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Figure 1. Example of an assessment cycle. 
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Figure 2. Program Theory Example. 

 

Intro Psyc

•Read, interpret, and discuss seminal research studies - Building knowledge base
•Classroom assessments (formative and summative) require interpretation of seminal 

research - Repeated requirement to retrieve information
•Be participants in reproduction of seminal research studies - Active learning

Stats and 
Research 
Methods

•Re-read, interpret, and discuss seminal research studies - Repeated exposure to 
information
•Classroom assessments (formative and summative) require interpretation of seminal 

research - Repeated requirement to retrieve information
•Conduct reproduction of seminal research studies - Active Learning

Intermediate 
Content Courses

•Re-read, interpret, and discuss seminal research studies - Repeated exposure to 
information
•Classroom assessments (formative and summative) require interpretation of seminal 

research - Repeated requirement to retrieve information
•Re-design and conduct modified versions of seminal research studies - Active 

Learning

Capstone Course

•Re-read, interpret, and discuss seminal research studies - Repeated exposure to 
information
•Classroom assessments (formative and summative) require interpretation of seminal 

research - Repeated requirement to retrieve information
•Conduct original psychological research in groups with a faculty member - Active 

Learning

Psychology 
Symposium

•Present results of orginial work - Active Learning
•Faculty raters use a rubric to assess level of work - Summative Program Assessment

Objective: Graduating students will demonstrate scientific reasoning and 

problem solving by interpreting, designing, and conducting psychological research at 

the level of an entry level graduate student in psychology 
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Figure 3. Visualization of overall coding. 
Note: the size and shade of the boxes represent relative coverage of each theme to compared to 

all qualitative content.  
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Figure 4. Visualization of ‘roles and jobs’ theme 
Note: the size and shade of the boxes represent relative coverage of each subtheme within this 

theme.  
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Figure 5. Visualization of ‘what inspires partnership’ theme 
Note: the size and shade of the boxes represent relative coverage of each subtheme within this 

theme.  
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Figure 6. Visualization of ‘benefits of partnership’ theme 
Note: the size and shade of the boxes represent relative coverage of each subtheme within this 

theme.  
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Figure 7. Visualization of ‘challenges of partnership’ theme 
Note: the size and shade of the boxes represent relative coverage of each subtheme within this 

theme.  
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Figure 8. Visualization of ‘partnership leader changes’ theme 
Note: the size and shade of the boxes represent relative coverage of each subtheme within this 

theme.  
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Figure 9. Visualization of ‘examples of partnership’ theme 
Note: the size and shade of the boxes represent relative coverage of each subtheme within this 

theme.  
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Figure 10. Visualization of ‘program-level ideas’ theme 
Note: the size and shade of the boxes represent relative coverage of each subtheme within this 

theme.  
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Figure 11. Visualization of ‘moving partnership forward’ theme 
Note: the size and shade of the boxes represent relative coverage of each subtheme within this 

theme.  
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Figure 12. Visualization of ‘partnership has many meanings’ theme 
Note: the size and shade of the boxes represent relative coverage of each subtheme within this 

theme.  
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Figure 13. Visualization of ‘other higher education factors’ theme 
Note: the size and shade of the boxes represent relative coverage of each subtheme within this 

theme.  
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Figure 14. Visualization of ‘respondents have a general interest in program-level 

assessment’ theme 
Note: the size and shade of the boxes represent relative coverage of each subtheme within this 

theme.  
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Figure 15. Visualization of ‘broad differences between US and UK higher education’ 

theme 
Note: the size and shade of the boxes represent relative coverage of each subtheme within this 

theme.  
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Figure 16. A framework for moving student-faculty partnership in program-level assessment forward. 

