department
Samples of Assessment Tools by DepartmentSamples of Assessment Tools by Department
NCA TimelinesNCA Timelines
Report on Continuing Students Survey data by Report on Continuing Students Survey data by 
David BostwickDavid Bostwick
Admissions, Graduation, and Retention report Admissions, Graduation, and Retention report 
from IMIRfrom IMIR
Alumni and Industry Survey InstrumentsAlumni and Industry Survey Instruments
ECE Continuing Students Satisfaction DataECE Continuing Students Satisfaction Data
Papers and Presentations by E&T FacultyPapers and Presentations by E&T Faculty



Examples of Titles from 1999Examples of Titles from 1999

Bostwick, W.D. and Yokomoto, C.F.  "Using Institutional Data to Bostwick, W.D. and Yokomoto, C.F.  "Using Institutional Data to 
Frame An Assessment Strategy," Frame An Assessment Strategy," 5th Annual Conference for 5th Annual Conference for 
Industry and Education Collaboration.Industry and Education Collaboration.
Bostwick, W.D. "Assessing in the Affective Domain," Bostwick, W.D. "Assessing in the Affective Domain," Sixth Sixth 
Interamerican Conference on Engineering and Technology Interamerican Conference on Engineering and Technology 
EducationEducation..
Bostwick, W.D. "The Need to Establish An Affective Domain Bostwick, W.D. "The Need to Establish An Affective Domain 
Assessment Strategy for Your Program," Assessment Strategy for Your Program," Proceedings 2000 Proceedings 2000 
ASEE Annual ConferenceASEE Annual Conference..
Buchanan, W.W. and Bostwick, W.D.  "How Assessment is Done Buchanan, W.W. and Bostwick, W.D.  "How Assessment is Done 
in Engineering Technology Programs," in Engineering Technology Programs," 25th Annual Conference 25th Annual Conference 
for Industry and Education Collaborationfor Industry and Education Collaboration..
Yokomoto, C.F., and Bostwick, W.D., Yokomoto, C.F., and Bostwick, W.D., ““Modeling the Process of Modeling the Process of 
Writing Measurable Outcomes for EC 2000,Writing Measurable Outcomes for EC 2000,”” 1999 Frontiers in 1999 Frontiers in 
Education ConferenceEducation Conference..
Yokomoto, C.F., Fox, P., Goodwin, C., Hundley, S., and Needler, Yokomoto, C.F., Fox, P., Goodwin, C., Hundley, S., and Needler, 
M., panel discussion on M., panel discussion on ““How We developed a SchoolHow We developed a School--Wide Wide 
Assessment Plan:   Five Voices Tell the Story,Assessment Plan:   Five Voices Tell the Story,”” presented at the presented at the 
1999  Assessment Institute.1999  Assessment Institute.
Yokomoto, C.F., Yokomoto, C.F., ““Measurable OutcomesMeasurable Outcomes——What Are They and What Are They and 
How Do We Write Them?How Do We Write Them?”” 2000 Rose2000 Rose--Hulman Best Assessment Hulman Best Assessment 
Practices III Symposium.Practices III Symposium.



Volume 3Volume 3——20002000

E&T Annual ReportE&T Annual Report
Scholarship of AssessmentScholarship of Assessment
Results from Marj HovdeResults from Marj Hovde’’s Writing s Writing 
and Speaking Assessment Projectand Speaking Assessment Project
Tutorial on Writing Scoring RubricsTutorial on Writing Scoring Rubrics
The Reasonable MinimumThe Reasonable Minimum
Tutorial on Writing Measurable Tutorial on Writing Measurable 
OutcomesOutcomes



Volume 4Volume 4——20012001

E&T Annual Report to PRACE&T Annual Report to PRAC
AppendicesAppendices
–– Alumni and Employer Survey FormsAlumni and Employer Survey Forms
–– Marj HovdeMarj Hovde’’s Scoring Rubrics for Writing s Scoring Rubrics for Writing 

and Speakingand Speaking
–– Updated ABET Updated ABET ““requiredrequired”” outcomesoutcomes
–– ABET to PUL relational matricesABET to PUL relational matrices



Volume 5Volume 5——20022002

E&T Annual Report to PRACE&T Annual Report to PRAC
Power Point slides of E&T and ME Power Point slides of E&T and ME 
presentations to PRACpresentations to PRAC
AppendicesAppendices



Volume 6Volume 6——20032003

E&T Annual Report to PRACE&T Annual Report to PRAC
Updated Outcomes PyramidUpdated Outcomes Pyramid
Updated Definitions of TermsUpdated Definitions of Terms
AppendicesAppendices
Document finderDocument finder





The Outcomes Assessment Pyramid

The Measurable Outcomes Pyramid

1-Mission Statements

3-Program Educational Objectives

4-Program Outcomes
(Embraces  ABET’s a-k)

5-MEASURABLE LEARNING OUTCOMES

6-Course Outcomes

7-Unit Instructional Objectives

2-Department Goals (Broad)



Definitions of Terms Used in E&TDefinitions of Terms Used in E&T

See handoutSee handout



Concluding RemarksConcluding Remarks

I donI don’’t know how useful committee t know how useful committee 
members have found the Golden members have found the Golden 
Book, but I dig through mine very Book, but I dig through mine very 
frequently.frequently.
I find it much easier to pull out a I find it much easier to pull out a 
bound volume than to find the right bound volume than to find the right 
folder, paper or computer.folder, paper or computer.



FRESHMEN
Variable Respndent Sig a

Academic and Intellectual Experiences Never Often/Very Often

FAC 1% 70%  

STU 4% 57%

FAC 30% 28% **

STU 16% 33%

FAC 52% 24% **

STU 7% 75%

FAC 16% 57% **

STU 3% 80%

FAC 18% 51%

STU 11% 51%

FAC 1% 66% **

STU 20% 20%
FAC 21% 48% **

STU 8% 54%
FAC 10% 36% **

STU 22% 29%
FAC 27% 28% **

STU 68% 10%
FAC 76% 8%

STU 75% 7%

Response

Asked questions in class or contributed to 
class discussions

CLQUEST

Made a class presentation CLPRESEN

Prepared two or more drafts of a paper or 
assignment before turning it in

REWROPAP

Worked on a paper or project that required 
integrating ideas or information from various 
sources

INTEGRAT

Included diverse perspectives (different races, 
religions, genders, political beliefs, etc.) in 
class discussions or writing assignments.

DIVCLASS

Came to class without completing readings or 
assignments

CLUNPREP

Worked with other students on projects during 
class

CLASSGRP

Worked with classmates outside of class to 
prepare class assignments

OCCGRP

Tutored or taught other students (paid or 
voluntary)

TUTOR

Participated in a community-based project as a 
part of a regular course

COMMPROJ

1 



Academic and Intellectual Experiences -cntd. Variable Respndent Never Often/Very Often Sig a

FAC 20% 54%
STU 19% 48%
FAC 1% 76%
STU 5% 64%
FAC 3% 74% **
STU 11% 49%
FAC 5% 32% **
STU 23% 26%
FAC 9% 38% **

STU 49% 12%

FAC 2% 91% **
STU 9% 47%

Used an electronic medium (list-serv, chat 
group, Internet, etc.) to discuss or complete an 
assignment

ITACADEM

Used email to communicate with an instructor EMAIL

Discussed grades or assignments with an 
instructor

FACGRADE

Received prompt feedback from faculty on 
your academic performance (written or oral)

FACFEED

Talked about career plans with a faculty 
member or advisor

FACPLANS

Discussed ideas from your reading or classes 
with faculty members outside of class

FACIDEAS

2 



Mental Activities Variable Respndent Never Often/Very Often Siga

FAC 29% 28% **
STU 7% 65%

FAC 1% 79%

STU 2% 74%

FAC 3% 84% **
STU 4% 64%

FAC 9% 64%
STU 9% 60%
FAC 3% 72%
STU 5% 68%

Quality of Advising 1=poor, 2=fair, 3=good, 4=excellent

FAC 4% 72%
STU 11% 65%

Time Usage median hours per week

FAC 4.4 *
STU 2.5

ANALYZE

Memorizing facts, ideas, or methods from 
your courses and readings so you can repeat 
them in pretty much the same form

MEMORIZE

Analyzing the basic elements of an idea, 
experience, or theory such as examining a 
particular case or situation in depth and 
considering its components

Applying theories or concepts to practical 
problems or in new situations

APPLYING

Synthesizing and organizing ideas, 
information, or experiences into new, more 
complex interpretations and relationships

SYNTHESZ

Making judgments about the value of 
information, arguments, or methods such as 
examining how others gathered and 
interpreted data and assessing the soundness 
of their conclusions

EVALUATE

Preparing for class (studying, reading, writing, 
rehearsing, and other activities related to your 
academic program)

ACADPR01

Overall how would you evaluate the quality of 
academic advising you have received at your 
institution?

ADVISE

3 



STUDENTS
Variable Respndent Sig a

Academic and Intellectual Experiences Never Often/Very Often

SR 2% 70% **

FR 4% 57% **

SR 7% 59% **

FR 16% 33% **

SR 14% 55% **

FR 7% 75% **

SR 1% 86%

FR 3% 80%

SR 11% 57%

FR 11% 51%

SR 17% 19%

FR 20% 20%

SR 10% 50%

FR 8% 54%

SR 13% 51% **

FR 22% 29% **

SR 50% 18% **

FR 68% 10% **

SR 64% 10% **

FR 75% 7% **

Response

Asked questions in class or contributed to 
class discussions

CLQUEST

Made a class presentation CLPRESEN

Prepared two or more drafts of a paper or 
assignment before turning it in

REWROPAP

Worked on a paper or project that required 
integrating ideas or information from various 
sources

INTEGRAT

Included diverse perspectives (different races, 
religions, genders, political beliefs, etc.) in 
class discussions or writing assignments.

