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PREFACE

Thi sguide isacompanion pieceto Regional
Accreditation and Student Learning: Principles for Good
Practices, adopted by the Council of Regional
Accrediting Commissions. Itspurposeisto providea
framework within which institutions, regardl ess of
regional affiliation, might follow through on a shared
commitment to the Principles, and thusto give a centra
focusto student learning as a demonstration of
ingtitutional quality. Aswith the Principles, thisguideis
intended to complement, not supplant, the materials and
guidelines prepared by regional commissionsfor their
institutional members. Nor should any inference be
drawn that following the suggestions made in this guide
will provide sufficient grounds for accreditation,
irrespective of the standards of a particular region.

Excdlent advice isavailable currently in the form of
resource materials prepared by regional accreditation staff
aswdll asby other expertsin ingtitutional and student
assessment. These are noted in the form of an indexed
bibliography appended to this guide.






Student Learning Principles

Principle 1: The role of student learning in
accreditation.

The institution defines educational quality—one of its
core purposes—by how well it fulfills its declared
mission on student learning.

“Educational quality” refersto the quality of student learning itself, both the extent
to which the institution provides an environment conducive to student learning,
and the extent to which this environment leads to the development of knowledge,
skills, behaviors, and predispositions of value to students and the society they are
preparing to serve. Educationa quality is measured primarily by evidence of
impact on students, while other indicators, such asretention rates, graduation rates,
or graduates GRE scores, play secondary roles. An ingtitution’s “learning mis-
sion” reflectsits aspirations for students, and is stated in terms of how students are
expected to benefit from its course of study.

The literature on collegiate student learning is remarkably clear on what it tekesto
produce qudlity learning. An ingtitution that takes its learning mission seriously
and that views the quality of student learning as one of its core purposes:

B isclear and public about the learning outcomes to which it aspires
for its students;

B usesthese learning gods as well as knowledge about learning as
driversfor organizing instruction;

B provides an environment which signals support for student
learning at all levels, and

B promotes an atmosphere of critical reflection about teaching
and learning.

The most important function of regional accreditation is to assist member ingtitu-
tionsin establishing the integrity of the degreesthey offer, asindicated by the qual-
ities enumerated above.

Integrity is aso reflected by the degree to which an institution aligns its work to
accomplish its learning goals. It is neither possible nor desirable in most ingtitu-
tions to organize instructiona processes so that all students have equivaent learn-
ing obtained in equivalent ways. “Alignment” requires, not learning equivalence,
but that an ingtitution’s teaching and learning processes cohere in ways that are
meaningful and useful for students.



Principle 2: Documentation of student learning.

The institution demonstrates that student learning is appropriate
for the certificate or degree awarded and is consistent with the
institution’s own standards of academic performance.

The ingtitution accomplishesthis by:

B setting clear learning goals, which speak to both content and
leve of attainment;

B collecting evidence of goal attainment using appropriate
assessment toals;

B gpplying collective judgment as to the meaning and utility
of the evidence; and

B using this evidence to effect improvements in its programs.

Simply stated, institutions should be able to specify what students should learn and
should be ableto do. Notethat the principle does not state that asingle set of learn-
ing goals must apply to al students, but rather that these goals should be “appro-
priate for the certificate or degree awarded.” Once these goals have been set, the
ingitution should identify potential sources of evidence to help determine the
extent to which students are learning in ways consistent with these goads.
“Evidence’ isinformation that has been deliberately organized to support aclam
or to help reconcile competing claims. Contrary to popular belief, a wide variety
of data are available as evidence for demonstrating the quality of student learning.
A table of potentia evidence is given in the Appendix to this guide.

