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The Fourth Lens:
Assessing Institutional Policies,
Practices, and Structures

Finding a common language

Doshisha University
Kyoto, Japan
February 27,2007

Randy L. Swing, Ph.D.

In the American context,

ASSESSMENT = QUALITY ASSURANCE
(not grading students)

Co-Director and Senior Scholar,
Policy Center on the First Year of College

Why Assess Institutional Views of Institutional Responsibility

Performance? Why now?

for Student Success

Higher Education Shapes the Futures of
Individuals, Societies, and Our Shared Life
on Planet Earth....

College Students Deserve the Best
Education We Can Give Them....

ACCOUNTABILITY
MOVEMENT

Institutional Practices
Contribute to Student
Success/Failure

“DARWINIAN VIEW”

« Strong students
survive and weak
students fail

« College “screens”
students

High Quality Assessment

Either...
CONFIRMS EXISTING PRACTICE
Or...

STIMULATES CHANGE (improvement)
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Who Students Are,

Attitudes
B e
Skills Input Characteristics

Family Background
More. . .

External
ondition

Who Students Are,

Federal Policies
State Laws
Legacies (HBCU)
Environments

External Conditions

External
ondition

Who Students Are,

What Students

Time Studying

Faculty/Student Contact
Peer/Peer Contact
More . . .

Student Engagement

External
nfluence

Who Students Are,

What
Institutions
Do

What Students

Policies, Practices, Structures

Academic Policies, Reward Systems, Communications, Goals,
Teaching Practices, Facilities, Hiring Practices, More...

Foundations of Excellence in the

First College Year
http://www.fyfoundations.org

Team-based
assessment model

Designed to develop
advocates for
improvement

Four Core Constructs

1. Faculty/staff knowledge
(locally focused)

2. Multiple sources of
evidence

3. Aspirational — not
comparison with peer
practices

4. Focused on what the
institution does

When institutions focus on what
they control — their policies,
practices, and structures — it is
difficult to avoid taking
responsibility for student learning
and success.

High Quality Assessment
Either...

CONFIRMS EXISTING PRACTICE
Or...

STIMULATES CHANGE (improvement)

Create Advocates for Student Success
and Institutional Improvement

Randy L. Swing

Contact Information

Policy Center on the First Year of College
400 North Broad Street
Brevard, NC 28712 USA

swing@fyfoundations.org
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Institutional

College Student Survey

input environment output

residence college
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& ' @,
)( )‘( College Student Surveys )( College Student Surveys
Sems Lo
wemiree « Information collected about the * Weknaw that the
. characteristics of the entering
College Student Surveys and Institutional experiences of college students helps us student have a great impact on
A ) i that student's college
Improvement in the United States to understand those EXperiences. experience
« If we understand the experiences, we can « Example: CIRP studies indicate
that two-thirds of the variance
John H. Pryor learn from them. . associated with obtaining a
Director, Cooperative Institutional Research Program, « We can use what we learn to improve college degree comes from
characteristics of the entering
Higher Education Research Institute, C0||ege for our students. student, not what the institution
University of California at Los Angeles offers
@ &, @
)( College Student Surveys )( College Student Surveys ){ College Student Surveys
Srues Sarces Sewms
. Trf]) compensate fordt_he in;Pr?CI Oflllhe pre-college « Thus we have two fundamental audiences « The first survey to be used at many
characteristics, studies of the college experience ; ; . ;
can document “value added.” interested in college assessment: ﬁme;lcan csolleges was the CIRP
« “Value added” refers to what the college adds to — The Colleges themselves resnman survey.
the already-existing abilities of the student. + to understand, improve, and document the « Cooperative
+ Who wants to know about “value added"? experience tuti
_ Parents of students — Parents, students, and the public + Institutional
_ Students « to assess the “value added” and determine how « Research
— Employers of students well a particular college educates students . Program
— Public and public officials whose tax money helps to
fund part of the college budget.

)‘( CIRP Survey

frmiset

¢ The CIRP Freshman Survey was designed
as a longitudinal survey that could be
given every year to examine the new
incoming class of first-year students.