DIVCLASS

Came to class without completing readings or 
assignments

CLUNPREP

Worked with other students on projects during 
class

CLASSGRP

Worked with classmates outside of class to 
prepare class assignments

OCCGRP

Tutored or taught other students (paid or 
voluntary)

TUTOR

Participated in a community-based project as a 
part of a regular course

COMMPROJ



STUDENTS
Variable Respndent Sig a

Response

Academic and Intellectual Experiences -cntd. 1=never, 2=sometimes, 3=often, 4=very often 

SR 9% 66% **
FR 19% 48% **
SR 2% 78% **
FR 5% 64% **
SR 4% 60% **
FR 11% 49% **
SR 28% 31% **
FR 23% 26% **
SR 33% 24% **

FR 49% 12% **
SR 4% 62% **
FR 10% 47% **

Used an electronic medium (list-serv, chat 
group, Internet, etc.) to discuss or complete an 
assignment

ITACADEM

Used email to communicate with an instructor EMAIL

Discussed grades or assignments with an 
instructor

FACGRADE

Received prompt feedback from faculty on 
your academic performance (written or oral)

FACFEED

Talked about career plans with a faculty 
member or advisor

FACPLANS

Discussed ideas from your reading or classes 
with faculty members outside of class

FACIDEAS



STUDENTS
Variable Respndent Sig a

Response

Mental Activities 1=very little, 2=some, 3=quite a bit, 4=very much

SR 10% 61%
FR 7% 65%

SR 2% 87% **
FR 2% 74% **

SR 3% 78% **
FR 4% 64% **

SR 7% 71% **
FR 9% 60% **
SR 3% 79% **
FR 5% 68% **

Quality of Advising 1=poor, 2=fair, 3=good, 4=excellent

SR 17% 55% **
FR 11% 65% **

Time Usage median hours per week

SR 2.6
FR 2.5

ANALYZE

Memorizing facts, ideas, or methods from 
your courses and readings so you can repeat 
them in pretty much the same form

MEMORIZE

Analyzing the basic elements of an idea, 
experience, or theory such as examining a 
particular case or situation in depth and 
considering its components

Applying theories or concepts to practical 
problems or in new situations

APPLYING

Synthesizing and organizing ideas, 
information, or experiences into new, more 
complex interpretations and relationships

SYNTHESZ

Making judgments about the value of 
information, arguments, or methods such as 
examining how others gathered and 
interpreted data and assessing the soundness 
of their conclusions

EVALUATE

Preparing for class (studying, reading, writing, 
rehearsing, and other activities related to your 
academic program)

ACADPR01

Overall how would you evaluate the quality of 
academic advising you have received at your 
institution?

ADVISE



Program Review and Assessment Committee 
 

Thursday, January 22, 2004 
1:30 to 3:00 p.m., UL 1126 
Joyce Mac Kinnon, Chair 
Karen Johnson, Vice Chair and Recorder 
 
AGENDA –  

 
1. Approval of December Minutes......................................................................J. MacKinnon 
2. Subcommittee Reports ........................................................................Subcommittee Chairs 
3. Action Research ...........................................................................M. Hansen and V. Borden 
4. End-of-Course Assessments and P-16 and ICHE Plans ..............T. Banta and H. Mzumara 
 
MINUTES –  
 
Present:  W. Agbor-Baiyee, D. Appleby, S. Baker, T. Banta, K. Black, D. Boland,  
P. Boruff-Jones, C. Dobbs, E. Gonzalez, S. Hamilton, M. Hansen, K. Johnson, E. Jones, J. 
Kuczkowski, J. Mac Kinnon, D. McSwane, K. Morrow, H. Mzumara, J. Orr,  
M. Plummer, K. Rome, E. Sener, J. Smith, C. Souch, and C. Yokomoto 
 
Guest: Vic Borden 
 
 
The minutes of the PRAC meeting of December 11, 2003, were approved as written. 
 
Erdogan Sener volunteered to chair the grants subcommittee.  Trudy Banta reminded the group 
that it is important for committee members to encourage colleagues to submit projects. 
 
Sharon Hamilton reported on the Capstone Faculty Learning Community, which is looking at 
capstone courses across campus to establish benchmarks for achievement of the standards that 
the Faculty Council approved and that were identified by the summer academy team. 
 
Hamilton also reported on the ePort subcommittee.  Charlie Yokomoto will serve as the PRAC 
liaison to the ePort Management Committee. 
 
Two questions were raised about the PULs:  Should they be expanded to graduate level or 
considered as principles for lifelong learning?   Betty Jones asked about the possible inclusion of 
health and wellness as basic goals and noted that these are conspicuously absent on a campus 
with such a large health component.  Others noted the absence of civic responsibility in the PULs 
and pointed out that many other institutions include civic responsibility and/or wellness in their 
basic goals.   Other suggestions for revision to the PULs included graphical communication and 
visual communication.  Joyce Mac Kinnon asked if the committee wished to reopen the topic of 
the PULs, and a subcommittee to revisit the PULs was formed, consisting of Sarah Baker, Betty 
Jones, Catherine Souch, Howard Mzumara, William Agbor-Baiyee, Sharon Hamilton, and Joe 
Kuczkowski.  Joe questioned the wisdom of changing the PULs just as they are becoming well-



known and accepted as they are, and one of the subcommittee’s charges will be to consider this 
question. 
 
Donna Boland reported for the Program Review Subcommittee.  In its last meeting, the 
subcommittee sought to identify priorities based on what could be done well in the time frame.  
They are looking at comments by the accreditation team, and Karen Black has made a spread 
sheet.  The subcommittee is looking at the themes that appear in these comments, focusing 
especially on the strengths and weaknesses of IUPUI, as well as on trends and potential 
implications.  They are considering interviewing the chairs of departments that have gone 
through review.   
 
Michele Hansen (director of assessment for University College) and Vic Borden (IMIR) 
presented a report on Action Research, a new trend in Institutional Research, based on initial 
theory by Kurt Lewin and others in organizational management.  This model emphasizes 
collaborative work between institutional researchers and administrators or others who are 
engaged in  assessment/analysis.  Rather than the administrator or group simply requesting data 
and analysis from the institutional research office, they work with office staff in all parts of the 
process, from defining the problem, clarifying who will receive data and what it will be used for, 
instrument design, data collection, making plans based on research, and even report production 
and delivery. 
 
Borden and Hansen offered two case studies based on work they have done for the IUPUI 
Diversity Cabinet and for University College on assessing orientation.   
 
Questions centered on means of facilitating collaboration so that time is not wasted and on 
considerations about Chancellor Bantz’s doubling initiative and the move to PeopleSoft. 
 
Joyce Mac Kinnon noted that President Herbert complimented both Trudy Banta and IMIR at the 
Faculty Council meeting. 
 
Trudy Banta introduced a report by Howard Mzumara on the ICHE and P-16 Plans and the End-
of-Course Assessments described in the latter.  Mzumara’s presentation is appended to these 
minutes.   Discussion focused on implications for IUPUI, and PRAC will continue this 
discussion at the February meeting. 
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An Action Research Paradigm 
for Institutional Research

Michele J. Hansen         Victor M. H. Borden
University College                       IMIR           .
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Background

• Traditional IR as “information provider”
– External accountability
– Senior administration aggregate data needs
– Resource allocation, budgeting, planning

• Any real “research” is campus-wide study, 
perhaps with some “drill down”

• Integration of IR and Assessment nurtures a 
collaborative research approach

• Action Research paradigm offers a useful 
framework for this
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Overview 

• Introduction and Literature Review
• Action Research Paradigm contrasted with 

Traditional Institutional Research 
Paradigm 

• Applications of the Action Research Model
• Potential Barriers to Action Research  
• Implications and Conclusions 
• Discussion 
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Introduction and Literature Review

• Kurt Lewin and Colleagues – Linking 
Organizational Surveys to Action 

• Program Evaluation and Educational Reform
• Action Learning and Action Research
• Current Applications of the Action Research 

Model – Education and Health Care
• Accreditation – Emphasis on Implementing 

Improvements based on Outcome Evaluations
• Institutional Change – Fostering Support and 

Commitment through Participation.    
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Action Research Paradigm 
• Continuous cycle of data collection data 

analysis data feedback action plans 
data collection 

• Stakeholder empowerment through active and 
on-going participation 

• Data feedback meetings promote collaboration, 
dialogue, and collective analysis 

• Active learning and discovery fostered by critical 
reflection process  

• Data-driven action plans developed = research 
linked to action
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Research Question and Evaluation 
Focus

Traditional
• Given to researcher

– Top-down directive
– Bottom-up request

• Clarification of 
request
– Discussion of context 

and use

Action Research
• Developed together

– Requester or 
researcher

• Specific questions 
often deferred until 
vested parties 
brought together
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Data Collection

Traditional
• Researcher finds and 

collects data
• Researcher 

accountable for 
integrity of information

Action Research
• Stakeholders have 

role
– Collecting data
– Learning about 

nuances
• Shared responsibility 

for integrity
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Data Analysis and Interpretation

Traditional
• Researchers 

responsible through 
dissemination 

• May consult with 
stakeholders to gain 
insight into the results

Action Research
• Stakeholders involved 

in stages of data 
analysis 

• Preliminary results 
presented and 
discussed
– Further analyses 

shaped by those 
discussions. 
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Report Presentation and 
Dissemination

Traditional
• Researcher prepares 

and often presents 
results to 
stakeholders

Action Research
• Presentation and 

report writing 
responsibilities 
shared  

• Presentations involve
– active discussion 
– facilitation of action 

plan development
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Follow-up

Traditional
• Some additional 

analyses may be 
requested or perhaps 
some clarification 

• Often the end of the 
process 

Action Research
• Stakeholders design 

action plan based on 
results

• Data collection 
included in follow-up 
plan

• Further lines of 
inquiry established for 
next cycle of research
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Application 1: Diversity Indicators
• Research Question Focus - From “summative 

evaluation” to “formative process”
• Data Collection – Range of sources, iterative 

process
• Data Reporting and Feedback – Indicators 

assembled for review and development of a rating 
system

• Development of Action Plans 
• Action – In response to “high priority indicators”

reports completed to facilitate dialogue and 
understanding  

• Assessment - Exploratory gives way to confirmatory 
and formative/summative mix; monitoring  
implementation of actions taken 
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Application 2: Evaluation of New 
Student Orientation

• Research Question and Evaluation Focus –
reassessment of goals; incoming students’ needs; 
impacts on knowledge, attitudes, and behaviors  

• Data Collection – focus groups and questionnaires, 
sought perspectives of all major stakeholders

• Data Reporting and Feedback – meetings with 
orientation leaders and faculty stakeholders

• Development of Action Plans – facilitation of 
dialogue and data-driven proposals

• Action – implementation of proposed changes
• Assessment – on-going formative evaluation; re-

administration of process and outcome instruments
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Potential Barriers 

• Role ambiguity and comfort level of 
administrator (in role of researcher) and 
researcher (in role of administrator)

• Participation is fundamental and essential, 
but may not be perceived as positive by all 
stakeholders (role overload, role conflict 
and more meetings!)  
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Potential Barriers 

• Emotional barriers
• Political obstacles
• Managerial Control Imperatives

Seo,  M. G. (2003). Overcoming emotional barriers, political 
obstacles, and control imperatives in the action-science approach to 
individual and organizational learning. Academy of Management: 
Learning and Education, 2(1), 7-21.
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Overcoming Potential Barriers  

• Clearly explain roles and expectations 
• Establish atmosphere of openness and trust  
• Up-build positive affect
• Leverage opposing forces
• Bring external legitimacy to the 

organization.  
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Implications   

• Useful paradigm for linking assessment 
data with action 

• Effective paradigm for conducting 
formative program evaluations, meeting 
accreditation requirements, and 
implementing organizational change

• Powerful data deployment approach
• Effective approach for minimizing 

resistance to change
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Indiana P-16 Plan and Core 40 
End-of-Course Assessments

Presentation for Members of the Program Review 
and Assessment Committee (January 22, 2004).

Trudy W. Banta  & Howard R. Mzumara
tbanta@iupui.edu hmzumara@iupui.edu
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Background…

Increased demand and greater expectation for 
the vast majority of students to successfully 
complete education beyond high school …

Providing all Indiana children with the academic 
foundation they need to navigate a “high-tech”
and complex world is the basis of the Education 
Roundtable’s P-16 Plan for Improving Student 
Achievement.

