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Abstract

Administrators are struggling to understand how to best promote and implement a culture
of evidence-based decision making to stakeholders. The research study presented
explored best practices on creating meaningful professional development experiences
using both direct and indirect evidence of learning -- this article will describe the
effectiveness of a hybrid certificate program designed to educate faculty about
assessment and its impact on faculty learning gains, perceptions, and self-efficacy. The
study used a pre-/post-test design to measure participant knowledge using quizzes for
each of the four modules of the certificate and participant perceptions using a survey. The
modules covered writing student learning and program outcomes, curriculum mapping,
developing assessment methods, creating assessment instruments, collecting data,
analyzing and reporting results, and using results for improvement. Certificate completers
demonstrated increased knowledge of assessment terminology, procedures, and best
practices, as well as improved assessment-related self-efficacy. However, their perception
regarding assessment did not change. Data gathered through this study can help inform
decisions on needed assessment-related faculty professional development activities.
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Introduction

Over time, the role of faculty has expanded from teaching to include research and service
(Boyer, 1990). Institutions of higher education are placing greater demands on faculty with
higher teaching loads and increasing expectations of scholarly productivity (e.g., research
publications, funding). Engaging in the scholarship of teaching and learning, which
includes the assessment of student learning, is a central focus for institutes of higher
education because it is required to maintain regional accreditation. In addition, the
assessment of student learning is critical to ensure students are prepared to enter the
workforce with the necessary knowledge, skills, and abilities to engage in continued
learning beyond graduation (Boud & Falchikov, 2007). However, as Boud and Falchikov
(2007) argue, the assessment discourse is “...commonly dominated by the needs of
certification” (p. 4) and fails to truly capture its impact on student learning.

Faculty are subject-matter experts rather than pedagogical experts; therefore, they often
lack the knowledge and skills necessary to transmit concepts essential to the discipline in
ways that optimize student learning (Boyer, 1990; Saroyan & Amundsen, 2004). This
knowledge gap between content and pedagogy in the classroom hinders faculty efficacy in
the assessment of student learning and in the development and implementation of
strategies to improve student learning. For this reason, higher education institutions need
to support faculty not only in their research and service appointments, but also in their
pedagogical development (Hott & Tietjen-Smith, 2018), which encompasses assessment
of student learning for the purpose of continuous academic improvement. In this study, we
examine the effectiveness of a faculty professional development certificate program
created to (1) instill and enhance knowledge of assessment best practices in student
learning, (2) improve attitudes and beliefs about assessment, and (3) improve participants’
self-efficacy regarding assessment.

Review of the Literature

Content and pedagogical knowledge are essential to developing and implementing
meaningful assessment practices that lead to academic improvement. However, this can
only occur when faculty are knowledgeable of effective teaching, learning, and
assessment strategies; therefore, faculty development is needed in these areas. The
following sections will explore relevant literature related to content and pedagogical
knowledge, the current state of assessment practices in higher education, and the need for
faculty development in pedagogy.

Content Knowledge and Pedagogical Content Knowledge

Content knowledge is the deep understanding of discipline-specific concepts and
principles necessary to make pedagogical and curricular judgments (Shulman, 1986). To
ensure learning, faculty must manage numerous components in the classroom (e.g.,
learner differences, context, background knowledge) while effectively transmitting content
knowledge to the students in a meaningful context. This ability to transmit content
knowledge to students was coined by Shulman (1986) as pedagogical content knowledge.
Shulman (1986) differentiates it from content knowledge by arguing that pedagogical
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content knowledge is the “...amalgam of content and pedagogy (Shulman, 1987, p. 5)” or
“...the dimension for subject matter knowledge for teaching (Shulman, 1986, p. 9),” which
involves understanding, organizing, and adapting content for all learners. Pedagogical
content knowledge is necessary for faculty to employ strategies that optimize student
learning, which is determined through the assessment of important competencies to be
attained by the students. Then, faculty are informed by these assessment data to make
data-driven improvements in their classroom, which further expands their pedagogical
content knowledge.

Assessment in Higher Education

There has been little change in assessment practices within higher education. According
to Ronald Barnett, assessment is not utilized to its maximum potential (Boud and
Falchikov, Chapter 3, 2007) and continues to be mostly a bureaucratic process for faculty.
David Boud calls for a transformation of the current discourse in higher education into one
that reframes the purpose of assessment, how we talk about it, and how we describe it
(Boud and Falchikov, Chapter 2, 2007). This transformation can only take place if we
empower stakeholders (e.g., faculty, administration) with the knowledge and
understanding of assessment best practices. In order to accomplish this, active
collaboration (Banta, Jones & Black, 2009) is needed to “...find ways of thinking about
assessment that have positive consequential influence on learning (Boud and Falchikov,
2007, p. 19).” Aligning scholarship and teaching for the improvement of assessment
practices, beginning with faculty development, is necessary to transform the assessment
discourse.