But even the “best” evidence of student learning will not automatically lead to
shared value judgments about the adequacy of that learning—and accreditation
requiresthat these judgments be made. Such questionsas, “What constituteslearn-
ing that is ‘good enough’? Are the standards adequately met?’ cannot be avoided.
A “gtandard” is alevel of performance against which evidence is compared and
judgments about value drawn. Each regiona commission has promulgated stan-
dards for student learning in amanner that respects diverse learning missions, and
s0 have not forced member institutions to adopt standardized learning goals.
Judgments about what constitutes student learning that is “good enough” must
therefore depend on how key stakeholders make meaning of the learning evidence
presented within a particular ingtitutional context. (See the text accompanying
Principle 4 for an elaboration of this point.)

Important asit isfor the ingtitution to define learning outcomes and to collect evi-
dence that these outcomes have been achieved, doing so without then taking action
to improve the quality of teaching and learning is smply insufficient.



Principle 3: Compilation of evidence.

The institution derives evidence of student learning from multiple
sources, such as courses, curricula, and co-curricular
programming, and includes effects of both intentional and
unintentional learning experiences. Evidence collected from these
sources is complementary and demonstrates the impact of the
institution as a whole on the student.

Human learning is extraordinarily complex, and even in colleges with clear learn-
ing missions and core learning requirements, their impact on each student’ s knowl-
edge, skills, and habits of mind will vary. An institution should not only expect
multiple learning outcomes, even within the major, but should also expect that its
various constituencies will assign different prioritiesto these outcomes. Therefore,
rather than searching for one or even a handful of measures that will accurately
demonstrate its educational effectiveness, the better strategy for an indtitution is to
begin with corelearning goals, then identify potentia sources of evidence that may
be used to help determine how well students are learning in ways consistent with
these goals. Using multiple methods from multiple sourcesis much morelikely to
result in an accurate portrayal.

Assessing the ingtitution’s impact on student learning requires more than looking
at the sum total of course-related assessments; the assessment also should include
a focus on the interaction of students' curricular and co-curricular experiences.
While a learning outcome refers to student performance at the end of an educa-
tional program, “impact of the ingtitution” implies that the ingtitution has caused a
changein students. Because student performanceis substantialy affected by char-
acterigtics at entry, outcomes do not necessarily reflect how the ingtitution has
affected them. The most effective measures of ingtitutional impact, therefore, are
both periodic and longitudinal, taken at various points throughout the curriculum,
a exit or graduation, and post-graduation.

Just as evidence of student learning can take many forms, it can aso be obtained
from many different sources: institutional databases and archival data; documents
(policies, drategic plans, fact books, and so forth); surveys and focus groups,
results of ingtitutional assessment; sample learning products; licensing and creden-
tialing exams; and student, course, and ingtitutional portfolios. Multiple sources
of evidence are best; reliance should not be placed on a single metric.



Principle 4: Stakeholder involvement.

The collection, interpretation, and use of student learning evidence
is a collective endeavor, and is not viewed as the sole responsibility
of a single office or position. Those in the institution with a stake
in decisions of educational quality participate in the process.

A “stakeholder” is anyone with an interest in the ingtitution—that is, anyone who
stands to gain or lose by what the ingtitution does. The case presented for accred-
itation should reflect not only the presumed interests of the regional commission
but also those held internally by faculty, staff, and students, and externally by par-
ents and board members.

Identifying interests can be donein severa different ways. One approachisto have
focused conversations with interest groups on chronic issues and concerns about
student learning; another is using the results of an ingtitution-wide survey, such as
the National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE), as atool for provoking cam-
pus discussion about the effectiveness with which the ingtitution is fulfilling its
learning mission. Regardless of the strategy chosen, the ingtitution should show
evidence of authentic engagement of stakeholders, so that the questions addressed
are not limited to those posed by the regional accrediting commission.