Commitment to provide a high quality education 
for all students to succeed …
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Background … continued

P-16 Plan for Improving Student Achievement::
Ensuring all students succeed at every level:

Pre-Kindergarten (early learning/school readiness)
K-12  
Higher Education

Framework for Policy & Planning Dev’t in Higher Ed:
Goal 2: Improve student preparation (see pp. 9-11)

Increase collegiate preparation to maximize the 
potential for student success
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Greater Expectations: Dual Goals

Access to college learning of high quality for 
every student in the country, and

Appropriate preparation for all to succeed at this 
demanding level.
Ref: AAC&U (2002). Greater expectations: A new 

vision for learning as a nation goes to college.  
(National Panel Report)  Washington, DC: Author.  
Online document available at: 
www.greaterexpectations.org
(see chapter 2: Barriers to Quality from School to 
College)
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Barriers to Achieving Higher Ed Goals

Many entering students spend much of the first 
year catching up, particularly in mathematics 
and writing.

High drop out rates (low retention rates, etc.)

Continuing differential impact on minority groups 
and economically disadvantaged, who 
disproportionately need remedial courses and 
leave college before completing their degrees.
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Some Barriers to Readiness

Traditional age and older students face:
The misalignment of high school work with 
college entry expectations
The chaotic borderland between school and 
college
Uneven preparation for independent, 
demanding college-level study
The wasted senior year
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Indiana’s P-16 Plan for Improving 
Student Achievement

A strategic framework for aligning policies, 
resources, and strategies across all sectors of 
Indiana’s education system – with support for 
realizing improvements called for in P.L. 146-
1999, P.L. 221-1999, and No Child Left Behind 
Act of 2001.
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P-16 Plan Key Components

Academic Standards, Assessment, & Accountability
(see page 5 of P-16 Plan)

Clear and challenging K-12 academic standards in 
English/Language Arts, math, science, and social studies.
Statewide assessments for measuring Core 40 academic 
standards.
Accountability for school improvement and student learning.

Ensuring College & Workforce Success (pp.15-16)
Insist on high-quality, rigorous academic curriculum for all.   
Make Core 40 the required high school curriculum.
Ensure the quality, consistency, and alignment of high school 
curriculum and instruction to Indiana’s Academic Standards by 
implementing Core 40 ECA system
Use appropriate End-of-Course Assessments as college 
placement exams
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P-16 Plan Key Components continued

Eliminating Achievement Gaps and Ensuring 
Academic Progress for All Students (pp. 12-14)

Higher Education and Continued Learning 
Preparation for success (see p. 20)

Require Core 40 or Academic Honors completion 
as a minimum public college admission 
requirement and as a mandatory state financial aid 
requirement for students attending public four-year 
universities in Indiana.
Use Core 40 ECAs as college placement 
information, eliminating current need for students 
to take college placement tests after they are 
admitted.
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Ensuring College & Workforce Success

Ensure Indiana’s requirements for high 
school graduation provide students with 
the academic foundation necessary for 
the demands of college and a knowledge-
based economy.

Insist on high-quality, rigorous academic 
curriculum for all.  Make Core 40 the 
“default” high school curriculum.
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Higher Education & Continued Learning

Preparation for Success – Maximize the 
potential for college degree completion by 
aligning college and university admission 
standards, remediation policies, and state-
provided financial aid with the preparation 
needed to succeed in college..

Accountability – Implement an accountability 
system and public report card for the state’s 
higher education sector and for state-supported 
workforce training programs. 
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Core 40 End-of-Course 
Assessments (ECAs)

Indiana Department of Education
www.doe.state.in.us/core40

Center for Innovation in Assessment:
http://www.indiana.edu/~cia/core40.html
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What are Core 40 ECAs?

Core 40 ECAs are final exams measuring what 
high school juniors and seniors know and are 
able to do upon completion of targeted Core 40 
courses.

ECAs are “achievement tests” that are aligned
with Indiana’s Academic Standards (for Core 40 
courses).

Core 40 ECAs have been developed for 
English/Language Arts, Math, and Science.

Other subject areas will be added in the near 
future …
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How are Core 40 ECAs Developed?

Core 40 ECAs are developed by Educational 
Testing Service (ETS) in consultation with 
committees consisting of Indiana K-12 educators 
and administrators, higher education faculty, and 
IDOE staff.

Test modes available: the State plans to provide 
both online and paper-and-pencil formats for 
2004 test administration.

Schools will be asked to select only one test 
administration mode for all students (HS juniors 
and seniors) participating in the assessments. 
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Purpose of Core 40 ECAs

As part of Indiana’s school accountability system 
(P.L. 221), Core 40 ECAs are designed to ensure the 
quality, consistency, and rigor of Core 40 courses
across the state. 

Designed to help teachers, students, and parents 
determine how well students have mastered the 
content of a given course as defined by the Core 40 
Academic Standards.

ECAs are indicators of school improvement also 
designed to facilitate successful transition between 
secondary and post-secondary education.



16

2004 Operational Administration 
of End-of-Course Assessments

End-of-Course Assessments for English 11 and 
Algebra I will be operational this year, following 
two years of pilot testing in 2002-2003. 

2004 Spring Pilot 
Information regarding piloting of End-of-Course 
Assessments for additional Core 40 courses will 
be available soon. 

2004 test administration for Algebra I and 
English 11 is planned for May to early-June.
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Assessment-related Issues 
Concerning Core 40 ECAs

Time of testing and/or Readiness of students 
participating in ECAs (cf. content coverage …)
Validity (curricular relevance, etc.) for making 
course placement decisions in college settings 
Fairness of Core 40 ECAs in assessing groups 
of students in different learning environments
A “one-size-fits-all” approach to assessment …
Test security (in “high stakes” testing context)
Lack of clarity regarding requirements and 
criteria for determining “pass” or “fail” decisions
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Contact Information on ECAs …

For More Information about the 2004 ECAs:

Questions and Answers on Core 40 ECAs:
http://ideanet.doe.state.in.us/core40eca/faq.html

For further questions about the Core 40 ECAs, 
contact:
IN Department of Education’s ECA Help Desk
Phone: 317-232-9130
E-mail: eca@doe.state.in.us
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Web Address for IN Ed Roundtable

Indiana’s Education Roundtable: 

www.edroundtable.state.in.us
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Open Discussion

Question and Answer Session …



  

Program Review and Assessment Committee 
 

Thursday, February 19, 2004 
1:30 to 3:00 p.m., UL 1126 
Karen Johnson, Acting Chair 
Susan Kahn, Recorder 
 
 
AGENDA –  

 
1. Approval of January Minutes ................................................................ K. Johnson 
2. Continuation of discussion of End-of-Course Assessments and other aspects  
 of the ICHE and Governor’s Roundtable plans..........K. Johnson and H. Mzumara 
3. Survey responses of relevance to PRAC members..........V. Borden and M. Wince 
4. Report from Sub-Committee on Teaching/Learning Performance IndicatorsS. Kahn 
 
 
MINUTES –  
 
Present:  S. Baker, T. Banta, D. Boland, C. Dobbs, S. Hamilton, M. Hansen, K. Johnson, S. 
Kahn, J. Kuczkowski, D. McSwane, S. Milosevich, K. Morrow, H. Mzumara, E. Sener, E. Udry, 
C. Yokomoto, and N. Young 
 
 
Guests:  Victor Borden and Michael Wince 
 
Approval of January Minutes: 
 
The minutes of the January 22 PRAC meeting were approved as written. 
 
Continuation of Discussion of End of Course Assessments: 
 
T. Banta reminded the group that Mary Wilhelmus, a member of Suellen Reed’s staff at the 
Indiana Department of Education, will be joining us at the March 25 PRAC meeting.  Banta 
asked what issues we would like Wilhelmus to address.  Members of the group made a number 
of suggestions, including the following: 
 

• V. Borden:  How will the End-of-Course tests assure that students’ knowledge is fresh 
when they enter college?  For example, some tests intended for use in college 
placement are to be taken in the 10th grade.  Will students who take AP and IB tests also 
be required to take the End-of-Course Assessments?  Are there enough computers in 
the schools to ensure that every student can actually take the appropriate End-of-Course 
test at the end of the course? 

• K. Johnson:  How much flexibility will colleges have to determine how they will use the 
tests for placement? 

• E. Sener:  Does this program amount to a redefinition of the curriculum for college-
bound students?  What happens to the Core 40 under the program?  What about non-
college-bound students? 



  

• J. Kuczkowski:  How do the End-of-Course Assessments relate to I-STEP?  With all of 
this testing, will students have sufficient time to learn?  What about good students who 
don’t test well?  Will the tests be designed to be diagnostic—that is, will students learn 
where they are strong and weak and then have a chance to strengthen their weak 
areas?  How were universities represented in developing this plan? 

• Banta:  If students fail a test, do they fail the related course?  What is the relationship of 
the test score to the course grade? 

• H. Mzumara:  Will there be safeguards to protect students against inappropriate uses of 
test results?  For example, is college course placement a valid use for a test designed to 
test end-of-course learning in high school? 

• S. Milosevich:  What long-term infrastructure support will be needed to sustain the 
testing program?  What problem is this program intended to solve? 

 
Responding to several of these questions, Banta said that the testing program is based on the 
Core 40 and that Charlie Barman and Jeff Watt from IUPUI were involved in developing the 
plans for assessments in science and math, respectively. 

 
Borden noted that the plans to conduct all of the testing by computer pose logistical challenges.  
For example, some classes may need to begin testing before the end of the course, in order to 
have access to the necessary computers.  Kuczkowski added that academic integrity is another 
issue raised by the testing plans; the Internet has blurred the definition of plagiarism to the point 
where even teachers sometimes misunderstand the issues involved.  Will the use of technology 
in this program help prepare students to understand and use information properly?  S. 
Milosevich commented that the program raises a whole set of intellectual property issues and 
Johnson suggested that we have a discussion of ethics and information literacy with Mary 
Wilhelmus. 
 
Presentation on Surveys Relevant to PRAC: 
 
V. Borden, Associate Vice Chancellor, and M. Wince, Manager of Survey Research for the 
Office of Information Management and Institutional Research (IMIR) reported on the surveys 
that IMIR regularly conducts and demonstrated how to find survey information on the IMIR web 
site.  Referring to their handout, Borden and Wince explained how to find information on the 
Faculty Survey, Fact Book, and recent trends for academic responsibility centers on the site. K. 
Morrow reviewed some general campus trends highlighted on the handout and noted that 
school-specific results are available for most surveys upon request from IMIR.  Borden 
commented that students are asked about perceptions of their learning gains on three different 
surveys: the Continuing Student Survey, the Survey of Recent Undergraduate Degree 
Recipients, and the National Survey of Student Engagement.  As an example, he mentioned 
that “solving mathematical problems” and “understanding a statistical report” have consistently 
been among the lowest-rated items in both ability and importance campuswide, but the rankings 
on these items differ substantially for schools like Engineering & Technology and Science. 
Therefore it is useful for faculty to review results for their schools in comparison to the other 
schools and the campus composite.  
 