 

Pre-Protoyping

Define Partnership

Consider HE factors

Consider Challenges

Consider Collaboration Issues

Prototyping

Define stakeholders

Define intended benefits (outcomes)

Use and improve Fulcher, et al. model of 
improvement

Build on program-level interest to 
encourage program theory work

Build initial framework, recruit, find easy 
successes

Build on seed-ideas from classroom level 
partnerships and expert suggestions

Generate additional ideas in partnership 
with students

Post-Prototyping

Build network of theory and practice -
Work to spread partnership practices to 
more insitutions and practitioners

Examine if developmental pattern of 
partnerhsip work occurs at program level

Apply information to generate stronger 
validity evidence for the effectiveness of 
higher education
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Figure 17. Learning Improvement Stages (James Madison University, 2018) 
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Appendices 

Appendix A. Semi-structured Interview Questions 

 

Semi-Structured Interview Script 

 

A) Brief introduction and purpose of interviews 

a. Summary of Program Assessment Work at JMU 

b. Faculty-engagement has been successful in improving assessment process 

c. Could student-engagement help with improving the learning process? 

d. We are interviewing experts in partnering with students generally to explore 

the possibilities of partnering with students at the program-level. We are 

hoping to draw on partnerships with students in other realms such as at the 

classroom level. 

 

B) Permission to Record and Consent Form 

 

C) Warm-up 

1) Where do you work and what is your job title? 

2) What are your responsibilities as __________? 

3) How did you become interested in partnering with students? 

 

D) Student Partners Questions 

4) What work have you done to partner with students? 

5) How has your work partnering with students changed over time? 

6) What are the benefits of partnering with students? (Students, faculty, institutions, 

public) 

7) What are the challenges in partnering with students? 

 

E) Student Partners in Program Assessment 

To address any questions about why program-level assessment is different than 

classroom level: “Program theory posits how and why a program is supposed to work. 

It suggests that an entire program of study develops different knowledge, skills, and 

attitudes than does any single class within the program.” 

 

8) Have you done any work partnering with students at a program-level? 

9) Do you know anyone else who has done work partnering with students at the 

program-level? 

10) How (or how else) might we partner with students to improve program 

assessment and student learning? (Are there opportunities to scale up classroom 

level ideas?) 

 

F) Conclusion 

11) Is there anything else that you would like to talk about around students as 

partners? 



PARTNERSHIP IN LEARNING OUTCOMES ASSESSMENT                         

 

179 

Appendix B. Informed Consent Form for Semi-Structured Interviews 

Consent to Participate in Research 

 

Identification of Investigators & Purpose of Study   

You are being asked to participate in a research study conducted by Nicholas Curtis and 

Robin Anderson from James Madison University.  The purpose of this study is to explore 

student partnership opportunities at the program-level.  This study will contribute to the 

researcher’s completion of his (Curtis) Ph.D. dissertation. 

Research Procedures 

Should you decide to participate in this research study, you will be asked to sign this 

consent form once all your questions have been answered to your satisfaction.  This study 

consists of an interview that will be administered to individual participants in-person or 

via video call. You will be asked to provide answers to a series of questions related to 

student partnership.  We would like to record the interview so that we may review the 

conversation at a later time. We would like to use quotes from the interviews in our 

analysis and reporting. We will not connect your quotes with your name. 

Time Required 

Participation in this study will require one hour of your time.   

Risks  

The investigator does not perceive more than minimal risks from your 
involvement in this study (that is, no risks beyond the risks associated with 
everyday life). 

Benefits 

Potential benefits from participation in this study include connecting with other like-

minded faculty and researchers interested in student partnership. This research will 

expand understanding of student engagement in assessment with the aim to enhance the 

use of assessment research for student learning improvement. 