Faculty Development

Higher education institutions hire faculty as subject-matter experts and expect them to
effectively convey knowledge to their students; yet, many faculty lack pedagogical training.
De Golia et al. (2019) surveyed psychiatry faculty to assess faculty development needs
and teaching skills workshops including teaching methods, assessment skills, and
pedagogy was identified as an unmet need. Faculty teaching in an online education
doctorate program identified the need for more professional development in the area of
pedagogy in a qualitative study conducted by Berry (2019). A study conducted by Behar-
Horenstein, Garvan, Catalanotto, Su, and Feng (2016) assessed faculty development
needs amongst dental faculty; their findings suggest the need for faculty development that
enhances teaching. More importantly, Rutz, Condon, Iverson, Manduca, and Willett’s
(2012) study looked at the relationship between faculty development, pedagogy, and
student achievement and identified a direct relationship between faculty development and
improved pedagogy. In summary, the findings of these studies demonstrate the need, and
faculty desire, for professional development opportunities in the areas of pedagogy and
assessment of student learning.

Problem Statement
Current literature (Allan & Driscoll, 2014; Behar-Horenstein et al., 2016; Berry, 2019; De
Golia et al., 2019; Hott & Smith, 2018; Pawlyshyn & Hitch, 2016; Rutz et al., 2012) notes
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the importance of faculty development and its positive impact on student learning. With
increasing faculty expectations and growing accountability measures from regional
accrediting agencies, higher education needs to expand faculty development in the area of
assessment. As Boud and Falchikov (2007) state, “...focus on assessment practices is
needed, not simply on labelled methods considered independently of their consequences
(p- 12).” In response to this identified need, our intervention — an assessment certificate
program — was provided to faculty to impart knowledge related to best practices in the
assessment of student learning and program efficiency for the purpose of continuous
academic improvement.

Research Questions

Grounded on literature that stresses the importance of faculty development (Allan &
Driscoll, 2014; Boyer, 1990; Hott & Smith, 2018; Pawlyshyn & Hitch, 2016; Saroyan &
Amundsen, 2004) and the need for meaningful assessment practices (Allan & Driscoll,
2014; Boud & Falchikov, 2007), this study examined the effectiveness of an institution-
wide assessment certificate created for faculty to learn assessment best practices in
student learning and program efficiency. The following research questions served as a
guide for the design of this intervention:

1. Did knowledge about assessment terminology, procedures, and best practices
improve?

2. Does participation in a certificate program improve participants’ perception of the
effectiveness of support systems?

3. Did participation in the certificate program improve participants' self-efficacy?

The current study took place in the fall 2018 term at Florida International University (FIU).
FIU is a large urban public research university with over 58,000 students and 2,300 faculty
members. A pre-test post-test experimental design was used to analyze learning gains
and participant perception data gathered in this study.

Methodology

The Institutional Effectiveness team within the Office of Academic Planning and
Accountability at Florida International University developed a hybrid (delivered partially on-
line and face-to-face) certificate program designed to educate faculty about assessment
and its impact on faculty learning gains, perceptions, and self-efficacy. The certificate
program consisted of four modules delivered over the 12 weeks. The modules covered (1)
writing student learning and program outcomes, (2) curriculum mapping, (3) developing
assessment methods, creating assessment instruments, collecting data, analyzing and
reporting results, and (4) using results for improvement.

Each on-line module consisted of interactive activities to facilitate learning of assessment
best practices. The information included in each module was guided by the work of Banta
and Blaich (2010), Kuh et. al. (2014, 2015), and Suskie (2009). Participants completed
assigned readings, participated in discussion boards, and developed a comprehensive
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assessment plan. Participants also attended two in-person workshops during which the
institutional effectiveness team provided detailed feedback on the assessment plans
developed by the faculty. Furthermore, the in-person sessions were designed to reinforce
course content by reviewing learning outcomes for each module and providing active
learning opportunities for participants (e.g., discussions to where faculty were asked to
apply competencies to their programs and courses, activities to create outcomes). This
study used a pre-/post-test design to measure participant knowledge using quizzes for
each of the four modules and participant perceptions using a survey.