S. Kahn addressed the final section of the handout, a set of suggestions for using survey results 
at the departmental or school level.  D. Boland commented, as a further example, that the 
School of Nursing benchmarks findings from the recent graduates’ survey, using benchmarking 
information from other schools of nursing at institutions similar to IUPUI. 
 



  

Report from Subcommittee on Teaching and Learning Performance Indicators: 
 
Kahn reported on the work of the PRAC subcommittee on the Teaching and Learning 
Performance Indicators.  The committee took on three tasks last semester:  helping to flesh out 
the soon-to-be-released Research Brief comparing students’ responses to NSSE items to 
faculty responses to similar items on the Faculty Survey; reviewing supporting data and 
deciding on ratings for a sub-set of the teaching and learning performance indicators; and 
suggesting ways of improving the indicators and supporting data.  Generally, the committee 
recommended the use of more information from direct assessments of student learning; the 
establishment of standards or criteria by which to judge our performance on the various 
indicators; and the use of additional indicators, frequently using information from qualitative 
studies.  Specific recommendations are summarized in the handout that Kahn distributed. 
 
Report from Subcommittee on the Principles of Undergraduate Learning: 
 
S. Hamilton reported on the work of the PRAC subcommittee that is revisiting the PULs.  She 
distributed a summary of the committee’s work prepared by E. Jones and a list of suggested 
changes to the PULs.  Major recommendations included these: 
 

• IUPUI should re-visit and re-consider the PULs periodically, perhaps every five years.  
The new Office for Integrating Learning could serve as a clearinghouse for suggested 
changes and an organizer of town hall meetings to discuss possible changes.  
Recommendations emerging from these meetings could be brought to PRAC, which 
would decide whether to propose the changes to the Academic Affairs Committee of 
Faculty Council. 

• The “Principles of Undergraduate Learning” should be changed to the “Principles of 
Lifelong Learning.” 

• PUL 5, “Understanding Society and Culture,” should be changed to “Understanding 
Diverse Societies and Cultures.” 

• Stewardship of self and the environment and development of moral and ethical 
responsibility were proposed as additions to PUL 6. 

 
Kuczkowski affirmed the work of the sub-committee, noting the committee’s agreement that, in 
general, we should avoid changing the PULs frequently; they should endure, but our 
understanding of them should evolve so that they continue to be relevant and contemporary. 
 
Adjournment: 
 
The meeting adjourned at 3:00. 
 
Next Meeting:  March 25, 1:30-3:00, UL 1126 
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Surveys

Advising 
1999 campus only > Student Satisfaction
1996 campus only

Alumni Surveys a

2000-2001 campus & schools
1999-2000 campus & schools
1998-1999 campus only
1997-1998 campus only
1996-1997 campus & schools
1995-1996 campus only
1994-1995 campus only
1993-1994 campus only
1992-1993 campus only

2001 campus & schools > Student Satisfaction
1999 campus only
1998 campus & schools
1997 campus only
1996 campus only
1995 campus only
1994 campus only
1993 campus only

2001 campus > Student Surveys
2000 campus 
1997 campus 
1992 campus 

Faculty Surveys
2002 campus & schools > Faculty and Staff Surveys
2000 campus only
1998 campus only
1996 campus only
1995 campus only

2000 (1999 cohort) campus only > Student Surveys
1993 campus only

NSSE Surveys
2002 campus & schools > Student Satisfaction
1999 - 2000 campus only

Staff Surveys
1999 campus only > Faculty and Staff Surveys
1997 campus only
ayear reflects the degree year of graduates

Entering Student Surveys

Non-Returning Student Surveys

IUPUI Survey Results on the Web
Reports Web Location

Steps >IMIR home page 
>Information Resources…

Continuing Student Satisfaction and 
Priorities Surveys

> Recent Alumni – Highlights and 
Full Reports
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Campus Trends in General Student Satisfaction*

1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2001 2003
Academic experiences 78% 83% 82% 84% 82% 85% 85%
Social experiences 37% 43% 41% 44% 44% 46% 44%
Physical environment 61% 75% 71% 70% 69% 68% 69%
Quality of faculty 71% 74% 74% 74% 74% 75% 76%
Quality of academic programs 75% 81% 79% 79% 80% 81% 81%
*percent satisfied or very satisfied
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Campus Trends in Student Satisfaction*
1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2001 2003

   Academics…
Quality of teaching in major 77% 79% 79% 78% 78% 82% 78%
Quality of advising 51% 55% 58% 59% 55% 56% 58%
Use of technology in the classroom 59% 63% 67% 68% 69% 73% 72%
   Campus Services…
The overall process of registration 74% 80% 83% 88% 84% 83% 87%
How safe you feel on campus 77% 77% 74% 80% 76% 82%
Availability of parking on campus 23% 30% 31% 36% 30% 20% 31%
*percent satisfied or very satisfied
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Satisfaction with the Quality of teaching in the Major*
Earlier1 Recently2

  Business 81% 88%

  Continuing Studies 83% 82%

  Dentistry 81% 84%

  Education 70% 71%

  Engineering & Technology 76% 78%

  Herron 81% 86%

  Journalism 84% 85%

  Liberal Arts 87% 87%

  Nursing 76% 73%

  Physical Educ. and Tourism Mgmt. 88% 85%

  Science 82% 79%

  School of Public and Environmental Affairs 81% 89%

  Social W ork 78% 82%

*perent satisfied or very satisfied
1combined data from the 1996, 1997 and 1998 CSSPS
2combined data from the 2001 and 2003 CSSPS

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Earlier
Recently

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Satisfaction with Advising in the Major*
Earlier1 Recently2

  Business 76% 64%

  Continuing Studies 60% 59%

  Dentistry 66% 76%

  Education 42% 37%

  Engineering & Technology 61% 64%

  Herron 49% 62%

  Journalism 74% 58%

  Liberal Arts 50% 48%

  Nursing 50% 53%

  Physical Education and Tourism Manageme 73% 63%

  Science 49% 48%

  School of Public and Environmental Affairs 71% 52%

  Social W ork 58% 73%

  University College 56% 52%
*perent satisfied or very satisfied
1combined data from the 1996, 1997 and 1998 CSSPS
2combined data from the 2001 and 2003 CSSPS

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80%

Earlier
Recently

 
 



 

Presented to PRAC Source: IUPUI Continuing Student Satisfaction and Priorities Survey (CSSPS) 4 
February 19, 2004  

Satisfaction with the Use of Technology* 
Earlier1 Recently2

  Business 60% 82%

  Continuing Studies 60% 74%

  Dentistry 66% 79%

  Education 60% 74%

  Engineering & Technology 70% 68%

  Herron 52% 66%

  Journalism 67% 87%

  Liberal Arts 62% 69%

  Nursing 67% 78%

  Physical Education and Tourism Manageme 75% 81%

  Science 74% 82%

  School of Public and Environmental Affairs 70% 76%

  Social Work 64% 81%

  University College 68% 71%
*perent satisfied or very satisfied
1combined data from the 1996, 1997 and 1998 CSSPS
2combined data from the 2001 and 2003 CSSPS

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
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Average Ratings of Ability and Importance from IUPUI Recent Undergraduate Degree Recipients

98-99 99-00 00-01 01-02 (rank) Trend* 98-99 99-00 00-01 01-02 (rank) Trend*
Core Communication and Quantitative Skills 

a. express ideas and facts to others effectively in a variety of written formats
Writing clearly and effectively 4.30 4.26 4.29 4.31 (7) 4.49 4.48 4.48 4.51 (7)

Writing a final report on a project 4.00 4.04 4.06 4.04 (24) 3.77 3.87 3.82 3.83 (29)

b. comprehend, interpret, and analyze texts
Reading and understanding books 4.56 4.54 4.53 4.53 (2) 4.52 4.45 4.44 4.51 (6)

c. communicate orally in one-on-one and group settings
Speaking clearly and effectively 4.22 4.18 4.25 4.24 (9) 4.61 4.59 4.61 4.61 (2) (++)

Preparing a presentation to deliver to a 
group 3.86 3.86 3.95 3.93 (28) 3.87 3.89 3.90 3.95 (27)

d. solve problems that are quantitative in nature
Solving mathematical problems 3.85 3.85 3.77 3.82 (30) 3.54 3.53 3.40 3.51 (31)

Understanding a statistical report 3.50 3.52 3.51 3.49 (31) 3.47 3.52 3.49 3.53 (30)

e. make efficient use of information resources and technology…
Using the computer applications that are 
most common to my field of work or study 4.08 4.16 4.21 4.20 (11) 4.30 4.33 4.30 4.36 (16)

Finding useful information on the Internet 4.02 4.17 4.27 4.33 (5) (++) 3.84 3.92 4.00 4.10 (26)

Critical Thinking
Thinking critically and analytically 4.27 4.28 4.29 4.26 (8) 4.54 4.53 4.53 4.53 (4)

Creatively thinking about new ideas 4.06 4.05 4.07 4.14 (15) 4.45 4.45 4.45 4.49 (8)

Doing research on an issue or topic before 
acting 4.02 4.03 4.02 4.05 (23) 4.10 4.20 4.09 4.10 (25)

Evaluating other people's ideas and 
solutions 4.10 4.12 4.13 4.15 (12) (+) 4.27 4.28 4.25 4.30 (20)

Gathering information from sources when 
deciding actions 4.17 4.14 4.16 4.21 (10) 4.29 4.31 4.26 4.32 (19)

ImportanceAbility

Note. The Ability scale is presented as a five point scale with the following anchors:
         1 (Low) =  My ability level is not at all adequate to meet even my current goals and responsibilities.
         3 (Medium) =  My ability level is adequate for my current responsibilities but falls short of what I will need to pursue my long-term...goals
         5 (High)  =  I believe I currently have the level of ability that I need in this area to pursue my long-term personal and career goals
     The Importance scale is also a five point scale with the following anchors:
         1 (Low) =  My ability level in this area is not at all important for meeting my current responsibilities or achieving my long-term personal and career goals
         3 (Medium) =  My ability level in this area is moderately important for pursuing my long-term personal and career goals
         5 (High)  =  My ability level in this area is extremely important to attaining my long-term personal and career goals

*A modest positive trend (+) is indicated if the annual results increase consistently through the four years of results.  A notable positive trend (++) is indicated if, in addition, 
the increase from the first to the last year is greater than 0.20.
**Rank is based on results for the most recent year (Students who graduated in 2001-02).  
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Average Ratings of Ability (continued)

98-99 99-00 00-01 01-02 (rank) Trend* 98-99 99-00 00-01 01-02 (rank) Trend*
Integration and Application of Knowledge

Applying what learned in college to issues 
faced 4.01 3.95 3.98 4.06 (21) 4.06 3.98 4.01 4.11 (23)

Learning independently 4.34 4.34 4.34 4.39 (3) 4.41 4.44 4.43 4.48 (9)

Putting ideas together in new ways 3.90 3.91 3.93 3.97 (27) (+) 4.14 4.20 4.15 4.19 (22)

Intellectual Depth, Breadth, and Adaptiveness
Finding new ways to use my skills and 
knowledge 4.07 4.08 4.10 4.15 (13) (+) 4.38 4.42 4.36 4.44 (13)