 

Confidentiality  

The results of this research will be presented at conferences and in research journals, in 

addition to the researcher’s dissertation. The results of this project will be coded in such a 

way that the respondent’s identity will not be attached to the final form of this study.  The 

researcher retains the right to use and publish non-identifiable data.  While individual 

responses are confidential, aggregate data will be presented representing averages or 

generalizations about the responses as a whole.  All data will be stored in a secure 

location accessible only to the researcher.  Upon completion of the study, all information 

that matches up individual respondents with their answers including audio recordings 

will be destroyed.  If you would like to waive confidentiality of your participation (not of 

your individual responses) in order to be connected to other individuals partnering with 

students, you will have the opportunity to do so below. 
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Participation & Withdrawal  

Your participation is entirely voluntary.  You are free to choose not to participate.  

Should you choose to participate, you can withdraw at any time without consequences of 

any kind. 

 

Questions about the Study 

If you have questions or concerns during the time of your participation in this study, or 

after its completion or you would like to receive a copy of the final aggregate results of 

this study, please contact: 

 

Nicholas A. Curtis    Dr. Robin D. Anderson 

Department of Graduate Psychology  Department of Graduate Psychology 

James Madison University   James Madison University 

curtisna@jmu.edu     ander2rd@jmu.edu 

Questions about Your Rights as a Research Subject 

Dr. David Cockley  

Chair, Institutional Review Board 

James Madison University 

(540) 568-2834 

cocklede@jmu.edu 

Giving of Consent 

I have read this consent form and I understand what is being requested of me as a 

participant in this study.  I freely consent to participate.  I have been given satisfactory 

answers to my questions.  The investigator provided me with a copy of this form.  I 

certify that I am at least 18 years of age. 

 

 I give consent to be audio taped during my interview.  ________ (Initials)  

 I waive the condition of confidentiality of my participation as explained above.     

________ (Initials) 

______________________________________      

Name of Participant (Printed) 

 

______________________________________    ______________ 

Name of Participant (Signed)                                    Date 

______________________________________    ______________ 

Name of Researcher (Signed)                                   Date 

 

mailto:cocklede@jmu.edu
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Appendix C. U.S. to U.K. Vocabulary from Curtis, Anderson, & Brown (2018) 

 

U.S. Term Definition U.K. Term 

Program 

“any combination of courses and/or 

requirements leading to a degree or 

certificate, or to a major, co-major, 

minor or academic track and/or 

concentration” (Temple, 2017) 

Module, Course, 

Programme, Degree 

(Module is the smallest of 

these units and Degree is 

the largest) 

Faculty (member) 

Staff within a university responsible for 

teaching and facilitating educational 

experiences 

Teaching Staff, Lecturers, 

Academics 

The term ‘Faculty’ in the 

UK is commonly used to 

mean an administrative 

grouping of academic and 

other employees, typically 

grouped by disciplinary 

subject 

Course 

Unit of educational experience that 

typically lasts one entire academic term 

(e.g., a semester) 

‘Module’ is the term that 

most closely approximates 

this, but modules can be 

‘short and fat’ and can last 

only a few weeks or ‘long 

and thin’ and extend over a 

whole academic year 

Professor A university or college teacher 

In the UK, Professor is the 

title to a person who has 

been promoted on the basis 

of esteem and experience to 

a very senior role in a 

university 

Administrator 
Someone charged with university or 

college leadership 

Senior Manager 

In UK , the term 

‘administrator’ applies to a 

wide range of secretarial 

and administrative tasks 

Class 
A single meeting within a course (e.g., a 

50-minute meeting of Chemistry 101) 

Lecture, Seminar, Tutorial, 

Workshop session, Practical 

Program 

Objective/Outcome 

The knowledge, skills, or attitudes 

desired at the conclusion of a program 

of study (objective) or assessed at the 

conclusion of a program of study 

(outcome). 