Participants

The participants in this study consisted of faculty, instructors, and staff who enrolled in a
semester-long, hybrid assessment certificate program. Recruitment for participants was
initiated as an e-mail to a convenience sample of faculty who work on assessment reports
for academic programs, certificate programs, and general education courses. Recruitment
was focused on faculty from the College of Arts, Sciences and Education (CASE) and the
Steven J. Green School of International & Public Affairs (SIPA). The researchers targeted
these two colleges as participants in a pilot study since they represented the bulk of the
general education courses and programs at the institution.

Out of the 81 people who demonstrated interest, 50 were selected based on their
availability and willingness to complete all requirements of the certificate program. By the
end of the semester, only 45 participants completed the fourth and final post-test of the
program. The analysis of the data reflects the drop-out of two participants from Module 1
through Module 3 and the drop-out of three remaining participants in Module 4.
Demographic data for the 48 participants that completed the first three modules are
presented in Table 1.

Instruments

Two instruments were used to answer the three research questions. The first instrument
given to the participants was a perception survey. The survey consisted of 59 items and
was designed by the researchers to measure faculty perceptions of assessment practices,
knowledge, and utility.

A Likert scale was used to quantify the rating in the perception survey. For items related to
beliefs about assessment and willingness to do assessment tasks, a 4-point Likert scale
was used where 1 represented “strongly disagree” and 4 represented “strongly agree.” For
items related to self-efficacy or utilization of assessment best practices, a 4-point Likert
scale was used where a score of 1 indicated “not at all” and 4 indicated “to a very great
extent.” Finally, items related to assessment support and culture in their department,
college, and institutional effectiveness office were rated using a 3-point scale where 1
indicated “no”, 2 indicated “sometimes”, and 3 indicated “yes.” The survey questions were
broken down into the following categories:
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Effectiveness & utility of assessment (10 items)

Willingness to participate in assessment activities (6 items)

Self-efficacy (10 items)

Perception of assessment — Department Level (9 items)

Perception of assessment — College Level (9 items)

Perception of assessment — Institutional Effectiveness Office Level (9 items)
Extent to which assessment results are perceived to be useful (6 items)

Nk W=

The same survey was distributed twice, the first iteration before the certificate program
began and second iteration after participants completed all modules and assignments of
the certificate program (including the in-person session and mid-term and final projects).
Both validity and reliability tests of the instrument were conducted. The survey validation
method selected was construct validity, which is “the instrument’s ability to relate to other
variables (Burton, & Mazerolle, 2011).” Thus, Exploratory Factor Analysis was the
appropriate statistical technique to identify instrument constructs (Turocy, 2002). To
conduct this analysis, the seven categories were grouped according to their possible
answer choices (refer to Table 2).

For the categories Effectiveness and Utility and Willingness, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin
(KMO) and Bartlett’s value (chi-square=761.591, p<.05, sig=.000) exceeds the heuristic of
.60, indicating adequate correlations to continue with factor analysis (Burton, & Mazerolle,
2011); refer to Table 3. Communalities range from .476 to .894 (refer to Table 4). Since
they all exceed the 0.4 minimum, factor analysis was conducted using all items.

And as shown on Table 5, using the Kaiser rule with eigenvalues greater than 1, two
factors emerged (eigenvalues 9.119 and 2.773). In total, 16 components were extracted,
accounting for 100% of the variance. The first factor accounts for 56.99% of the variance
and the second factor accounts for 17.33% of the variance. The total amount of variance
accounted for by the first two principal components solution is 74.32%.

For the categories of Self Efficacy and Results Utility, KMO and Bartlett’s value (chi-
square=728.430, p<.05, sig=.000) exceeds the heuristic of .60, indicating adequate
correlations to continue with factor analysis (Burton, & Mazerolle, 2011); refer to Table 7.
Communalities range from .524 to .898 (refer to Table 8). Since they all exceed the 0.4
minimum, factor analysis was conducted using all items.

As shown on Table 9, using the Kaiser rule with eigenvalues greater than 1, three factors
emerged (eigenvalues 7.770, 3.402, and 1.164). In total, 16 components were extracted,
accounting for 100% of the variance. The first factor accounts for 48.56% of the variance,
the second factor accounts for 21.26% of the variance, and the third factor accounts for
7.28% of the variance. The total amount of variance accounted for by the first three
principal components solution is 77%.