Authentic engagement also requires that key stakeholders participate in the inter-
pretation and use of student learning evidence. Questions such as, “What do you
make of these data? What is suggested here about how we' re doing as an institu-
tion?" encourage reflective thinking before positions become solidified, and pro-
mote a richer conversation about important issues. Just as the collection and use
of student learning evidence should not be limited to questions posed by accredit-
ing commissions or other external congtituencies, neither should the interpretation
of student learning data be delegated to those in academic administration or insti-
tutional research. Different stakeholders and stakeholder groups will have differ-
ent value sets; thus, they will arrive a independent, and sometimes contrary, judg-
ments when presented with exactly the same data. The primary purpose of col-
lecting the kind of evidence described in Principle 2, therefore, is to engage the
ingtitution and regional commissions in a useful, more informed dial ogue about
what and how students are learning.

Involving stakeholdersin the use of evidence to make changes also maintains their
investment in improvement.
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Principle 5: Capacity building.
The institution uses broad participation in reflecting about

student learning outcomes as a means of building a commitment
to educational improvement.

The most significant barrier to the usefulness of accreditation for theingtitution has
been the natural impulse to treat accreditation as atask to undertake as quickly and
efficiently as possible, without thinking too much about its long-term potential.
This occurs despite the fact that what accreditation agenciesrea ly want isevidence
that the institution has internalized assessment of student learning, that it collects
and uses student learning data as away to monitor its own quality, and that it does
s0 in amanner befitting its mission and purposes. Ingtitutional qualities most like-
ly to lead to educational improvement include the following:

B A leadership of engagement. Leadersframeissuesclearly, put clear choic-
es before the faculty and other stakeholder groups, and are open to nego-
tiation about what will inform these decisions. Leaders also provide
incentives for reasonable risk-taking by academic programs.

B A culture of peer collaboration and peer review. Criteriaand standards for
evaluation—of both faculty and programs—are based on a shared under-
standing of faculty work.

B Hexible and decentralized evaluation policies. Units and programs are
invited to define for themselves the critical evaluation questions, the key
stakeholders and sources of evidence, and the most appropriate analysis
and interpretation procedures.

B A willingness to make assumptions explicit and to question them. The
ingtitution recognizes that asking questions that challenge existing per-
spectivesis central to ingtitutional vitality.

B A recognition that most of the information required to make informed
judgments is aready available, and that expert knowledge lies mostly
inside the ingtitution. A widespread myth exists in colleges and universi-
ties that assessment and interpretation of student learning outcomes
require comprehensive and standardized assessment instruments, and
external consultants to implement them.

B Significant opportunities for critical reflection on student learning data.
Faculty members and academic staff are given the time and resources to
make meaning of student learning evidence, including opportunities for
discourse and an invitation to adopt new and different perspectives on
what the data suggest.

B Anacceptance of the need for evidence asatool for decision-making. The
ingtitution demonstrates a spirit of reflection and continuous improvement
based on data.
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APPENDIX

Criteria for the Evaluation of Student Learning

[NOTE: Entries shown in regular font were derived from
standards or guidelines produced by one or more of the
regional Commissions. Entries given in italics were derived
from other sources, as noted at the end of the outline.]

I.  Fulfillment of institutional purposes in student learning outcomes

A. Accomplishment of institutional learning goals
1. What evidence is provided abouit:
a student mastery of program goals and course objectives?
b. graduates’ mastery of college-level competencies?
¢. employment prospects of graduates?
2. Doestheinstitution award degrees and certificates based on student
achievement of aprogram’s stated |earning outcomes?

B. Demonstration of specific student proficiencies. What evidence exists
that students have attained the following:

1. Developed an inclination to:
a understand their values through self-assessment?
b. consider divergent views?
c. pursueintellectua interests through structured inquiry?
d. become intentional learners, purposeful and self-directed in
multiple ways? [ 3]
2. Developed skillsin:
written and oral communication?
. scientific and quantitative reasoning?
. critical analysisand logical thinking?
. analysis and integration of concepts?
. ways to identify, access, retrieve, and apply relevant information?
technology appropriate to the program of study?
. deriving meaning from experience? [3]
. transforming information into knowledge and knowledge into
Jjudgment and action? [3]
i. managing change? [3]
j. working well in teams? [3]
3. Gained knowledge and appreciation of:
a the complex structure of knowledge germaneto an area of inquiry
and its interrelatedness to other areas?
b. aesthetic and ethical dimensions of humankind?
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c. scientific, historical, and socia phenomena?
d. the values and histories underlying U.S. democracy? [3]
e. civic values? [3]

4. Engaged in both broad and deep learning? [7]

5. Mastered competencies for independent |earning—a self-awareness
about the reason for study, the learning process itself, and how
education is used?