Having a general understanding of subjects 
other than major 3.96 4.02 4.00 4.03 (25) 4.07 4.08 4.03 4.11 (24)

Having an in-depth understanding of my 
major field 3.98 3.95 3.98 4.05 (22) 4.24 4.28 4.31 4.34 (18)

Learning new approaches to my work or to 
advanced studies 4.02 4.03 3.99 4.07 (20) 4.24 4.30 4.26 4.35 (17)

Managing many different tasks and 
obligations at the same time 4.29 4.27 4.28 4.33 (6) 4.65 4.67 4.66 4.67 (1) (+)

Systematically reviewing and improving 
own ideas 3.99 3.96 4.01 4.11 (18) 4.39 4.45 4.41 4.45 (12)

Trying different approaches to solving a 
problem 4.03 4.03 4.02 4.08 (19) 4.36 4.36 4.34 4.38 (15)

Working as part of a team 4.38 4.38 4.42 4.38 (4) 4.46 4.48 4.46 4.46 (11)

Understanding Society and Culture
Discussing complex problems with co-
workers 4.09 4.08 4.10 4.14 (14) 4.35 4.41 4.35 4.42 (14)

Working effectively with people of different 
races 4.44 4.49 4.47 4.53 (1) 4.43 4.52 4.43 4.47 (10)

98-99 99-00 00-01 01-02 (rank) Trend* 98-99 99-00 00-01 01-02 (rank) Trend*
Values and Ethics

Communicating effectively with people who 
see things differently 4.03 4.02 4.04 4.13 (16) 4.50 4.52 4.50 4.52 (5) (+)

Dealing with conflict among co-workers 
and friends 3.89 3.88 3.86 3.97 (26) 4.21 4.22 4.15 4.22 (21)

Exercising my responsibilities as a citizen 3.78 3.89 3.82 3.83 (29) 3.87 3.97 3.83 3.85 (28)

Keeping my composure in difficult 
situations 4.02 4.03 4.09 4.12 (17) (+) 4.59 4.58 4.60 4.56 (3)

Ability Importance

Note. The Ability scale is presented as a five point scale with the following anchors:
         1 (Low) =  My ability level is not at all adequate to meet even my current goals and responsibilities.
         3 (Medium) =  My ability level is adequate for my current responsibilities but falls short of what I will need to pursue my long-term...goals
         5 (High)  =  I believe I currently have the level of ability that I need in this area to pursue my long-term personal and career goals
     The Importance scale is also a five point scale with the following anchors:
         1 (Low) =  My ability level in this area is not at all important for meeting my current responsibilities or achieving my long-term personal and career goals
         3 (Medium) =  My ability level in this area is moderately important for pursuing my long-term personal and career goals
         5 (High)  =  My ability level in this area is extremely important to attaining my long-term personal and career goals

*A modest positive trend (+) is indicated if the annual results increase consistently through the four years of results.  A notable positive trend (++) is indicated if, in addition, 
the increase from the first to the last year is greater than 0.20.
**Rank is based on results for the most recent year (Students who graduated in 2001-02).

Ability Importance
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Average Ratings of Ability and Importance from IUPUI Recent Undergraduate Degree Recipients

98-99 99-00 00-01 01-02 Rank** Trend* 98-99 99-00 00-01 01-02 Rank** Trend*
Working effectively with people of different 
races 4.44 4.49 4.47 4.53 (1) 4.43 4.52 4.43 4.47 (10)

Reading and understanding books 4.56 4.54 4.53 4.53 (2) 4.52 4.45 4.44 4.51 (6)

Learning independently 4.34 4.34 4.34 4.39 (3) 4.41 4.44 4.43 4.48 (9)

Working as part of a team 4.38 4.38 4.42 4.38 (4) 4.46 4.48 4.46 4.46 (11)

Finding useful information on the Internet 4.02 4.17 4.27 4.33 (5) (++) 3.84 3.92 4.00 4.10 (26) (++)

Managing many different tasks and obligations 
at the same time 4.29 4.27 4.28 4.33 (6) 4.65 4.67 4.66 4.67 (1)

Writing clearly and effectively 4.30 4.26 4.29 4.31 (7) 4.49 4.48 4.48 4.51 (7)

Thinking critically and analytically 4.27 4.28 4.29 4.26 (8) 4.54 4.53 4.53 4.53 (4)

Speaking clearly and effectively 4.22 4.18 4.25 4.24 (9) 4.61 4.59 4.61 4.61 (2)

Gathering information from sources when 
deciding actions 4.17 4.14 4.16 4.21 (10) 4.29 4.31 4.26 4.32 (19)

Using the computer applications that are most 
common to my field of work or study 4.08 4.16 4.21 4.20 (11) 4.30 4.33 4.30 4.36 (16)

Evaluating other people's ideas and solutions 4.10 4.12 4.13 4.15 (12) (+) 4.27 4.28 4.25 4.30 (20)

Finding new ways to use my skills and 
knowledge 4.07 4.08 4.10 4.15 (13) (+) 4.38 4.42 4.36 4.44 (13)

Discussing complex problems with co-workers 4.09 4.08 4.10 4.14 (14) 4.35 4.41 4.35 4.42 (14)

Creatively thinking about new ideas 4.06 4.05 4.07 4.14 (15) 4.45 4.45 4.45 4.49 (8)
Communicating effectively with people who see 
things differently 4.03 4.02 4.04 4.13 (16) 4.50 4.52 4.50 4.52 (5)

Keeping my composure in difficult situations 4.02 4.03 4.09 4.12 (17) (+) 4.59 4.58 4.60 4.56 (3)

Systematically reviewing and improving own 
ideas 3.99 3.96 4.01 4.11 (18) 4.39 4.45 4.41 4.45 (12)

Trying different approaches to solving a 
problem 4.03 4.03 4.02 4.08 (19) 4.36 4.36 4.34 4.38 (15)

Learning new approaches to my work or to 
advanced studies 4.02 4.03 3.99 4.07 (20) 4.24 4.30 4.26 4.35 (17)

Applying what learned in college to issues 
faced 4.01 3.95 3.98 4.06 (21) 4.06 3.98 4.01 4.11 (23)

Having an in-depth understanding of my major 
field 3.98 3.95 3.98 4.05 (22) 4.24 4.28 4.31 4.34 (18) (+)

Doing research on an issue or topic before 
acting 4.02 4.03 4.02 4.05 (23) 4.10 4.20 4.09 4.10 (25)

Writing a final report on a project 4.00 4.04 4.06 4.04 (24) 3.77 3.87 3.82 3.83 (29)

Having a general understanding of subjects 
other than major 3.96 4.02 4.00 4.03 (25) 4.07 4.08 4.03 4.11 (24)

Dealing with conflict among co-workers and 
friends 3.89 3.88 3.86 3.97 (26) 4.21 4.22 4.15 4.22 (21)

Putting ideas together in new ways 3.90 3.91 3.93 3.97 (27) (+) 4.14 4.20 4.15 4.19 (22)

Preparing a presentation to deliver to a group 3.86 3.86 3.95 3.93 (28) 3.87 3.89 3.90 3.95 (27) (+)

Exercising my responsibilities as a citizen 3.78 3.89 3.82 3.83 (29) 3.87 3.97 3.83 3.85 (28)

Solving mathematical problems 3.85 3.85 3.77 3.82 (30) 3.54 3.53 3.40 3.51 (31)

Understanding a statistical report 3.50 3.52 3.51 3.49 (31) 3.47 3.52 3.49 3.53 (30)

*A modest positive trend (+) is indicated if the annual results increase consistently through the four years of results.  A notable positive trend (++) is indicated if, 
in addition, the increase from the first to the last year is greater than 0.20.
**Rank is based on results for the most recent year (Students who graduated in 2001-02).

ImportanceAbility
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NSSE Responses to Items Related to the PULs 

Class Mean
Urban 
Mean Sig a

Effect 
Size b

Doc-Int 
Mean Sig a

Effect 
Size b

NSSE 
2002 
Mean Sig a

Effect 
Size b

Core Communication and Quantitative Skills 
a. express ideas and facts to others effectively in a variety of written formats

Writing clearly and effectively FY 2.90 2.81   2.73 *** .18 2.87   
SR 3.03 2.92 *** .13 2.87 *** .18 3.06   

c. communicate orally in one-on-one and group settings
Speaking clearly and effectively FY 2.66 2.56 * .11 2.57 * .10 2.61   

SR 2.89 2.77 *** .13 2.80 ** .10 2.96 * -.08
e. make efficient use of information resources and technology…

Using computer and information technology FY 2.79 2.63 ** .16 2.74   2.70   
SR 3.18 2.93 *** .27 3.03 *** .17 3.00 *** .20

Critical Thinking
Thinking critically and analytically FY 3.05 3.01   3.04   3.12   

SR 3.32 3.18 *** .17 3.22 *** .13 3.33   

Integration and Application of Knowledge

Solving complex real-world problems FY 2.29 2.39 * -.11 2.46 *** -.19 2.48 *** -.21
SR 2.61 2.54   2.65   2.70 ** -.10

Understanding Society and Culture
Working effectively with others FY 2.80 2.68 * .12 2.75   2.81   

SR 3.02 2.93 ** .11 3.02   3.13 *** -.13
Understanding people of other racial and ethnic backg FY 2.55 2.62   2.60   2.61   

SR 2.60 2.59   2.59   2.67 * -.07
Understanding yourself FY 2.63 2.69   2.76 ** -.13 2.87 *** -.25

SR 2.81 2.75   2.82   3.01 *** -.21

Values and Ethics
Voting in local, state, or national elections FY 1.39 1.54 *** -.18 1.51 ** -.15 1.55 *** -.19

SR 1.58 1.67 * -.10 1.67 ** -.10 1.76 *** -.20
Developing a personal code of values and ethics FY 2.33 2.41   2.50 ** -.16 2.63 *** -.30

SR 2.47 2.43   2.55 * -.08 2.73 *** -.26
Contributing to the welfare of your community FY 1.85 1.94 * -.10 2.03 *** -.19 2.16 *** -.32

SR 2.14 2.08   2.19   2.35 *** -.20
a This statistic represents the probability that the difference between the mean of your institution and that of the comparison group occurred by chance. 
b Effect size is calculated by subtracting the comparison group mean from the school mean, and dividing the result by the standard deviation of the comparison group.

Urban Doc-Int NSSE 2002

IUPUI compared with

To what extent have your experiences at this institution 
contributed to your development in the following areas: 
(1=very little, 2=some, 3=quite a bit, 4=very much)

IUPUI
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Ideas for Using Survey Results 
 
 

• Cite results related to specific learning outcomes in program reviews, accreditation self-
studies, and similar documents. 

 
• Compare survey results with findings from direct assessments of learning. 

 
• Examine responses that may shed light on the effectiveness of specific improvement 

initiatives—e.g., through comparison of expected impact on survey responses with actual 
impact. 

 
• Consult with student groups to explore the reasons that students responded as they did. 