The Rotated Component Matrix indicates (boxed in black) the items belonging to each of
the three components (refer to Table 10). Factor cross loading at 0.5 or above occurred for
two items (boxed in red). As Burton and Mazerolle (2010) suggest, these items should be
removed in future administrations.
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For the categories of Perception of Department, College, and Institutional Effectiveness,
KMO and Bartlett’s value (chi-square=1190.405, p<.05, sig=.000) exceeds the heuristic of
.60, indicating adequate correlations to continue with factor analysis (Burton, & Mazerolle,
2011); refer to Table 11. The question asking participants to rate whether assessment is
valued by the Institutional Effectiveness team was removed from this analysis, as this
variable had zero variance (i.e., all responses were “Yes”). Communalities range from .627
to .921 (refer to Table 12). Since they all exceed the 0.4 minimum, factor analysis was
conducted using all items.

As shown on Table 13, using the Kaiser rule with eigenvalues greater than 1, five factors
emerged (eigenvalues 11.050, 3.127, 2.357, 2.058, and 1.289). In total, 26 components
were extracted, accounting for 100% of the variance. The first factor accounts for 42.5% of
the variance, the second factor accounts for 12.03%, the third factor accounts for 9.07%,
the fourth accounts for 7.92%, and the fifth accounts for 4.99%. The total amount of
variance accounted for by the first two principal components solution is 76.51%. These
results indicate further refinement of these categories is also necessary, as participants’
responses were grouped and analyzed based on three constructs.

The Rotated Component Matrix indicates (boxed in black) the items belonging to each of
the five components (refer to Table 14). Factor cross loading at 0.5 or above occurred for
three items (boxed in red). As Burton and Mazerolle (2011) suggest, these items should be
removed in future administrations. In addition to Exploratory Factor Analysis, a Cronbach’s
Alpha was done to test the reliability of the items. Reliability indicated high internal
consistency (a > 0.70) per category, as shown on Table 15.

The second instrument consisted of pre-test and post-test quizzes for each of the four
modules of the certificates to measure participant knowledge about assessment
terminology, procedures, and best practices. The pre-tests and post-tests used the same
items. Table 16 describes the total number of questions per module and a breakdown of
the learning areas the questions focused on.

Participants completed the pre-test before each module and did not see the answers to the
questions. The same questions were then presented at the end of the module as a post-
test and they had one opportunity to respond correctly. Items were scored dichotomously
(1=correct, O=incorrect). A higher score indicated greater knowledge.

Data Analysis

Descriptive statistics and paired sample t-tests were used to answer the first research
question: Did learning about assessment terminology, procedures, and best practices
improve? Descriptive statistics were used to calculate averages of the pre-test and post-
test and were used as a direct measure for assessing learning gains for each of the four
modules. A secondary analysis using paired sample t-tests was conducted to calculate
significance of the differences in means. The last two research questions related to
changes in attitudes/beliefs, self-efficacy, and effectiveness of support services were
answered using independent sample t-tests since the survey was anonymous and we
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were not able to pair pre-test scores with post-test scores. Alpha levels for all tests were
set at the .05 level.

Results

Results for the first research question indicate a significant increase in mean assessment
knowledge from pre- to post-test for each of the four modules (Refer to Table 17).

Results for the second research question, change in perceptions regarding assessment
after completion of the certificate program, did not indicate significant differences between
pre- and post-test scores. However, results for the third research question indicate a post-
test significant increase in participants’ perceived self-efficacy on most of the areas
surveyed (Refer to Table 18). It is important to note pre- and post-survey data were not
paired. Since the pre-survey was completed anonymously, multiple submissions resulted
in a larger sample size (n=60); this was rectified prior to completion of the post-survey,
which yielded an accurate sample size (n=47). This is reflected by the 105 degrees of
freedom of the two-tailed t-test (refer to Table 3).

Discussion and Future Directions

Results of this study suggest that structured professional development activities are
effective in teaching faculty assessment best practices. Though average increases and
significant differences could be attributed to test-retest validity since the same questions
were used for pre- and post-test quizzes and survey, the need remains for higher
education institutions to invest in assessment-related professional development activities
for faculty, as they (for the most part) are only subject-matter experts (Allan & Driscoll,
2014; Boyer, 1990; Hott & Smith, 2018; Pawlyshyn & Hitch, 2016; Saroyan & Amundsen,
2004). However, as Banta (2009) states, this must be done with the support of senior-level
administrators and with faculty who are committed to the process. Hence, collaboration
amongst senior-level administrators, institutional effectiveness teams, and faculty is pivotal
in creating and sustaining a culture of meaningful assessment practices within higher
education institutions.