Certification of learning. What evidence exists that the institution is able

to back up degrees awarded with a certification that learning goals
have been achieved? [4]

IIl. Institutional capacity for quality student learning

A.

Clear institutional purposes regarding student learning

1. What commitment to learning is evident in the institution’s mission

statement?

2. Have discussions been held among key constituents regarding the
relevance of the current mission statement to student learning?

How have stakeholder interests been incorporated into revisions? [1]

3. How arean ingtitution’s educational mission and goals
disseminated to constituencies?

4. What does the ingtitution do to assure that students and prospective
students receive clear and accurate information about educational
courses and programs and transfer policies?

5. Towhat extent are the expected learning outcomes of theinstitution’s
programs made public, including to prospective students?

6. How doesinstitutional mission influence curricular objectives, and
how do curriculain turn influence course objectives?

7. What isthe match between:

a attributes of admitted students and the mission and goals of the
ingtitution?
b. theingtitution’s programs and its mission and objectives?

Policies supporting student learning

1. How much emphasis is given to commitment to student learning as part of
Sfaculty hiring? [1]

2. What policies and procedures are in place to assure effective
instruction?

3. How doesthe ingtitution support freedom of inquiry for faculty
and students?

4. What measures does the ingtitution take to assure equitable access
to students?

5. What doesthe institution do to assure that its services and academic
resources afford all admitted students the opportunity to succeed?

6. What information is provided to students to help them make
informed choices about their education?
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7. Inwhat ways do ingtitutional policies serve the learning needs of
adults and other non-traditional learners?

8. How much of an ingtitution’ s articulation and transfer policies focus
on student learning rather than on content or delivery?

9. What resources are provided to sustain and improve programs
and instruction?

10. In the evaluation of faculty, how much importance is given to their
effectiveness in producing learning outcomes?

What isthe role of peer review?

11. What evidence exists that teaching is taken seriously as a scholarly
activity? [4]

12. What is the alignment of faculty and staff recruitment, workload,
incentive, and evaluation practices with institutional purposes and
educational objectives?

13. How often are institutional policies screened for the extent to which they
support student learning? [2]

Leadership for student learning

1. Does the institution have a visible institutional leader committed to
creating a climate for learning? [1]

2. What evidence exists to indicate that this commitment extends
beyond rhetoric to actionsin resource allocation, policy making,
and data-driven decision-making?

3. How doestheingtitution align and coordinate vision, strategy,
and planning?

4. How explicit isthe process of change and its anticipated impact?

5. Whoisinvolved in ingtitutional planning efforts? What isthe
extent of their involvement?

6. What support for assessment of student learning is evident by the
governing board, senior executive officers, and unit heads?

7. How doestheinstitution determine that facilities and learning
resources are adequate to meet student learning goals?

8. How doestheinstitution balance energy focused on accomplishing its
stated mission with flexibility to a changing environment?

9. Who in the institution is sufficiently knowledgeable about student
learning to provide the leadership required? [1]

A quality environment for student learning

1. What doestheinstitution do to provide an environment that:

a isactively conducive to student learning—where library, information
resources, and co-curricular programs actively support student
learning?

b. servesasashared |earning community in which students are
encouraged to explore and express adiversity of ideas and opinions?