 
• Consider subgroups within your school (e.g., ethnic minorities and majorities, different 

majors, older and younger students) whose responses or differences on certain items 
you’re curious about (e.g., learning outcomes, satisfaction with advising).  Ask IMIR for 
a custom analysis of those groups on those items.  

 
• Compare your school's results with other schools that represent  appropriate 

benchmarks. Consider seeking out schools that have the highest levels of attainment or 
satisfaction in areas of importance to your school.  Ask appropriate people from those 
schools why they think they do well in those areas.  

 
• Critique the questions asked on these surveys.  Think of more appropriate questions or 

other sources of evidence that would better reflect the impact of your programs on 
students.  Use that critique to inform your own assessments and send your suggestions for 
improving the surveys to IMIR. 

 
• Consider adding school-specific items to the Alumni Survey to provide information 

relevant to school learning goals.  Several schools currently do this routinely for a modest 
charge. 

 
• As a way to jump-start faculty discussion, school/department assessment coordinators 

can array survey items, ask faculty what results they would expect from the items, then 
show them actual results. 

 



PRAC Subcommittee to Revisit the PULs 
Report to PRAC 2/19/04 
Prepared by Betty Jones, Physical Education 
 
1/22/04 
Joyce MacKinnon, PRAC Chair, established a subcommittee to “revisit the PULs”.  
Members included Sarah Baker, Betty Jones, Catherine Souch, Howard Mzumara, 
William Agbor-Baiyee, Sharon Hamilton, and Joe Kuczkowski.  Betty Jones agreed to 
convene the subcommittee. 
 
2/11/04 
Topics:  The subcommittee met and discussed a wide range of topics: 
• changing the title from PULs to Principles of Lifelong Learning 
• expanding the PULs to include graduate as well as undergraduate learning 
• Adding in new topics, whether as new PULs or as topics infused into existing 

PULs.  Topics Sharon Hamilton had collected to date from various sources:  
health/wellness; international studies; graphical/visual communication; civic 
engagement and civic responsibility 

• Defining a process whereby modifications to the PULs could take place 
• Discussing where revisiting the PULs fits in to IUPUI’s ongoing and comprehensive 

review of desired student outcomes 
• Identifying next steps for the subcommittee 
 
Discussion 
• Wiser to modify PULs rather than attempt to revise the huge existing structural and 

procedural features of the PULs 
• Look for ways to revise existing PULs to incorporate the topics listed above, and 

potential future topics that develop as important to student learning at IUPUI 
School of Physical Education.  Options include rewording the PULs, adding and/or 
tweaking the substatements associated with each PUL.   We noted that there are 
multiple modes through which the campus could be intentional and explicit about 
the importance of topics, such as hosting a wellness week, marketing IUPUI as a 
“healthful campus”, putting new spins on Gateway courses, (e.g., RFP for 
proposals related to international issues), and focusing on certain topics in 
Thematic Learning Communities.  It might be useful to prepare a preamble to the 
existing PULs in which promotion of the principles through a variety of means 
would be stressed (e.g., classes, communities, collaboration, co-curriclar activities) 
rather than focusing primarily on classes/curriculum as the change agent. 

• Establish and circulate a formal standardized procedure whereby interested parties 
may submit ideas for PUL revisions 

 
Action Items 
• Sharon Hamilton will collect ideas from today’s meeting for editing the existing 

PULs and present them for consideration at the February 2004 PRAC meeting 
• Betty Jones to submit a proposal to PRAC in February outlining the route by which 

changes to the PULs may be handled: 



o TOIL (The Office for Integrated Learning) gather ideas and 
recommendations for changes/updates to existing PULs, and present 
these to PRAC 

o PRAC to receive the recommendations from TOIL, discuss them at PRAC 
meetings, fine tune the recommendations (e.g. through discussions at the 
committee, through hosting campus town meetings), prepare a draft 
proposal for changes, and present this to the Faculty Council Executive 
Committee 

o Faculty Council Executive Committee to review the proposal, send it out 
for review and revision (potentially to the Academic Affairs Committee and 
APPC), receive recommendations, and allow the proposal to be presented 
at Faculty Council for discussion and action 

 
BJ 



 
 
 
 PRINCIPLES OF UNDERGRADUATE LEARNING 

(Approved by the IUPUI Faculty Council March 1998) 
PRINCIPLES OF LIFELONG LEARNING 

 
1. CORE COMMUNICATION AND QUANTITATIVE SKILLS 

The foundational areas of writing, reading, speaking, listening, quantitative reasoning and 
information literacy B the core skills for IUPUI students B are demonstrated, respectively, 
by the ability to: 

 
a) express ideas, opinions, beliefs, and facts to others effectively in a variety of written 

and visual formats  
 
b) comprehend, interpret, and analyze written and visual texts  

 
c) communicate effectively (speak and listen) one-on-one and in small and large group 

settings, as well as identify factors that facilitate and impede communication; 
 

d) perform quantitative functions and analyses; 
 

e) use information technology for academic, personal, and professional needs. 
 

These foundational skills are introduced in specific courses and developed and extended 
throughout the disciplines. 

 
 
2. CRITICAL THINKING is a sophisticated cognitive process which involves the careful 

examination of ideas and information from multiple perspectives in order to clarify and 
improve our understanding and to develop ideas that are unique, useful, and worthy of 
further elaboration. Critical thinking is demonstrated by 

 
a) solving challenging problems; 

 
b) analyzing complex issues and making informed decisions; 

 
c) synthesizing information to arrive at reasoned conclusions; 

 
d) evaluating the logic, relevance, and validity of data 

 
e) using knowledge and understanding to raise and explore new questions. 

 
 
 



3. INTELLECTUAL DEPTH, BREADTH, AND ADAPTIVENESS is the ability to examine, 
organize, and apply disciplinary ways of knowing to specific issues. Intellectual depth is 
demonstrated by substantial knowledge in one area, usually the major, but, where 
applicable, in a minor or other concentration of study. Intellectual breadth is 
demonstrated by the ability to compare and contrast approaches to knowledge in different 
disciplines and by the ability to define what counts as evidence in each disciplines. 
Adaptiveness is demonstrated by modifying one=s approach to a problem or question 
based on the requirements of a particular situation. 

 
 
4. INTEGRATION AND APPLICATION OF KNOWLEDGE 

Integration of knowledge is demonstrated when students articulate and apply concepts or 
constructs from two or more disciplinary areas to personal, academic, professional, or 
community activities. Application of knowledge occurs when students participate in 
experiences that enable them to link their knowledge to their own intellectual 
development, to their professional goals, and to the goals of society, leading to the 
development of civic responsibility. 

 
 
5. UNDERSTANDING DIVERSE SOCIETIES  AND CULTURES involves the ability to 

place one=s own cultural traditions in a broader human context. This ability is 
demonstrated by, writing, actions, creative works, and speech which indicate knowledge 
of the range of diversity in traditions, history, international perspectives, values, and 
contemporary issues 

 
 
6. VALUES AND ETHICS 

An undergraduate education fosters the development of a sense of aesthetics, values, 
ethical standards, stewardship of the self in relation to health,wellness, and the 
environment, and moral responsibility. The enactment of values and ethics occurs when 
students make informed and ethical decisions in their personal, academic, and 
professional endeavors. 
 
 
For more information, please call The Office for Integrating Learning at 278-1846 



 
Program Review and Assessment Committee 

 
Thursday, March 25, 2004 
1:30 to 3:00 p.m., UL 1126 
Joyce Mac Kinnon, Chair 
Karen Johnson, Vice Chair and Recorder 
 
 
AGENDA –  

 
1. Approval of February Minutes.......................................................................J. Mac Kinnon  
2. High School End-of-Course Assessments ..................................................... M. Wilhelmus 
3. PRAC Grants ...........................................................................................................E. Sener 
4. PULs .................................................................................................................. S. Hamilton 
 
 
MINUTES –  
 
Present:  W. Agbor-Baiyee, D. Appleby, S. Baker, T. Banta, K. Black, P. Boruff-Jones, C. 
Dobbs, S. Hamilton, M. Hansen, K. Johnson, E. Jones, S. Kahn, L. Kasper, J. Kuczkowski, J. 
Mac Kinnon, S. Milosevich, K. Morrow, J. Orr, M. Plummer, I. Queiro-Tajalli, K. Rome, E. 
Sener, J. Smith, C. Souch, E. Udry, C. Yokomoto,  and N. Young 

 
The minutes of the February minutes were approved as written. 
 
Trudy Banta introduced our guests:  Mike Clippinger, Sharon Dunn, and Mark Magnuson from 
IVY Tech and Mary Tiede Wilhelmus, Director of Communications, Indiana Department of 
Education.  
 
Ms. Wilhelmus gave a presentation (see attachment) on the High School End of Course 
Assessments (ECAs).  The ECAs were developed by the Department of Education, the Center 
for Innovation in Assessment (IU) and the Commission for Higher Education; they are part of 
Public Law 221 and School Accountability legislation.  They were piloted first for Algebra 1 and 
English 11; an online version was piloted in 2003.  The purposes of ECAs are to ensure 
consistency in quality of Core 40 courses across the state to prepare graduates for the workplace 
and for postsecondary education, and to provide a more seamless transition from high school to 
these venues.  To be eligible for the top two school performance categories under PL 221, 
schools must participate.  Consequences for students currently are up to the local school 
corporations.  In most cases, it's expected that there will be no consequences for students until it's 
clear how the tests are working.  In addition, Wilhelmus stated that the use of ECAs as college 
placement tests would be a matter for the faculty of each college and university to decide. 
 
One can download Indiana's P-16 Plan from Indiana's Education Roundtable website: 
http://www.edroundtable.state.in.us. 
 

The address of the Core 40 ECA Website is http://www.doe.state.in.us/core40eca. 
 

The ECA Help Desk can be reached at eca@doe.state.in.us. 
 
Erdogan Sener presented the PRAC Grant report.   He explained the ranking of the 10 applicants, 
which considered not only scores for individual proposals, but also the frequencies with which 



proposals were chosen as one of the top four proposals.  The recommendation, approved 
unanimously, was to fund proposals submitted by Pamela R. Jeffries, Donna Boland, and Sharon 
Mc Adams for "The Use of Simulations to Provide Experiential Learning in Nursing Education;" 
Randi L. Stocker, on behalf of the Capstone Faculty Learning Community, for "Content Analysis 
of IUPUI Capstone Courses;” Elaine Cooney and Kenneth Reid for "Assessing Civility;" and 
Charlie Feldhaus for "Assessment Guidelines for OLS Adjunct Faculty."  Each of these projects 
will receive $2,500.  The committee applauded Sener’s willingness to take over as chair of this 
committee and his excellent leadership of it, as well as the careful work done by the Grants 
Committee and the reviewers. 
 
Sharon Hamilton presented a report on the progress of the effort to revise the Principles of 
Undergraduate Learning (PULs).  PRAC members examined the revised document created by 
the PRAC PUL subcommittee (chaired by Betty Jones).  Hamilton offered two motions to 
govern further consideration of alterations to the PULs: 

 
Motion 1: Modifications and revisions of the Principles of Undergraduate Learning should retain 
the basic structure and traditions of the Principles established by IUPUI faculty and approved by 
the Faculty Council while concurrently being responsive to changes in curricula, demographics, 
campus mission, societal needs, and student needs. 
 