Course Objective/Outcome, 

Degree Programme 

Objective/Outcome 
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Appendix D. Example of future work at JMU 

Participants in future work at James Madison University (JMU) will be students 

and faculty working together on a prototype project planned for implementation in the 

fall 2018 semester. This prototype project will focus on the use of student learning 

outcomes assessment to inform logical changes at both the program and institutional 

level. A new course will focus on building student-faculty partnerships at the program 

and institutional level. Within the course, a team of students will partner with faculty at 

JMU to explore ways to partner in the program assessment and improvement process. A 

separate team of students will partner with faculty from the Madison Collaborative, an 

institution-wide educational program at the university. The student learning objectives 

and educational experiences for the course (draft syllabus – Appendix E), are designed to 

work with students to develop their knowledge, skills, and attitudes toward student 

learning outcomes assessment, pedagogy and curriculum development, and student-

faculty partnership. 

 Program- and institutional-level improvement efforts often take years to 

implement, assess, and demonstrate effectiveness. Given the structure of the program and 

institutional level student learning outcomes improvement projects, it is unlikely that I 

will be able to capture the impact of the projects on student learning outcomes directly 

during a single academic semester. Consequently, I will focus initially on the benefits to 

students and faculty who are directly involved in the projects. Students will complete 

pretest and posttest measures of various research-based, hypothesized outcomes. The 

outcomes are chosen to align with the evidenced benefits of student-faculty partnership 

outlined in this study to see if such benefits occur when engaged in program or 
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institutional level partnerships. These outcomes, and their proposed assessments, are 

presented in Table 2. 

Table 2. Proposed student outcomes and measures 

Outcome Measure 

Metacognition 

Metacognitive Awareness Inventory 

(Schraw & Dennison, 1994) 

 

Academic Locus of Control 

Academic Locus of Control Scale 

(Curtis & Trice, 2012) 

 

Self-Efficacy 

General Self-Efficacy Scale 

(Chen, Gully, & Eden, 2001) 

 

Goal Orientation 

Modified Academic Achievement Goal Questionnaire 

(Elliot & McGregor, 2001; Finney, Pieper, & Barron, 2004) 

 

Attitudes towards assessment 

Students attitudes toward institutional accountability testing 

scale 

(Zilberberg, Anderson, Finney, & Marsh, 2013) 

 

The Metacognitive Awareness Inventory (MAI; Schraw & Dennison, 1994; 

appendix F) is a 52-item, true/false scale designed to assess adults’ metacognitive 

awareness. The scale is divided into two subscales: knowledge and regulation. This two-

factor structure was supported by a series of factor analyses. Each factor was found to be 

highly reliable (𝛼 = .91 for each). The initial study found that high scores on the MAI 

were related to self-reported monitoring ability and reading comprehension. The MAI has 

also been used as a related construct measure in studies of self-efficacy (Barry & Finney, 

2009) and student test-taking effort (Swerdzewski, Harmes, & Finney, 2009). There is 

evidence that classroom-level student-faculty partnership efforts facilitate improved 

meta-cognitive skills for students and faculty. An increase in MAI scores over the course 

of the semester would provide initial evidence that the combination of training 
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experiences and program-level partnership efforts at JMU also facilitate improved meta-

cognition. 

The revised Academic Locus of Control Scale (ALC-R; appendix G) is a 21-item 

true-false measure designed to assess student views of control over academic outcomes. 

The ALC scale was originally developed by Trice (1985) and was more recently revised 

by Curtis & Trice (2012). Higher scores on the ALC-R indicate more external locus of 

control regarding academic work. The scale is divided into four subscales: hopelessness 

(𝜔 = .83), distractibility (𝜔 = .80), poor student attitudes (𝜔 = .70), and impaired 

planning abilities (𝜔 = .79). MacDonald’s omega reliability estimates for each subscale 

suggest adequate reliability. The initial study of the revised instrument found that higher 

scores on the ALC (more external LOC) were statistically significantly related to lower 

GPA, more frequent class absences, higher academic entitlement, higher procrastination, 

and greater indications of depression and anxiety symptoms. The ALC-R has been used 

in studies of engagement (Duve, 2015), self-concept and motivation (Ahman-Mahmud, 

2016), and academic entitlement (Mateescu, 2015). Academic locus of control is similar 

to a students’ sense of agency over their academics. A decrease in ALC-R scores over the 

course of the semester would provide evidence that students in the course developed a 

greater sense of agency in the learning process. 