Beyond the formal instruction provided through the certificate program, this intervention
served as a springboard to initiate a culture of faculty-driven assessment practices
throughout our institution. A longitudinal follow-up study to this research is forthcoming to
examine whether or not the learning achieved by the participants affects the quality of
assessment reports as measured by a standardized rubric. Improving assessment
practices among faculty could facilitate more impactful improvement strategies that lead to
enhanced student learning; thereby perpetuating a positive cycle of continuous
improvement in both teaching and learning.

It is also important to note that the impact of learning experiences such as this certificate
on self-efficacy should be further explored. The results indicating that self-efficacy was
significantly increased can be meaningful since research shows that self-efficacy is
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correlated with motivation as it relates to learning and applying/transferring learned
concepts from the training program (Chiaburu & Lindsay, 2008). Sorrenti, Filippello,
Buzzai, Butto & Costa (2017) found that self-efficacy was positively correlated with traits of
conscientiousness, extraversion, openness to experience, and agreeableness and
negatively correlated with learned helplessness. These studies suggest that self-efficacy
needs to be taken into consideration when creating learning environments for learners
such as the faculty and staff in this study. Self-efficacy may be an important factor in
influencing perceptions of assessment and motivation to improve and apply assessment
best practices. Follow-up studies should include an investigation of whether self-efficacy is
correlated with competency mastery and application of learned skills in program/course
assessment practices.

Future research should further explore the effectiveness of assessment-related
professional development activities, as well as perhaps identify additional assessment-
related competencies faculty should master to ensure student success. A
phenomenological study would also be beneficial to better understand the challenges
institutions and faculty face when developing and implementing assessment practices;
survey responses cannot capture the depth, intricacies, and differences amongst
institutions. Another untapped area is the long-term effect of assessment-related faculty
development activities and its impact on student learning. Beyond faculty preparedness,
the preparation of administrative staff (e.g., registrar, student affairs) to assess the quality
and effectiveness of their processes, initiatives, and areas of oversight should also be
explored, as they too are tasked with supporting the institution’s mission. Finally, further
refinement of the survey instrument used in this study should be explored, as it will provide
researchers with a valid and reliable instrument to assess categories discussed.
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Table 1.

Demographics of Study Participants (n=48)

Factor n (%)
Gender
Male 16 (33%)
Female 28 (58%)
Prefer not to say 4 (8%)
Age
25 years or younger 0 (0%)
25-34 years 2 (4%)
35-44 years 17 (35%)
45-54 years 14 (29%)
55-64 years 8 (17%)
65-74 years 3 (6%)
75 years and older 0 (0%)
Prefer not to say 4 (8%)
Position
Instructor 10 (21%)
Assistant Professor 5(11%)
Associate Professor 14 (30%)
Professor 6 (13%)
Administrator 7 (15%)
Other 5 (11%)
Faculty Rank
Non-tenure earning 22 (47%)
Tenure earning 3 (6%)
Tenured 20 (43%)

61



Perez, Sanabria, Lebin & Doherty-Restrepo, Impact of an Assessment Certificate, JAHE, Vol. 1, No. A: 50-79 (April 2020)

Table 2.

Category Groupings for Factor Analysis of the Survey

Strongly Agree To a Very Great Extent Yes
Somewhat Agree To a Considerable Extent
- Somewhat

Somewhat Disagree To Some Extent No

Strongly Disagree Not at All

Effectiveness and Utility Self-Efficacy Perception — Department

Willingness Results Utility Perception — College
Perception — Institutional
Effectiveness
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Table 3.

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin and Bartlett’s Test for Effectiveness and Utility and Willingness

Statistical Analysis Results

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy .864

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity: Approximate Chi-Square 761.591
df 120
Significance .000

Note. df=Degrees of Freedom.
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Table 4.

Communalities for Effectiveness and Ultility and Willingness

Communalities Initial  Extraction
| believe assessment practices:

Improve curriculum 1.000 .734
Improve student learning 1.000 .749
Improve student success 1.000 .701
Improve faculty teaching practices 1.000 .656
Provide more meaningful information than course grades 1.000 .476
Lead to shared program goals 1.000 .742
Lead to shared student expectations 1.000 .709
Lead to program or course improvements 1.000 .794
Lead to a better understanding of the curriculum 1.000 .793
Lead to faculty engagement in data-driven improvement actions 1.000 .585
I am willing to:

Learn about assessment 1.000 .800
Undertake assessment responsibilities 1.000 .867
Teach colleagues about assessment 1.000 .779
Support other faculty to conduct assessment 1.000 .769
Review my course/program curriculum to incorporate assessment best 1.000 .841
practices

Analyze assessment results to develop improvement plans 1.000 .894

Note. Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
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Table 5.