Motion 2: The process for modifying and revising the Principles of Undergraduate Learning that 
was developed by the PRAC Subcommittee chaired by Betty Jones, should proceed as follows: 

A. The Principles of Undergraduate Learning should be revisited at regular intervals 
of 5-6 years. 

B. Suggestions of needed modifications should be sent to The Office for Integrating 
Learning (TOIL). 

C. TOIL will bring accumulated suggestions to PRAC at regular intervals of 5-6 
years. 

D. TOIL and PRAC should convene a town meeting to publicize and discuss 
proposed modifications. 

E. TOIL will draft a modified version of the Principles for PRAC to discuss and 
approve, after discussion with various constituencies. 

F. PRAC and TOIL will take the PRAC-approved modified version to the Academic 
Affairs Committee of the Faculty Council for action through the faculty 
governance system. 

 
Both motions were approved unanimously by PRAC members.  Accordingly, we will have a 
town meeting in the fall of 2004, and TOIL will create a draft revision based on all discussions.    
 
Please send written feedback on the PULs, the process, and the suggested changes on the current 
draft to Sharon Hamilton. 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 3:00 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
Karen Johnson 
Vice-Chair 



Indiana Core 40 
End-of-Course

Assessments (ECAs)

IUPUI
Thursday, March 25, 2004



Today’s Presentation
History of Core 40/Indiana High 
School Diplomas
Purpose of ECAs
History of ECAs
Current ECA System
Spring Schedule
Future ECA System



History of Core 40
In 1994, the State Board of Education and 
the Commission for Higher Education 
adopted the Indiana Core 40 curriculum. 
Indiana high school graduates now have 
three diploma options: regular diploma, 
Core 40 diploma, or the Academic Honors 
Diploma.



Purpose of ECAs
To ensure the quality, consistency, and rigor of 
Core 40 courses across the state 
To prepare our graduates for the workplace and 
postsecondary education (college placement 
exams)
It is expected that the ECAs will help to provide 
a more seamless transition from high school to 
workforce/higher education for all students in 
Indiana.



History of ECAs

We suspected that there were 
differences in the way students were 
being prepared for high school 
graduation.
Very few high schools administered 
cumulative midterms or finals. 



History of ECAs cont.
The assessments were developed by 
the Department of Education, the 
Center for Innovation in Assessment 
(IU), and the Commission for Higher 
Education.
The first pilots were administered in 
Algebra I and English 11 Spring 1997. 
Black Line Masters were available in 
other Core 40 courses.



History of ECAs cont.
Algebra I and English 11 continued to 
be piloted.
The first statewide pilot of Algebra I 
(paper-and-pencil) and English 11 In 
2002 (paper-and-pencil/online).
In 2003, the pilot was online only.



Current ECA System
The ECAs are part of Public Law 221 
and School Accountability.
This spring, the assessments in 
Algebra I and English 11 are 
operational.
Schools will choose (by content area) 
to take the test online or to administer 
paper-and-pencil tests.



Current ECA System cont.
Schools register online
Schools receive results online
Schools must participate if they 
want to be eligible for the top 
two school performance 
categories under Public Law 221



Indiana School Improvement and Performance Categories for Schools Not 
Meeting AYP Goals

Performance Exemplary 
Progress

Commendable 
Progress

Academic 
Progress

Academic 
Watch 
(Priority)

Academic 
Probation
(High Priority)

≥90% Exemplary School

≥80% ≥1% Commendable School

≥70% ≥3% ≥2% ≥1% <1%

≥60% ≥4% ≥3% ≥2% <2%

≥50% ≥5% ≥4% ≥3% ≥0% <0%

≥40% ≥6% ≥5% ≥4% ≥1% <1%

<40% ≥6% ≥5% ≥3% <3%

Improvement from Fall to Fall



Spring Schedule
This spring, Algebra I and English 11 
will be operational.
Tests are taken in two 45-minute 
sessions.
Operational means scores/participation  
count under Public Law 221.



Spring Schedule cont.
There will be no statewide pilot in any other 
subject in Spring 2004. Black Line Masters 
are scheduled to be available in Algebra II, 
Geometry, Pre-Calculus, English 9 and 10, 
Biology I, Earth Space Science, Chemistry 
I, Physics I, Economics, Geography, U.S. 
History, and U.S. Government.
Corporation Test Coordinators received 
information in early February about the 
Spring 2004 Administration.



Spring Schedule cont.
Schools will choose online or paper-
and-pencil for a content area.
The testing window will be 
approximately 5-6 weeks, similar to 
last year. Schools choose a two week 
window within the larger window to 
administer ECAs. 



Future of ECAs
Last year, the roll-out schedule was 
posted.
It is currently being revised.
We are working hard to make sure 
that Algebra I and English 11 go well.
We don’t anticipate ECAs in ALL Core 
40 courses.



Future of ECAs cont.
We are studying capacity issues.
Some schools indicate the need for 
three class periods to complete the 
practice test and the actual ECA.
We need feedback from schools as 
we continue to improve the system.
Use of students’ ECA scores remain 
local option.



Future of ECAs cont.
Placement decisions based on ECA 
scores remain option at 
postsecondary level.
Placement (not necessarily 
admissions decisions) for 
postsecondary education if relevant



Contact Information
ECA Help Desk
317-232-9130
eca@doe.state.in.us

Core 40 ECA Web site
http://www.doe.state.in.us/core40eca



Contact Information
Indiana’s Education Roundtable
http://www.edroundtable.state.in.us

You can download Indiana’s P-16 Plan
on the Roundtable Web site. There is
also a link to public comment.



DISCUSSION DRAFT 
 
 

Indiana University 
Responding to Goal 6:  Measuring Student Learning 
Indiana’s Framework for Policy and Planning Development  

In Higher Education 
 
 

Background:  In November 2003, the Indiana Commission on Higher Education adopted 
“Indiana’s Framework for Policy and Planning Development in Higher Education.”  In 
the interim, ICHE has asked institutions to respond to each of the six goals of the 
Framework.  Under the direction of the Senior Vice President for Academic Affairs, the 
Academic Leadership Council will develop a coordinated University response to “Goal 6:  
Measuring Student Learning” on behalf of IU’s seven campuses.  Recognizing the 
mission differentiation and variations in stages of implementing learning assessment, the 
IU response will be a single, coordinated framework with guiding principles across all 
campuses.  Under the auspices of the Academic Leadership Council, the IU individual 
campus responses will be coordinated to ensure that the overarching principles are 
observed while allowing flexibility and encouraging innovation.  Although ICHE has 
asked for a response by August 1, 2004, IU will develop its substantive plans over the 
next year but file a preliminary report with ICHE by August 1. 
 
Principles:  Each campus is to develop a specific plan of action with regard to each of 
the principles noted below: 
 

1. Each campus of Indiana University has an explicit statement of learning goals 
for all baccalaureate students across all degree programs.  This statement 
should be a public document that is understood by faculty, staff, students, and 
the general public, and it should reflect the history, values, and mission of the 
campus. 

2. Appropriate, clearly stated learning goals are set by faculty at the individual 
course level, at the school (division) level for majors, and at the campus level 
for general education. 

3. Each campus has defined opportunities for students to participate in a diverse 
array of engaging learning experiences that are aligned with expected learning 
goals and designed by faculty in accord with effective educational practices. 

4. The campus statement of learning goals has set forth how evidence on the 
attainment of each learning goal will be collected for individual students at the 
course, major and degree levels and that can be reported for all baccalaureate 
graduates collectively as a measure of continuing institutional improvement. 

5. The campus plan for assessing individual student achievement:  (a) takes into 
account student preparation for learning upon matriculation (and is aligned 



with high school graduation); (b) accommodates transfer students; and (c) 
assesses the integration of learning at the program and degree levels. 

6. The campus has developed multiple means of directly and indirectly assessing 
student learning and has established common standards or rubrics for 
ascertaining and documenting each student’s level of attainment of expected 
learning goals.  (These may include such indirect measures of student 
engagement as NSSE and other surveys and such direct measures as pass rates 
in appropriate licensure examinations, third-party validation, student projects, 
and electronic student portfolios.) 

7. Public descriptions of what students are expected to know and do as a result of 
completing a baccalaureate degree on each campus reflect consensus of 
faculty across the campus. 

8. Each campus has aligned administrative structures and practices to promote 
student learning, specifically including the coordination of assessment of 
learning with teaching. 

9. Each campus has a plan to benchmark its assessments to appropriate peer 
reference groups and use information about student learning and success to 
improve continuously the environment for learning. 

 
Processes:  Indiana University is committed to developing consensus on broad principles 
across all of the campuses and to engaging in continuous improvement by sharing 
resources, innovations, and practices.  Among the innovations to be explored collectively 
are:  alignment of high school graduation expectations for college matriculation through 
pre-college programs; use of NSSE data to define common characteristics across the 
University and the opportunities for improving the student experience; the use of 
electronic student portfolios; the use of pass rates in professional licensure examinations; 
and other practices as may be determined.  In each of these areas, campuses will be 
invited to name representatives to a program committee that will consider existing 
experiences and assets and define objectives that might be shared by two or more 
campuses.   
 
Timeline:  The program committees will work during the 2004-05 year and make a 
preliminary report to the Academic Leadership Council by July 2004; several initiatives 
should be planned to occur during the fall and spring, including a conference on the use 
of student electronic portfolios, a plan to use comparative data from NSSE, and 
coordination with transfer institutions (e.g., Ivy Tech) on learning goals that can be 
aligned.  The program committees will make their final reports in April 2005. 
 
Each campus will prepare a report on its planned activities for 2004-05 that will explain 
in detail how it will address each of the nine principles.  This report will be filed with the 
Academic Leadership Council by August 15, 2004.  The final report of actions taken to 
establish an implementation plan to address the principles will be filed with the 
Academic Leadership Council by May 2005.  The Senior Vice President for Academic 
Affairs will review the campus plans and the work of the program committees, asking for 
any revisions or changes that may be necessary, in order to prepare a report to the 
Trustees and ICHE by early fall 2005. 