¢. encourages persona and civic responsibility aswell asintellectual,
aesthetic, and personal development for all of its students?
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. Where is a focus on learning evident in key institutional documents,

such as the college catalog, program descriptions, and personnel
policies? [4]

. How flexible is the scheduling of learning options and activities, i.e.,

year-round operation, frequent entry points and flexible exit? [2]

. In what ways does the institution encourage and disseminate

innovations in teaching and learning, and discuss their implications
for curriculum and pedagogy?

. What evidence exists of a“culture of inquisitiveness’ about student

learning, including:

aneed for information and an urgency to act?

. afocus on current issues or problems?

. awillingness to make assumptions explicit and to question them?

. arecognition of the value of past experiences?

. opportunitiesto reflect?

shared understandings that “learning to learn” is asimportant as

what is learned?

. support of reasonable risk-taking by academic units?

. opportunities to share results of experimentation in learning?
aclimate of trust?
widespread generation of, access to, and use of information about
student learning?

k. collectiveinterpretation of information?

|. an established process for planning and decision making?

m. tangible rewards for determining what worked and what did not? [8]
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. How much consensus exists across the institution about the importance of

documenting and assessing student learning outcomes? [1]

. In what ways have community resources been tapped to help the

institution become more learning-centered? [1]

. On campuses that are unionized, how consistent are union agendas with

a focus on student learning? [2]

Adequate resources to support student learning

1.

What resources are provided to support educational programs and
to facilitate student achievement of program objectives?

What does the allocation of resources among programs, units, and
individuals reveal about institutional priorities regarding student
learning?

What kinds of access and training are provided to students so that
library and other learning support services may be used
effectively and efficiently?

To what extent are student support services appropriate to student
strengths and needs, reflective of ingtitutional mission, consistent
with student learning expectations, and available regardless of place
or method of delivery?

In what ways do student support services contribute to the
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achievement of student learning outcomes?

What istheinstitution’s plan for acquiring and replacing learning
resources, including technology, and how isthisaigned with
educational goals and objectives?

What is the alignment between faculty qualifications and the courses
they are expected to teach?

How much support is provided for evaluation of instructional
effectiveness?

What resources and programs for professional development are
made available to faculty, staff, and administrators and how
much are they used?

10. To what extent are these programs based on identified teaching and

learning needs?

11. How does the institution ensure that fiscal stability is not attained

at the expense of educationa quality?

ll. Effective teaching and learning practices

A.

Curricular design and integration

1.

2.

8.

9.

How does the institution identify the varied educational needs of its
students, and how does it seek to meet these needs?

What evidence is given that educational programs have been
developed to promote curricular coherence and integration

and synthesis of learning?

What evidence exists of coherence, continuity, and integration of
students’ educational experience?

How does the institution connect its curriculato its defined
communities, through such initiatives as development of available
field settings, service learning, or similar opportunities for practical
student engagement?

What is the availability of such co-curricular offerings as out-of-
classlectures and exhibitions, study abroad, civic involvement,
independent learning and research, and opportunities for informal
student-faculty contact?

What is the congruence between ingtitutional descriptions of degrees
and certificates and program content, degree objectives, and student
mastery of knowledge?

Does each instructional program have a clearly stated rationale?
How do these align with ingtitutional mission and purposes?

How public are they?

How consistent are curriculawith the abilities and scholastic
preparation of the students admitted to the programs?

To what extent are programs characterized by appropriate breadth,
depth, continuity, sequential progression, and time to completion?