Total Variance Explained for Effectiveness and Utility and Willingness

Component Initial Eigenvalues Extraction SS Loadings Rotation SS Loadings
% of % of % of
Total Variance Cum % Total Variance Cum % Total Variance Cum %

1 9.119  56.993 56.993 9.119 56.993 56.993 6.807 42.543 42.543
2 2773 17329 74322 2773 17.329 74322 5.085 31.779 74.322
3 .985 6.156 80.478
4 .651 4.066 84.544
5 445 2.780 87.324
6 405 2.532 89.856
7 334 2.085 91.941
8 .284 1.772 93.713
9 .250 1.561 95.274
10 192 1.198 96.472
11 A74 1.085 97.558
12 119 742 98.300
13 .088 551 98.852
14 .085 529 99.381
15 .053 332 99.713
16 .046 .287 100.00

Note. Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. SS=Sums of Squared. Cum=Cumulative
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Table 6.

Rotated Component Matrix? for Effectiveness and Ultility and Willingness

Component
1 2
| believe assessment practices:
Lead to a better understanding of the curriculum .876 161
Lead to program or course improvements .857 244
Lead to shared program goals .845 .169
Lead to shared student expectations .834 116
Improve student learning .808 .309
Improve curriculum .804 .295
Improve student success .799 .249
Lead to faculty engagement in data-driven improvement actions .763 .049
Improve faculty teaching practices 707 .395
Provide more meaningful information than course grades .621 .300
| am willing to:

Review my course/program curriculum to incorporate 178 .900
assessment best practices
Learn about assessment 145 .883
Support other faculty to conduct assessment .038 .876
Analyze assessment results to develop improvement plans .388 .862
Undertake assessment responsibilities 359 .859
Teach colleagues about assessment .393 791

Note. Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis; Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser
Normalization. a. Rotation converged in 3 iterations.
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Table 7.

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin and Bartlett’s Test for Self-Efficacy and Results Ulility

Statistical Analysis Results

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy T72

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity: Approximate Chi-Square 728.430
df 120
Significance .000

Note. df=Degrees of Freedom.
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Table 8.

Communalities for Self-Efficacy and Results Ulility

Communalities Initial  Extraction
Regarding assessment, | am able to:

Create a mission statement for my department or program 1.000 .524
Create measurable outcomes 1.000 770
Create a curriculum map 1.000 .784
Differentiate between direct and indirect measures 1.000 .805
Create a rubric 1.000 .824
Assess student work using a rubric 1.000 .753
Collect data related to outcomes and methods 1.000 .875
Analyze assessment results 1.000 .760
Use assessment results to generate improvement actions 1.000 .898
Document implementation and effectiveness of improvement actions 1.000 .738
To what extent are assessment results used within your courses or program:

To make changes to the curriculum 1.000 a73
To develop best teaching practices 1.000 .825
To create faculty development opportunities 1.000 .621
To engage faculty in discussions about the curriculum 1.000 .838
To evaluate the effectiveness of improvement strategies 1.000 .802
To evaluate whether outcomes are met at the expected level of achievement 1.000 745

Note. Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
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Table 9.

Total Variance Explained for Self-Efficacy and Results Ulility

Component Initial Eigenvalues Extraction SS Loadings Rotation SS Loadings
% of % of % of
Total Variance Cum % Total Variance Cum % Total Variance Cum %
1 7.770 48.562 48.562 7.770 48.562 48.562 4.583 28.644 28.644
2 3.402 21.262 69.824 3.402 21.262 69.824 4.435 27.719 56.362
3 1.164 7.275 77.099 1.164 7.275 77.099 3.318 20.737 77.099
4 .842 5.262 82.361
5 .672 4.203 86.564
6 464 2.903 89.467
7 405  2.532 92.000
8 280 1.752 93.752
9 250 1.563 95.315
10 203 1.266 96.581
11 154 962 97.543
12 145 907 98.450
13 .090 .565 99.015
14 075 470 99.485
15 .050 .314 99.799
16 .032 .201 100.000

Note. Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. SS=Sums of Squared. Cum=Cumulative
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Table 10.