The New General Self-Efficacy scale (NGSE; Chen, Gully, & Eden, 2001; 

appendix H) is an eight-item, 5-point Likert-type scale (strongly disagree to strongly 

agree) designed to measure general self-efficacy. The NGSE is a revision of the General 

Self-Efficacy scale developed by Sherer, Maddux, Mercandante, Prentice-Dunn, Jacobs, 

& Rogers (1982). The NGSE is described as unidimensional and principal components 
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analyses are reported to support this claim. The authors used CFA methods to 

demonstrate that the NGSE scores are distinct from, and highly correlated with, measures 

of self-esteem. The NGSE was significantly related to measures of future task-specific 

self-efficacy. The NGSE has been used in studies of self-esteem and locus of control 

(Judge, Erez, Bono, & Thoresen, 2002), resistance to change (Oreg, 2003), and goal 

orientation (Payne & Youngcourt, 2007). There is evidence that classroom-level student-

faculty partnership efforts facilitate improved self-efficacy. An increase in NGSE scores 

over the course of the semester would provide evidence that students in the course gained 

efficacy in their ability to work in partnership with faculty. 

The modified Academic Goal Questionnaire (AGQ; Finney, Pieper, & Barron, 

2004; Appendix I) is a 12-item, 7-point Likert-type scale (1: not at all true of me, to 7: 

very true of me) designed to measure achievement goal orientation for general academic 

achievement during a specific semester. The scale is a modification of the Elliot and 

McGregor (2001) AGQ scale. Confirmatory factor analyses supported a four-factor 

structure: Performance approach, Performance-avoidance, Mastery-avoidance, and 

Mastery-approach. Internal consistency estimates for all subscales was acceptable (𝛼 =.68 

- .88). Additionally, higher scores on the mastery-approach subscale were significantly 

and positively related to semester GPA scores controlling for SAT scores. Higher scores 

on the performance-avoidance subscale were significantly and negatively related to 

semester GPA scores controlling for SAT scores. The AGQ scale has been used in 

studies of metacognition and self-regulated learning (Vrugt & Oort, 2008) and study 

strategies and exam performance (Elliot, McGregor, & Gable, 1999). Researchers and 

practitioners in student-faculty partnership work believe that such work encourages 
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students to do more than what is required in pursing their own learning. Increasing AGQ 

scores over the course of the semester would provide evidence that students’ desire to 

master learning content (i.e. do more than the minimum) had increased. 

The Students Attitudes toward Institutional Accountability Testing in Higher 

Education scale (SAIAT-HE; Zilberberg, Anderson, Finney, & Marsh, 2013; Appendix J) 

is a 22-item, Likert-type response scale (1: strongly disagree to 7: strongly agree) 

designed to assess students’ attitudes toward institutional accountability test in higher 

education. A six-factor structure is evidenced by confirmatory factor analysis models: 

Validity (𝛼 = .75), Purpose (𝛼 = .77), Disillusionment (𝛼 = .78), Parents (𝛼 = .56), 

Professors (𝛼 = .44), and Students (𝛼 = .50). Even through the final three subscales did 

not engender adequate reliability estimates in the original sample, those items within the 

subscales are highly relevant to the current work. Thus, all items will be administered in 

this study. The SAIAT-HE scale has been used in studies of student motivation 

(Zilberberg, Finney, Marsh, & Anderson, 2014), development of negative attitudes 

towards assessment (Zilberberg, Anderson, Swerdzewski, Finney, & Marsh, 2012), and 

to help assess the impact of changes designed to help first-generation, low-income 

students (Tompkins, 2017). One consequence of faculty-driven assessment work (and 

other factors) has been that students may perceive assessment as negative. Partnership 

work may be able to change this perception. Increasing SAIAT-HE scores over the 

course of the semester would provide evidence of such a change. 