10. How consistent are goals, structure, content, and methods of

instruction?
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11. How diverse are the methods of instruction and points of view to
which students are exposed?
12. How much of the evaluation of program effectiveness centerson
student |earning outcomes?
13. Do programs of study:
a include courses and/or activities that stimulate the examination and
understanding of personal, social, and civic values?
b. require faculty and students to use scholarship and/or participation
in research?
c. requireintellectua interaction among students and between students
and faculty?
14. For the ingtitution’ sgeneral education program:
a What isthe balance it offers among the arts and humanities, sciences,
and social sciences, including their relationships to one another?
b. To what extent does the general education program contain:
i. aclearly defined statement of philosophy and objectives?
ii. coursesthat stimulate the examination and understanding of
personal, social, and civic values?
iii. coursesthat ensure proficiency in skills and competencies
essential for al college-educated adults?
15. How much opportunity do students have to pursue knowledge and
understanding through unrestricted el ectives?
16. What percentage of students' studies is devoted to general education?
17. For theinstitution’ s professional education programs:
a What role do practice communities play in curricular decisions?
b. How arelearning goals linked to professional standards of practice?
C. How does the institution assure professional competence of its
graduates? [6]
18. What strategic relationships, partnerships, and collaborations has the
institution forged with employers and other organizations to develop
and improve educational opportunities for learners? [5]

Student learning goals

1. Are expected student learning outcomes articulated at the course,
program, and ingtitutional levels?

2. Are these outcomes articulated in a developmental way—that is,
expressed at beginning, intermediate, and advanced levels? [4]

3. Does each program have learning objectives, and to what extent do
these include knowledge, intellectual skills, and methods of inquiry
to be acquired?

4. Doestheingtitution have high standards without standardization—.e,
doesit allow multiple pathways to achievement?

5. Towhat degree do theingtitution’ slearning goasfor genera
education include the following:
a an understanding of the basic content and methodology of the major

areas of knowledge: the humanities and fine arts, the natural sciences,
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and the socid sciences?

b. acapacity to be aproductive individual and lifelong learner: oral and
written communication, computer literacy, scientific and quantitative
reasoning, critical analysis/logical thinking, and the ability to acquire
knowledge through a variety of means, including information
technology?

¢. arecognition of what it meansto be an ethical human being and
effective citizen: an appreciation of ethica principles; civility and
interpersonal skill; respect for cultural diversity; historical and aesthetic
sengitivity; and the willingness to assume civic, political, and social
responsibilities?

d. reinforcement of the above throughout the curriculum? [3]

Do requirements for the mgjor include clearly defined learning

objectives, and do these objectives include an expectation of mastery

of the knowledge, methods, and theories pertinent to a particular

areaof inquiry?

Student learning experiences

1.

How congruent are instructional techniques and delivery systemswith

the mission and purposes of the institution? With students’

capabilities and learning needs?

In what ways are faculty members incorporating research on student

learning in their teaching?

What is the range of methods of instruction and viewpointsto which

students are exposed?

What learning options are available to learners to help them meet

their learning goals? Are these options offered in varying lengths, at

graduated levels of complexity, and clustered in different

configurations? [2]

To what extent do programs and courses ensure an opportunity for

reflection and analysis of subject matter?

How does advising or mentoring help students benefit from available

educational opportunities and resources?

To what extent do educational offerings provide:

a an atmosphere of inquiry that values diversity of backgrounds and
perspectives?

b. an opportunity for students to engage each other and their teachersin a
free exchange of ideas and attitudes?

¢. acourse syllabus that specifieslearning objectives consistent with
published course descriptions?

d. experiences relevant to student aspirations and interests?

e. adeguate time on task to learn and practice?

f. an opportunity to integrate instructional and non-instructional
experiences?

0. active student engagement in learning?

h. an opportunity for collaborative learning?
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i. evaluation of student learning based upon clearly stated criteriathat
reflect learning objectives?

V. Institutional processes for evaluating educational effectiveness

A. Defining educational goals and objectives

1.

What institutional policies and procedures |lead to the devel opment,
approval, and evaluation of its educational purposes and learning
goals?

. Towhat degree are educational goals derived from and based on

the mission?

. How doestheingtitution ensure that the degreesit offersare

aligned with its core purposes?

. How doestheinstitution ensure that its educational objectivesare

appropriate for its students, given their particular backgrounds
and their intended objectives?