Rotated Component Matrix2 for Self-Efficacy and Results Ultility

Component
1 2 3
Regarding assessment, | am able to:
Create a rubric 877 .068 222
Differentiate between direct and indirect measures .854 .090 .261
Create a curriculum map .809 335 131
Assess student work using a rubric .801 A72 .288
Document implementation and effectiveness of 671 .036 .535
improvement actions
Create a mission statement for my department or .629 .080 .349
program
Analyze assessment results 622 .009
To what extent are assessment results used within your
courses or program:
To engage faculty in discussions about the curriculum .082 912 -.013
To evaluate the effectiveness of improvement .022 .884 144
strategies
To develop best teaching practices .053 .868 .261
To evaluate whether outcomes are met at the 121 .855 .002
expected level of achievement
To create faculty development opportunities 276 .738 -.010
To make changes to the curriculum .136 .736 461
Regarding assessment, | am able to:
Collect data related to outcomes and methods .289 119 .882
Use assessment results to generate improvement 427 217 .818
actions
Create measurable outcomes 413 .168 .756

Note. Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis; Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser
Normalization.
a. Rotation converged in 5 iterations.
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Table 11.

KMO and Batrtlett’s Test for Perception of Department, College, and Institutional
Effectiveness

Statistical Analysis Results

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .698

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity: Approximate Chi-Square 1190.405
df 325
Significance .000

Note. df=Degrees of Freedom.
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Table 12.

Communalities for Perception of Department, College, and Institutional Effectiveness

Communalities
Please rate how each of the following statements is represented at

the following levels: Initial  Extraction

Institutional Effectiveness Office —

Faculty are encouraged to participate in assessment activities 1.000 734
Faculty are encouraged to align their courses with their outcomes 1.000 .687
Faculty are encouraged to conduct meaningful program improvement 1.000 .692
Institutional Effectiveness Office - Faculty are encouraged to participate in 1.000 .859
making long-term plans for their program

It is easy for faculty to meet regularly to discuss assessment issues 1.000 741
The assessment process is transparent 1.000 .662
Assessment expertise is readily available 1.000 779
Adequate resources are provided for assessment training 1.000 627

Department Level —

Assessment is valued 1.000 .688
Faculty are encouraged to participate in assessment activities 1.000 .786
Faculty are encouraged to align their courses with their outcomes 1.000 778
Faculty are encouraged to conduct meaningful program improvement 1.000 .851
Faculty are encouraged to participate in making long-term plans for their 1.000 713
program

It is easy for faculty to meet regularly to discuss assessment issues 1.000 732
The assessment process is transparent 1.000 729
Assessment expertise is readily available 1.000 727
Adequate resources are provided for assessment training 1.000 .720

College Level —

Assessment is valued 1.000 .668
Faculty are encouraged to participate in assessment activities 1.000 .853
Faculty are encouraged to align their courses with their outcomes 1.000 .908
Faculty are encouraged to conduct meaningful program improvement 1.000 .848
Faculty are encouraged to participate in making long-term plans for their 1.000 734
program

It is easy for faculty to meet regularly to discuss assessment issues 1.000 .829
The assessment process is transparent 1.000 778
Assessment expertise is readily available 1.000 .846
Adequate resources are provided for assessment training 1.000 .921

Note. Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
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Table 13.

Total Variance Explained for Perception of Department, College, and Institutional Effectiveness

Component |nitial Eigenvalues Extraction SS Loadings Rotation SS Loadings

% of % of % of
Total Variance Cum % Total Variance Cum % Total Variance Cum %

1 11.050 42.502 42.502 11.050 42.502 42.502 5409 20.803 20.803
2 3127 12.029 54530 3.127 12.029 54530 4906 18.868 39.671
3 2.357 9.065 63.595 2.357 9.065 63.595 3447 13257 52928
4 2.058 7.917 71512 2.058 7.917 71512 3003 11.895 64.823
5 1.298 4.993 76.505 1.298 4.993 76.505 3037 11.682 76.505
6 935  3.597 80.102
7 909  3.496 83.598
8 754 2.899 86.497
9 539  2.072 88.569
10 492 1.891 90.460
11 439 1.688 92.148
12 326 1.253 93.401
13 281 1.079 94.481
14 236 .906 95.387
15 199 764 96.151
16 188 722 96.873
17 178 685 97.558
18 149 574 98.132
19 134 514 98.646
20 113 433 99.080
21 .085 .328 99.407
22 .053  .204 99.611
23 .042 161 99.772
24 .027 105 99.877
25 .017  .065 99.942

26 .015  .058 100.000

Note. Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. SS=Sums of Squared. Cum=Cumulative
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Table 14.