In addition to quantitative data collection during the course, qualitative data will 

be collected. First, student reflections will be collected weekly. These reflections will 

capture students’ thoughts about class content and student-faculty partnerships. Second, 
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faculty feedback will be collected at the end of the course by in-person interviews. 

Finally, the students in the course will conduct focus groups with a combined group of 

students and faculty designed to explore future student-faculty partnership possibilities 

with program and institutional level outcomes assessment. Students in the course will 

experience extensive training in facilitating focus groups as a component of the 

curriculum prior to conducting these groups. Engaging in focus group work is an initial 

attempt at increasing representativeness in our partnership efforts. 
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Appendix E. Draft of Student Partner Class Syllabus 

 

Madison Assessment Scho lars 
 

Course Information 
Madison Assessment Scholars 
3 credit hours 
Fall Semester, 2018 
Monday and Wednesday (2:30 PM – 3:45 PM) 
Wednesday, Nov 15th (2:30 PM – 7:30 PM)   
Lakeview Hall 1165 

 
 

Instructor Information 
Nicholas Curtis and Andrea Pope 
Office: Lakeview Hall 
Email address: curtisna@jmu.edu 

popeam@jmu.edu 
Office hours: TBD and by appointment 
TA: Olivia Szendey  
      (szendeor@dukes.jmu.edu) 

Overview and Objectives of the Course 
 

Course Description 
 Students are the only ones who experience classes and programs from the learner’s perspective. Similarly, 
faculty are the only ones who experience classes and programs from the instructor’s perspective. While both student 
and faculty views are important, they do not always align. Moreover, the two views are rarely included in the same 
conversation. Without such conversation, we fail to include the voices of those most invested in higher education.  
As a result, we set inappropriate goals, ignore critical information, misinterpret assessment findings, and overlook 
opportunities for meaningful change. Student-faculty partnerships position students to engage with faculty and staff 
partners in the “collaborative, reciprocal process through which all participants have the opportunity to contribute 
equally, although not necessarily in the same ways, to curricular or pedagogical conceptualization, decision making, 
implementation, investigation, or analysis” (Cook-Sather, Bovill, & Felten, 2014, pp. 6-7). 
 There have been explicit efforts to establish student-faculty partnerships throughout higher education, 
almost exclusively at the classroom level (e.g., curriculum design, learning interventions, and classroom assessment). 
However, there have been no explicit efforts to establish student-faculty partnerships in the assessment process at 
the program level. The purpose of this course is to explore student-faculty partnerships at the program level to 
facilitate improvement in student learning. 
 
Course Objectives 

As a result of completing the course, students will be able to: 
1. Partner with faculty to interpret program-level assessment and to design evidence-based program-level 

changes. 
2. Successfully communicate the importance of developing meaningful student-faculty partnerships at the 

program and institutional level. 
3. Describe the practical considerations involved in both program and institutional assessment processes. 
4. Successfully communicate the importance of program level assessment to a diverse audience including 

students, faculty, and outside stakeholders. 
5. Conduct effective student-led focus groups. 
6. Design and deliver professional-quality presentations to a diverse audience including students, faculty, and 

outside stakeholders. 
7. Read, digest, and apply primary psychology literature to the teaching, learning, and faculty-partnership 

processes 

 
 



PARTNERSHIP IN LEARNING OUTCOMES ASSESSMENT                         

 