* Provides important data on what these
students were like when they entered

college.
« Also provides comparative data for
institutions
* Y CIRP
)( Theoretical Model )(
Lt A & the I-E-O Model
« To accurately assess the impact of college Environments
we must not only measure students during MABY, €5
(.. place of residence
college and at the end of college, but at during college, interactions
—_— with peers and faculty, curricular
the beginning of college. /' and co-curricular experiences) \
. Inputs Outcomes
« Alexander Astin, founder of the CIRP, has Freshman Survey cs
called this the I-E-O model, for Input, (00, CETIE S
X in high school, financial concerns
Environment, and Output. prior to college entry,
expectations for college,
degree aspirations,
self-concept in high school)
@ i@, @
) Higher Education Research Institute )( HERI mission continued )( CIRP Freshman Survey
« HERI conducts the CIRP surveys * We accomplish this mission by:  CIRP Freshman Survey started in 1966:
- \el\garé(;r;%r;n cooperation with institutions of higher — 206,865 respondents
“The mission of the Higher Education Research — Producing and disseminating original research 251 Colleges and Universities
Institute i_S to inf_(”m e_ducalional policy and — Providing the tools and resources to utilize research « In 2006, 41 years later:
promme institutional Impmvemenl lhmugh_ an at the institutional level — 271,441 respondents
increased understanding of higher education — Training researchers to advance institutional 393 schools
and its impact on college students.” assessment and scholarship in higher education -
— Developing partnerships with higher education « Total over 40 years:
organizations to promote institutional excellence - 8,319,318 students
— 1,201 colleges and universities
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@
)(Other Student Surveys in US

e

National Study of Student Engagement
College Student Experiences Questionnaire

There are others, but CIRP advantage is the
longitudinal program with the
— Freshman Survey — YFCY -CSS

Without a longitudinal program, one cannot be
sure of what the student brings with them to

X

e

Outcomes

« Current debate in the U.S. is on outcomes:
— What should outcomes be?

— Should they be the same for all institutions,
despite different institutional missions?

— If we agree on what the outcomes should be,
how best to measure them?

— Are indirect measures adequate?
— Are direct measures the only useful

college and what the college impact is.

measures?

@
)( How CIRP Examines Outcomes

e
Outcome
Affective Cognitive
Psychological | Self-concept Knowledge
Values Critical Thinking Ability
Beliefs Basic Skills

Drive for Achievement

Academic Achievement

Satisfaction with College

Behavioral Personal Habits Career Development

Avocations

Level of Educational Attainment

Mental Health

Vocational Achievements

Citizenship

Level of responsibility

Interpersonal Relations Income

Awards or special recognition

Source, At (1993) What maitrs in colege: Four crical years revied

@
)( General CIRP Findings

« Input characteristics matter and predict
much of what outcomes of college will be

« Type of institution also matters (large,
research focus versus small, teaching
focus)

« Peer group matters (other students)

« How involved a student is with college
matters

&
)( Involvement (Engagement)

« The more involved a student is with college the
greater the gains in college
* Where students live during college
— More positive results in students leaving home
+ Leadership
+ Interpersonal skills
+ Cultural awareness
— Living in a college residence hall also adds:
* Retention
+ Satisfaction with faculty

@
)( Involvement (Engagement)
« Academic involvement
— More time studying/homework related to
* Retention
« Graduating with honors
« Enroliment in graduate school
« Self-reported gains in cognitive and affective skills
—Time in class or laboratory
« Self-reported gains in cognitive ability
« Preparation for graduate school

L 7
)( Involvement (Engagement)
« Special programs
— Honors programs
* Retention
« Attending graduate school
« Satisfaction with college
— Study Abroad
« Foreign language skills
« Cultural awareness

'y
)( Involvement (Engagement)

e

Involvement with Faculty
— Almost every area of intellectual and personal
growth measured
— Positive associate with every academic
attainment outcome:
« Grades
« Retention
« Graduation with honors
« Enrollment in graduate school

L)
)( Involvement (Engagement)

« Involvement with Peers
— Leadership
— Public speaking
— Cultural awareness
— Student life issues
« Satisfaction with college
— Retention
— Alcohol consumption