Rotated Component Matrix® for Perception of Department, College, and Institutional Effectiveness

Please rate how each of the following Component

statements is represented at the following

levels: 1 2 3 4 5
College Level -

Faculty are encouraged to conduct .860 .200 .076 .043 .246
meaningful program improvement

Faculty are encouraged to align their courses| .855 .308 .059 .036 278
with their outcomes

Faculty are encouraged to participate in .839 314 144 .000 173
assessment activities

Adequate resources are provided for .698 211 .339 .520 -.064
assessment training

Assessment expertise is readily available .697 A17 319 A75 -137
Assessment is valued .683 -.029 -.071 .328 .296
The assessment process is transparent .668 .364 .344 274 -.079
Faculty are encouraged to participate in .648 .099 .366 121 .395

making long-term plans for their program

Department Level —

Faculty are encouraged to conduct 107 .905 .064 .025 .126

meaningful program improvement

Faculty are encouraged to participate in 318 .819 .042 .097 .051

assessment activities

Faculty are encouraged to participate in 138 .796 .229 .091 .009
making long-term plans for their program

Faculty are encouraged to align their courses .103 a73 -.078 237 .328
with their outcomes

The assessment process is transparent 197 712 .184 .386 .000

Assessment expertise is readily available 334 .646 -.021 446 -.005
Institutional Effectiveness Office -

Assessment expertise is readily available .160 -.057 .861 -.056 .084

Adequate resources are provided for .078 .075 .784 .032 -.021
assessment training

It is easy for faculty to meet regularly to 128 .017 .728 .328 .296

discuss assessment issues

The assessment process is transparent 216 317 .679 .134 192

It is easy for faculty to meet regularly to 130 294 127 79 -.077

discuss assessment issues

College Level -
It is easy for faculty to meet regularly to 552 .204 .307 621 .058
discuss assessment issues
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Table 14 Continued

Department Level -

Adequate resources are provided for .308 482 .100 604 .130
assessment training

Assessment is valued .090 .536 -.099 553 278
Institutional Effectiveness Office -

Faculty are encouraged to participate in 133 .039 .030 .062 .842
assessment activities

Faculty are encouraged to participate in 216 197 .398 .066 .782
making long-term plans for their program

Faculty are encouraged to align their courses .188 .160 .035 -.168 a73
with their outcomes

Faculty are encouraged to conduct .138 .054 457 .380 .563

meaningful program improvement

Note. Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.; Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser
Normalization.
a. Rotation converged in 8 iterations.
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Table 15.
Survey Reliability
Reliability
Category Cronbach’s Alpha

Effectiveness and Utility 943
Willingness .948
Self-efficacy .943
Perception - Department 922
Perception - College .945
Perception - Institutional Effectiveness .830
Results Utility .925
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Table 16.

Pre-test and Post-test Items

Total # of Items Area of Focus (# of Items)
Module 1 5 Outcomes (4)
Curriculum Mapping (1)
Module 2 8 Methods (6)
Rubrics (2)
Module 3 7 Data Analysis (7)
Module 4 14 Improvement Actions (14)
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Table 17.

Assessment Knowledge Quiz Pre- to Post-test Mean Change Scores

n M (SD) t-test
Module 1 48 1.1 (0.85) -9.1*
Module 2 48 1.7 (1.48) -8.2*
Module 3 48 1.8 (1.23) -10.4*
Module 4 45 0.7 (1.03) -4.7*

*p<0.00
Note. M = Mean. SD = Standard Deviation.
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Table 18.

Participants’ Perceived Assessment Self-Efficacy at Post-test

df t-test p value
Statistical difference (increase)

Creating measurable outcomes 105 -3.60 0.000
Creating a curriculum map 105 -3.17 0.002
Differentiating between direct and indirect 104 -6.05 0.000
measures
Collecting data related to outcomes and methods 105 -2.49 0.014
Analyzing assessment results 105 -2.61 0.010
Using assessment results to generate 105 -2.18 0.032
improvement actions
Documenting implementation and effectiveness 105 3.71 0.000
of improvement actions
No statistical difference
Create a mission statement for my department or 105 -1.48 0.141
program
Create a rubric 105 -1.49 0.138
Assess student work using a rubric 105 -1.68 0.097

Note. df = Degrees of freedom.
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