189 

Course Content 
 
Tentative Topic Order 
 

Week Topic 

Week 1: Aug 28th Introduction to Assessment and Student Partnership 

Aug 30th Introductions to Program Structure – Guest Presenters 

Week 2: Sept 4th Practical Considerations of Program Assessment/Meta-Assessment 

Sept 6th Discussion/Adjudication of APTs/Feedback Report 

Week 3: Sept 11th 
Learning Improvement, Program Theory, Curriculum, and 

Pedagogy 

Sept 13th Practical Considerations of Institutional Assessment 

Week 4: Sept 18th Small group discussions about APT/Madison Collaborative 

Sept 20th Consultation and Communication Skills 

Week 5: Sept 25th 
Presentation of Learning Improvement and Student Partnership 

Ideas, Presentation Skills 

Sept 27th Mock Program Meetings 

Week 6: Oct 2nd Debrief and Prepare for Program Meetings 

Oct 4th Meetings with Program Faculty/Staff 

Week 7: Oct 9th 
Debriefing and Plan Program Work, Creating a Professional 

Presentation 

Oct 11th Working with Program Faculty/Staff 

Week 8: Oct 16th Conducting Focus Groups 

Oct 18th Working with Program Faculty/Staff 

Week 9: Oct 23rd Focus Group on Student Partners: A-Day 

Oct 25th Working with Program Faculty/Staff 

Week 10: Oct 30th Present to Class, Finalize Presentations 

Nov 1st Working with Program Faculty/Staff 

Week 11: Nov 6th 
Focus Group on Student Partners: Objectives, Mapping, and 

Instrument Design 

Nov 8th Working with Program Faculty/Staff 

Week 12: Nov 13th 
Focus Group on Student Partners: Data Analysis and 

Interpretation, Reporting, Improvement 

Nov 15th Virginia Assessment Group Conference Presentation 

Week 13: Nov 20th and 22nd Thanksgiving Break 

Week 14: Nov 27th Guest Lecture: Alison Cook-Sather (Bryn Mawr College) 

Nov 29th Working with Program Faculty/Staff 

Week 15: Dec 4th Guest Lecture: Cathy Bovill (University of Edinburgh) 

Dec 6th Working with Program Faculty/Staff – transition plan 

Finals Week: Dec 13th Final Exam Experience/Student Partner Presentation 
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Appendix F. Metacognitive Awareness Inventory 

All items are T/F 

 

1. I ask myself periodically if I am meeting my goals.  

2. I consider several alternatives to a problem before I answer.  

3. I try to use strategies that have worked in the past.  

4. I pace myself while learning in order to have enough time.  

5. I understand my intellectual strengths and weaknesses.  

6. I think about what I really need to learn before I begin a task  

7. I know how well I did once I finish a test.  

8. I set specific goals before I begin a task.  

9. I slow down when I encounter important information.  

10. I know what kind of information is most important to learn.  

11. I ask myself if I have considered all options when solving a problem.  

12. I am good at organizing information.  

13. I consciously focus my attention on important information.  

14. I have a specific purpose for each strategy I use.  

15. I learn best when I know something about the topic.  

16. I know what the teacher expects me to learn.  

17. I am good at remembering information.  

18. I use different learning strategies depending on the situation.  

19. I ask myself if there was an easier way to do things after I finish a task.  

20. I have control over how well I learn.  

21. I periodically review to help me understand important relationships.  

22. I ask myself questions about the material before I begin.  

23. I think of several ways to solve a problem and choose the best one.  

24. I summarize what I’ve learned after I finish.  

25. I ask others for help when I don’t understand something.  

26. I can motivate myself to learn when I need to  

27. I am aware of what strategies I use when I study.  

28. I find myself analyzing the usefulness of strategies while I study.  

29. I use my intellectual strengths to compensate for my weaknesses.  

30. I focus on the meaning and significance of new information.  

31. I create my own examples to make information more meaningful.  

32. I am a good judge of how well I understand something.  

33. I find myself using helpful learning strategies automatically.  

34. I find myself pausing regularly to check my comprehension.  

35. I know when each strategy I use will be most effective.  

36. I ask myself how well I accomplish my goals once I’m finished.  

37. I draw pictures or diagrams to help me understand while learning.  

38. I ask myself if I have considered all options after I solve a problem.  

39. I try to translate new information into my own words.  

40. I change strategies when I fail to understand.  

41. I use the organizational structure of the text to help me learn.  

42. I read instructions carefully before I begin a task.  
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43. I ask myself if what I’m reading is related to what I already know.  