@
){ What Colleges Can Do

« Understand the impact of your entering
students characteristics
— Input characteristics have great influence
— Peer influence

« Residential experience is key

« Foster involvement among students
— Academic
— Co-curricular activities
— Social

@,
)( What Colleges Can Do
« Student surveys have the power to aid
institutions in understanding what they can
do to improve the college experience for
their students, and to document what that
experience is

For More Information

http:/An

w.gseis.ucla.edu/heri/heri.html

http:/www.gseis.uclaedu/herifireshman html
@ http:/www.gseis.ucla.edu/heri/yfcy.html
http:/www.gseis.ucla.edu/heri/css.html ba -1 §

John Pryor, Director, CIRP: john.pryor@ucla.edu
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Improving Leaning and Teaching Through the Results of Student Survey

TOEFL
TOEIC
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Swing Pryor
Pryor
2004 1,300
2004
2005
2005
1 4
2005
4,000
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ectes
oo

Improving Learning and
Teaching: Through the

Table of Content 1-1 Background of the Study

Background

Results of Students Surve e 1 Introduction of the JCSS2005 Research Underdevelopment of assessment of learning in Japan
. . . Most of assessment is in the category of academic achievement
e 2 Comparative Analysis of Environment and Previous academic
Learning Qutcome between Universities A lack of assessment studies based on affective aspect
e 3 Conclusion Significance of Student Survey in Japan

The importance of assessment of learning in the shift of
teaching and leaming oriented policy

Development of student survey emphasized affective aspect
which can be used between several institutions in the long run

Use as the tools for improvement in leaming and teaching

°
Reiko Yamada Ph.D. | @
Doshisha University

1-2 Dominant Theory Explaining 1-3-2 Research Framework

Japanese University

1-3-1 Research Framework

Fundamental Model | E O Model

o College Impact theory is not highly appreciated * Model CSS College Student Survey)  Through 2004 JCSS  arrange the framework
o Survey JCSS (Japanese College Student Survey) regarding the relationship between environment
o Items learning behavior value motivation self-assessment and outcome
o Charter theory and Screening theory are . i%’:éf;“g;l";g‘;"(zfe‘t'if‘j{lsI?‘g;‘ﬁg“g"e‘it‘:pzx'{\ggﬂﬁ[“bae'en « Focusing on involvement or engagement theory
recognized as the important theories in Japan well considered in Japanese culture) Development of student learning has a close
L . o Research Questions relationship with students’ involvement in
College Brand, Deviation Value, History . Whatis the effect of environmental factor learning and its quality and quantity
To what extent, should we consider the input factors Educational policy, practice and faculty’s
of students ; H ; !
External Effect> Internal Effect (') What makes the difference of college environment involvement in students contribute to students

involvement in learning and educational outcome

e0e0000

1-4 Type of Outcome by Type of
Data

Type of Outcome

Type of Data | Cognitive Affective
Psychological Subject-matter knowledge Values

Academic ability Interests

Critical thinking ability Self-concept

Basic learning skills Attitudes

Special aptitudes Beliefs

Academic achievement Satisfaction with college
Behavioral Degree attainment Leadership

Vocational Achievement Citizenship

Awards or special recognition Interpersonal relations

Hobbies and avocations

Assessment for Excellence by Astin, A.W. 1993 p.45

1-5-2 Arrangement of I-E-O
Model

1-5-1 I-E-O Model by Astin

Based on the model of Pascarella

Environment
Quality of Teaching, Faculty, Engagement,
Human Relationship, Student Life, Activities etc Institution Interactions
selectivty with Agents
publc or private of Socialization
Scale

emolment acit

e peers etc .