. Towhat extent are mission, goals, and objectives:

a aguide to decision making?

b. the product of a collaborative effort?

c. related to external aswell asinternal contexts and constituencies?
d. focused on student learning and institutional improvement?

. How are goals applied within the ingtitution and how is

implementation coordinated?

. What is the congruence between learning goals and assessment

practices? [3]

B.  Assessing student learning

1.
2.

What isthe role of faculty in assuring academic quality?

In what ways does the institution gather, analyze, and use information
about the needs and preferences of students and the values they place
on programs and services? Isthisinformation effectively used to
creste an overall climate conducive to student and institutional
learning?

How does the institution ensure that the organization and delivery

of its services to students are appropriately aligned with its
educational objectives and its particular approach to teaching

and learning?

How does the institution ensure that its programs can be completed
in atimely manner, are configured to meet student needs, and lead

to retention and graduation rates appropriate to the type of

institution and student population?

To what extent does the institution regularly collect and analyze
retention and attrition data for the student body as awhole aswell as
for major subgroups, and explore theimplications of the datato be
assured that the institution is being responsive to the needs of al its
students?
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6. How doestheinstitution review and modify its courses and programs
to reflect new knowledge and changesin the needs of society?

7. Towhat degreeistheinstitution’s assessment program marked by:

a astructure with institutional mission and educational purposes at the
center?

b. measurable learning objectives for courses of study?

c. astrong, readily-identifiable relationship between overall institutional
mission and objectives and the specific educational objectives of
individual departments or programs?

d. faculty ownership, and use in ways that lead to educational
improvements?

e. support and collaboration of faculty and administration?

f. incentives, recognitions and rewardsfor faculty effortsin assessment?

0. shared authority, including a strong campus-wide coordinating or
steering committee?

h. an individual responsible for oversight?

i. feedback to the faculty on aregular basis useful for theimprovement of
instruction and learning?

j- student understanding of the purposes of assessment?

k. systematic use of multiple measures, drawn extensively from existing
sources?

I. results useful for decision making?

m.realistic goals and timetable and appropriate investment of resources?

n. periodic evaluation of the plan’s effectiveness?

8. Towhat degreeisassessment both an ingtitutional priority and
away of life?

9. How are such factors as available resources, faculty expertise, student
needs, and academic planning taken into account for curricular
decisions?

10. How does the institution ensure that its curriculatranscend asimple
collection of courses?

11. How does the institution ensure comparable quality regardless of
delivery mode?

12. How does the ingtitution assure in-depth integration of general
education and study?

13. How does the institution demonstrate commitment to excellencein
both the teaching provided by faculty and the learning expected
of students?

14. What does the institution know about the educational experiences
and learning patterns of individual students? [3]

15. To what degree does the institution engage in “assessment as learning,”
that is, ongoing assessment with_feedback to help students improve? [4]

Using evaluative data for institutional change

1. What evidence exists of an ingtitutional commitment to making
meaningful use of student achievement data for the purpose of
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enhancing educationa effectiveness?

2. Towhat extent doesingtitutional inquiry into teaching and learning
affect the design of curricula, the design and practice of pedagogy,
and the improvement of evaluation?

3. Inwhat ways does the institution ensure that assessment outcomes
are actively used as guides for decision-making, resource allocation,
and action?

4. What record exists of ingtitutional and unit improvement? What
improvements in teaching and learning are evident as aresult of
assessment?

5. How are documented evaluation results communicated to appropriate
constituencies?

6. How often doesthe ingtitution systematically review and modify al
parts of the planning cycle, including institutional and other
research efforts?

D.  Assessing usefulness of evaluation
1. Inwhat way and how often is the assessment program reviewed
for usefulness and cost-effectiveness?
2. How doesthe institution determine that its decision-making
processes are appropriate to its stated mission and purposes?
3. To what extent has the institutional focus on assessment been a matter of
commitment rather than compliance? [4]
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