 



Program Review and Assessment Committee 
 

Thursday, April 22, 2004 
1:30 to 3:00 p.m., UL 1126 
Joyce Mac Kinnon, Chair 
Karen Johnson, Vice Chair and Recorder 
 
AGENDA –  

 
1. Approval of March Minutes...............................................................J. Mac Kinnon 
2. Discussion of the ICHE Plan-Related Document, Responding to 

Goal 6: Measuring Student Learning ................................................J. Mac Kinnon 
3. Framework for PRAC Annual Reports.......................................................T. Banta 
4. Brief Subcommittee Reports: 
 e-Portfolio ..................................................................................S. Hamilton 
 Grants ............................................................................................ E. Sener 
 Performance Indicators....................................................................S. Kahn 
 Program Review ...........................................................................D. Boland 
5. Reports from 2002-03 Grant Recipients .....................M. Adamek and K. Thedwall 
6. KSB Faculty Survey on PULs.................................................................... J. Smith 
7. Year in Review ..................................................................................... K. Johnson 
8. Adjournment ......................................................................................J. MacKinnon 
 
 
MINUTES – 
Present:  S. Baker, T. Banta, K. Black, D. Boland, P. Boruff-Jones, C. Dobbs, M. 
Hansen, K. Johnson, J. Kuczkowski, J. Mac Kinnon, S. Milosevich, K. Morrow, H. 
Mzumara, J. Orr, C. Pike, M. Plummer, I. Queiro-Tajalli, E. Sener, J. Smith, C. Souch, 
and C. Yokomoto 
 
The minutes of the March 25 meeting were approved as written. 
Two recipients of PRAC grants reported on their funded projects.  Margaret Adamek’s 
project was “Examining the Role of Doctoral Students as Field Liaisons.”  Field 
experience is one of the core areas for undergraduate and masters students, and the 
field liaison is the faculty member who links the IU School of Social Work and the 
community partner at the site where the student is placed. 
Adamek’s PRAC grant funded a pilot phase for a larger project that will be submitted to 
the Woodrow Wilson Foundation for additional funding.  In the spring and fall of 2003, 
the project established two doctoral students as field liaisons in place of faculty.  The 
project involved collecting information from other universities about the use and training 
of doctoral students to work as field liaisons.  The opinions of IUSSW faculty also were 
solicited.  The assessment aspect of the project focused on the liaisons’ evaluation of 
placed students to determine whether or not the doctoral student can fulfill this role as 
well as do faculty.   
The project outcomes included: 

• Creation of a training guide for doctoral students who are working as field liaisons 



• A plan to present a paper at the annual meeting of the Council on Social Work 
Education and to revise the paper for publication 

• A grant proposal for the Woodrow Wilson Foundation  
• Creation of an instrument for evaluating the work of the field liaison as well as the 

resources of the placement itself.   
 

Kate Thedwall’s report on the Communication Studies grant project occurred later in the 
meeting. 
Led by Trudy Banta, the Committee discussed a draft proposal for Goal Six of the 
ICHE’s new Blueprint for Higher Education in Indiana.  This proposal grew out of a 
meeting of a group of academic officers from all campuses convened by Kenneth Gros 
Louis.  Gros Louis asked Bill Plater to develop guidelines for Goal Six.  According to 
Banta, the most challenging aspect of the proposal is the collective reporting 
requirement in Section 4.  Joyce Mac Kinnon pointed out the strengths of IUPUI’s 
reporting system in addressing this challenge, in particular citing the ePort and the 
resources offered by the Center for Teaching and Learning.  Mac Kinnon also wondered 
if each campus must accomplish all of the steps outlined and she asked how we are to 
provide input on this document. 
Joe Kuczkowski pointed out that the accreditation process focuses on very similar 
activities, as does discussion of the PULs and how they are being addressed.  He felt 
that the ePort may be the best source for the kinds of individual data called for in the 
guidelines.  However, he was concerned about the short time frame proposed in the 
draft.   
Sam Milosevich observed that the campus will need to prioritize how we’re going to 
respond to these requests  He noted that, at various points in the draft, different levels 
are specified (Section 4 talks about course level, while 5 mentions program and degree 
levels).  Does “degree level” mean all degrees, both graduate and undergraduate or 
only associate and baccalaureate?  He voiced concern that such an initiative might 
move the ePort  from a commitment to a compliance issue.   
Donna Boland feared that the proposal might push the campus toward homogeneity, 
while Cathy Pike noted that Section 3 is vague, also hard for Social Work because that 
school exists on various campuses with varying programs.  Howard Mzumara noted that 
the proposal plays into the belief that one measure will work equally well for all.  
Charlie Yokomoto asked if this proposal is simply a description of the “ideal,” which 
might in practice leave room for collecting disparate data in one document.  He was also 
concerned with how it would be possible to take into account students’ levels of 
preparation at the time of matriculation.  Both Yokomoto and Milosevich recognized that 
our peer institutions may not be measuring the same categories as does IUPUI, thus 
making benchmarking difficult.   
Erdogan Sener pointed out that our primary reporting criterion should be that readers 
can see something useful in what we provide. 
Trudy Banta commented on the framework for PRAC annual reports.  She suggested 
that each school should do its report in the standard form and put in a paragraph on 
how it can collect information on individual student outcomes and report them 
collectively.  This can be inserted before or after the report grid.  Some schools will 
need to continue to use the matrix while others will move beyond the matrix to 



examining impact, creating a more qualitative, shorter report.  These reports are due in 
May. 

Subcommittee Reports 
1. ePort, delivered by Sharon Hamilton.  The original pilot project is in progress 

now, and the group is also testing a limited customizable model.  In 
development is a standing committee on campus and community life to be 
composed of students who will create plans for co-curricular and 
extracurricular learning to go along with curriculum.  Charlie Yokomoto is 
working hard to keep faculty views in the planning process.  A sign of the 
ePort’s success is that Samford U is sending a team to learn about our ePort 
(they chose it from ones they investigated around the country).  Meanwhile, 
Howard Mzumara and Elizabeth Rubens are developing a set of studies to 
assess the effectiveness of the ePort. 

2. Grants, delivered by Erdogan Sener.  Sener’s document has been sent to the 
PRAC listserv. 

3. Program Review, delivered by Donna Boland.  The Program Review 
subcommittee is still working on recommendations. 

4. Performance Indicators:  This subcommittee reported at a previous meeting.   
 
Kate Thedwall reported on her and Maureen Minielli’s project, “Improving Student and 
Instructor Assessment in the R110 Gateway Course.”  This project is part of a larger set 
of projects designed to improve R110, Fundamentals of Speech.  With their grant 
funding, Thedwall and Minielli bought software:  Personal Report of Communication 
Apprehension and Willingness to Communicate.  Unfortunately, many obstacles beyond 
the control of the investigators repeatedly sabotaged their attempts to use this software 
(details will be in the final report, which will be distributed to PRAC members).  
However, the study continues, and Thedwall and Minielli expect to be able to do the 
student surveys fully next year.  Their hypothesis is that taking R110 reduces 
communication apprehension, and, if validated, these data will help to prevent students 
from waiting to take R110 until the end of their college careers.   
Jim Smith presented a report on the Kelley School of Business faculty’s work on the 
PULs,  They have:   

1. drawn up a draft of Principles of Business Learning (PBLs), aimed to 
communicate notions of PULs to a business audience, and created a 
spreadsheet to show connections between the PBLs and the PULs.   

2. conducted a faculty survey asking each faculty member to list the major 
learning objectives in each course they teach, leading to the creation of a data 
base with PUL and PBL objectives and how each is covered in the Kelley 
School of Business.   

 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Karen Ramsay Johnson 
Vice-Chair 
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DISCUSSION DRAFT 
 
 

Indiana University 
Responding to Goal 6:  Measuring Student Learning 
Indiana’s Framework for Policy and Planning Development  

In Higher Education 
 
 

Background:  In November 2003, the Indiana Commission on Higher Education adopted 
“Indiana’s Framework for Policy and Planning Development in Higher Education.”  In 
the interim, ICHE has asked institutions to respond to each of the six goals of the 
Framework.  Under the direction of the Senior Vice President for Academic Affairs, the 
Academic Leadership Council will develop a coordinated University response to “Goal 6:  
Measuring Student Learning” on behalf of IU’s seven campuses.  Recognizing the 
mission differentiation and variations in stages of implementing learning assessment, the 
IU response will be a single, coordinated framework with guiding principles across all 
campuses.  Under the auspices of the Academic Leadership Council, the IU individual 
campus responses will be coordinated to ensure that the overarching principles are 
observed while allowing flexibility and encouraging innovation.  Although ICHE has 
asked for a response by August 1, 2004, IU will develop its substantive plans over the 
next year but file a preliminary report with ICHE by August 1. 
 
Principles:  Each campus is to develop a specific plan of action with regard to each of 
the principles noted below: 
 

1. Each campus of Indiana University has an explicit statement of learning goals 
for all baccalaureate students across all degree programs that reflects faculty 
consensus.  This statement should be a public document that is understood by 
faculty, staff, students, and the general public, and it should reflect the history, 
values, and mission of the campus. 

2. Appropriate, clearly stated learning goals are set by faculty at the individual 
course level, at the school (division) level for majors, and at the campus level 
for general education. 

3. Each campus has defined opportunities for students to participate in a diverse 
array of engaging learning experiences that are aligned with expected learning 
goals and designed by faculty in accord with effective educational practices. 

4. The campus statement of learning goals has set forth how evidence on the 
attainment of each learning goal will be collected for individual students at the 
course, major and degree levels and that can be reported for all baccalaureate 
graduates collectively as a measure of continuing institutional improvement. 

5. The campus plan for assessing individual student achievement:  (a) takes into 
account student preparation for learning upon matriculation (and is aligned 



with high school graduation); (b) accommodates transfer students; and (c) 
assesses the integration of learning at the program and degree levels. 

6. The campus has developed multiple means of directly and indirectly assessing 
student learning and has established common standards or rubrics for 
ascertaining and documenting each student’s level of attainment of expected 
learning goals.  (These may include such indirect measures of student 
engagement as NSSE and other surveys and such direct measures as pass rates 
in appropriate licensure examinations, third-party validation, student projects, 
and electronic student portfolios.) 

7. Each campus has aligned administrative structures and practices to promote 
student learning, specifically including the coordination of assessment of 
learning with teaching. 

8. Each campus has a plan to benchmark its assessments to appropriate peer 
reference groups and use information about student learning and success to 
improve continuously the environment for learning. 

 
Processes:  Indiana University is committed to developing consensus on broad principles 
across all of the campuses and to engaging in continuous improvement by sharing 
resources, innovations, and practices.  Among the innovations to be explored collectively 
are:  alignment of high school graduation expectations for college matriculation through 
pre-college programs; use of NSSE data to define common characteristics across the 
University and the opportunities for improving the student experience; the use of 
electronic student portfolios; the use of pass rates in professional licensure examinations; 
and other practices as may be determined.  In each of these areas, campuses will be 
invited to name representatives to program committees that will consider existing 
experiences and assets and define objectives that might be shared by two or more 
campuses.   
 
Timeline:  The program committees will work during the summer and the 2004-05 
academic year and make a preliminary report to the Academic Leadership Council by 
July 2004; several initiatives should be planned to occur during the fall and spring, 
including a conference on the use of student electronic portfolios, a plan to use 
comparative data from NSSE, and coordination with transfer institutions (e.g., Ivy Tech) 
on learning goals that can be aligned.  The program committees will make their final 
reports in April 2005. 
 
Each campus will prepare a report on its planned activities for 2004-05 that will explain 
in detail how it will address each of the eight principles listed above.  This report will be 
filed with the Academic Leadership Council by August 15, 2004.  The final report of 
actions taken to establish an implementation plan to address the principles will be filed 
with the Academic Leadership Council by May 2005.  The Senior Vice President for 
Academic Affairs will review the campus plans and the work of the program committees, 
asking for any revisions or changes that may be necessary, in order to prepare a report to 
the Trustees and ICHE by early fall 2005. 
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