type of university | Leaming and
Cognitive
Development

Inputs Outputs
Motivation GPA
High-school GPA Career background

Gender Graduate Program s Institutional ‘Quality of Student
e Environment Effort
SES reason for grade experience
entering universty major adjustment
gender D
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2 Characteristics of JCSS2005 2-1 Sample Colleges

e November2005~January 2006

* Make comparative anaIySIS between e 8 National, Public and Private U Population=3961

universities possible

e In class

Control characteristics of participating Name and selectivity Founder | Place | Type
universities highly selective | 1091 | National | Urban | Old university
DiStingUiSh majOrS (Science major and very selective 322 | National | Urban | OId university
Arts ma]Or) selective 318 | National | Local | Old university
very selective 271 | Private | Urban | Old university
selective 666 | Private | Urban | Old university
° Make Comparative ana|ysis W|th|n selective 242 | Private | Urban | Old university
UniVerSitieS possible selective 678 | Private | Urban | New university
moderate 373 | Private | Urban | New university

Control grade

2-2 Comparative Analysis of Environment and
Learning Outcome between Universities
e What kind of impacts does college
environment give to affective and cognitive
aspects of students?
Are there differences in grade, institution,
size of college, and major?
Are there differences in affective outcome
according to environment?

2-3-1 Acquired Knowledge/skills 2-3-2 Acquired Knowledge/skills| ::

e New type of knowledge and skills in
o Traditional knowledge and skills 500 university education . .
450 sought in university education 450 ‘communication skills, practical skills,
400 Knowledge in major, general 400 inter-cultural skills
50 Iéno;vledge, arLd currgntdtoplcs 350 ‘m e High performance in computer skills
tudents much acquire e e e i i
300 L ¢ e Low performance in foreign
250 knowledge in major and general 250 ~ language skills both students in
knowledge
200 € X X 200 science and arts major
150 * S‘UdﬁE‘S |nIS§|enpe majorhgetl 150 o Students in national universities
100 much knowledge in major but less 100 tend to have less foreign language
050 knowledge in general knowledge 050 skills
000 ° Erglzjjeﬁgésg?iﬁ’rgwsa?;?j?élgt?\iely low 000 o Students in arts major have much
R R R N I B B I a I el R R T R S N public speaking ability, inter-cultural
Y«ﬁifnf Yoo oo e Science major Arts major in Math. - M A A skills than students in science major
skillsArts major>Science major in e © . Higih performance of interpersonal
o general knowledge writing skills and understanding of = foreign language abity skills E,G
—=—andlytical and problem-sohing kils global'issues dge of people o High performance of religious beliefs
imﬁ“f;;’k“ﬁmf;‘“ feld or discipine o Students in Arts major in C relgious beliefs and convictions g p 9
|+ understanding of the problems facing your communiy| university acquired much in many leadership ablities :
|+ understanding of socid problems facing our naton items —=—interpersonal skils
| —— understanding of global issues —e—ability to get along with people of different races/cultures|
| —— writing skills 5 —— public speaking abiity “
mathematicd sidls —— computer skils

2-3-3 Comparative Analysis of Acquired
Knowledge/Skills between universities

2-3-4 Adjustment to College life 22

f 300 e Successful in items like
° C_IaSSICaI kn(?WIed_ge - i 250 Y friendship with other
high correlation with selectivity, National wf b, students | n small
U>Private U, Students in Science>Students in W universities
Arts 100 e Successful in learning
050 adjustments can be seen
e Modern knowledge om0 items like time usage, study
. . 2 & & & © & & o & i i
Students in A>Students in S L skills, adjustment to the
| ! kil et o academic demands
e Inter-cultural skills o Utlzng canpussenves aiae © Sudents ighin Ci
. . +Umn;evs€anmmpg what your pmie‘a:i‘m:ei]pena ;iyou acacemically ngh in Cin Arts and E
Students in A>Students in S, Developing effective study sklls e Getting to know faculty
Adjusting to the academic demnds of college n .
o Students in Science do not deal with the gy ety Highin C
knowledqe SOUqht in modern and qlobal SOCietylS —+— Developing close friendships with other students 16
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2-3-6 Comparative Analysis of

2-3-5 Comparative Analysis of

. . . . e0e
P TR e Self-Evaluation in Affective items |
Self-Evaluation in Cognitive items | ¢ H
400
Math - Sciences>Arts e Cooperativeness,
Reading & Writing ability e — = Understanding of
. 250 .

-Arts>Sciences o others —Private

High correlation with selectivity 150 U>National U
150 Computer skill H 100 High cooperativeness
e Academic ability o and Drive to achieve is
050 High in national U 000 . R

- o s e D high but Leadershi
om Creativity & Religiousness, #5805 R é‘]_l_ is low in 4 P
ﬁﬁy‘w‘ﬁ&‘ﬁ&*‘ﬁ&‘”«*‘ﬁfﬁ‘ﬁ “ Spirituality D & G A ability is low in
v e " topennese e e Cognitive field is higher
iy e reemalay e ity than affective field in A
s self-confidence (ntellectual) —s—writing ability . self-confidence(socia)  self-understandng "
—+— reading atility —— religiousness understanding of others
computer skill creativity

2-3-7 Comparative Analysis of
Environment- Involvement of Faculty
between Universities

2-3-8 Determinant Factors of OQutcome &
Students’ Acquisition of Knowledge | ¢

and Skills
e Environmental factors are important for students to acquire knowledge
Advice and guldance abouot your educational program qui square 116.015 000 and skills required in society
e Factors for satisfaction with ‘quality of teaching’ and ‘interaction with
ST T e T T s T+ T+ T T - students’ are important
Notaral (27]7 50]] (3]3 %]5 (7]9 R T S T VR B e Students in the upper grade acquire much knowledge and skills
413% | 43.9% | 400% | 601% | 3014 | 454% | 526% |54.3% | 50.0% | 34.0% | 47.0% e Both factors of students’ adjustment and faculty involvement are
Occasionally 358 121 51| 139 | 102 9% | 249 89 [ 275 190 | 1670 important
ey LR A e L R e e . Typel?f stl;‘tgents is important factor( positive students can overall adjust
52% | 356 | o63% | 2% |104n | 7% | 616 | sex | 62w | 1356 | esx to college life)
T 670 230 95 376 202 205 604 223 628 362 | 3595 .
100.0% [100.0% |100.0% | 100% | 100% | 100% 100% | 100% | 100% 100% | 100% ki
e Faculty tends to involve students in Sciences eatrlier for their 5 | ew . P
future program ranajog o the acadamic denands o colege & sudnt dustment | | e | o
e Faculties in C & H positively involve students for future e et students teacten £ satstacton rate ool Il e o
program, educational advice and guidance and assistance Grade £) 26| am| sus %0
o3 ! : Adjusing to the acadenic demands of colege € student adjustment w7 | 08| asse 0
¢ Involvement of faculty positively contribute to students Gender | -1 | o | 3ms 00
A e ? ing campus il 10 students € student a 51| oss | asss 0
adjustment, acquisition of knowledge and skills Fope to reselect colege | o3| o | 2ou o0
Advice and quilance about your educatonalprogram € facuity's ot | o | amr o
1 invohement 2

& Dependent Varble: Classe knowledge Adjusted R square 246

2-3-9 Determinant Factor of
Self-evaluation of Students

Outside affectivity important for establish human-relationship)
Modern practical knowledge and modern knowledge are important

Positive students and students who can develop interaction with
other students have higher self-rating on outside affectivity

Internal cognition (important for academic life)
High correlation with input factor
Classic and modern knowledge are important
Both students and faculty involvement are indispensable

-Type of students is a determinant factor for self-
evaluation of students

To establish self-esteem is important

3-1 Conclusion 3-2 Conclusion

e To make use of the results of data to

e Confirm importance of

college environment for o) gducational reform in_each unive_rsity -
learning outcome (grade, |SSogiatzation improvement of learning & teaching
involvement of students - . .
and faculties) s e e Continue student survey in the long run &
ognitive L R
« Both student & teacher Development collect data for many participating universities
engagement o Importance of professional data analysis

i('r;]“gglr‘t’:mem) Is section= Institutional Research section

Institutional Quality of Student

Environment Effort . . .
Good example e H S which is underdeveloped in Japanese
Selectivity ‘moderate’ Colleges
university = =
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Swing

for every students
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Swing

involvement

National Survey of Student

Engagement

Pryor College Student Survey
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engagement

public speaking

Pryor

Affective aspect
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environment

input environment output

involvement

Type of Outcome Type of Data

low

Pryor
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environment

environment

environment factor
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