44. I reevaluate my assumptions when I get confused.  

45. I organize my time to best accomplish my goals.  

46. I learn more when I am interested in the topic.  

47. I try to break studying down into smaller steps.  

48. I focus on overall meaning rather than specifics.  

49. I ask myself questions about how well I am doing while I am learning something 

new. 

50. I ask myself if I learned as much as I could have once I finish a task.  

51. I stop and go back over new information that is not clear.  

52. I stop and reread when I get confused. 
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Appendix G. Academic Locus of Control Scale 

All items are T/F   

 

2.   I came to college because it was expected of me. 

*3.   I have largely determined my own career goals. 

  4.   Some people have a knack for writing, while others will never write so well no 

matter how hard they try. 

  7.   There are some subjects in which I could never do well. 

  9.   I sometimes feel that there is nothing I can do to improve my situation. 

*10. I never feel really hopeless - there is always something I can do to improve my 

situation. 

*11. I would never allow social activities to affect my studies. 

*13. Studying every day is important. 

  14. For some courses it is not important to go to class. 

*15. I consider myself highly motivated to achieve success in life. 

*16. I am a good writer. 

*17. Doing work on time is always important to me. 

  20. I am easily distracted. 

  21. I can be easily talked out of studying. 

  22. I get depressed sometimes and then there is no way I can accomplish what I know I 

should be doing. 

  23. Things will probably go wrong for me some time in the near future. 

  24. I keep changing my mind about my career goals. 

*25. I feel I will someday make a real contribution to the world if I work hard at it. 

  26. There has been at least one instance in school where social activity impaired my 

academic performance. 

  27. I would like to graduate from college, but there are more important things in my life. 

*28. I plan well and I stick to my plans. 

 

*reverse scored 

note: item numbers missing due to a revision of the scale that removed missing items 



PARTNERSHIP IN LEARNING OUTCOMES ASSESSMENT                         

 

193 

Appendix H. General Self-Efficacy Scale 

 

5-point Likert-type scale (strongly disagree to strongly agree) 

 

1. I will be able to achieve most of the goals that I have set for myself.  

2. When facing difficult tasks, I am certain that I will accomplish them.  

3. In general, I think that I can obtain outcomes that are important to me.  

4. I believe I can succeed at most any endeavor to which I set my mind.  

5. I will be able to successfully overcome many challenges.  

6. I am confident that I can perform effectively on many different tasks.  

7. Compared to other people, I can do most tasks very well.  

8. Even when things are tough, I can perform quite well.  
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Appendix I. Academic Achievement Goal Questionnaire 

 

7-point Likert-type scale (1: not at all true of me to 7: very true of me) 

 

1. My goal in this class is to get a better grade than most of the other students.   

2. It is important for me to do well compared to others in this class.   

3. It is important for me to do better than other students.   

4. I just want to avoid doing poorly in this class.   

5. My fear of performing poorly in this class is often what motivates me.   

6. My goal in this class is to avoid performing poorly.   
7. Sometimes I am afraid that I may not understand the content of this class as thor- 

 oughly as I’d like.   

8. I worry that I may not learn all that I possibly could in this class.   

9. I am often concerned that I may not learn all that there is to learn in this class.   

10. I desire to completely master the material presented in this class.   

11. I want to learn as much as possible from this class.   
12. It is important for me to understand the content of this course as thoroughly as 

 possible.  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Appendix J. Students attitudes toward institutional accountability testing 

scale 

 

Likert-type response scale (1: strongly disagree to 7: strongly agree) 

 

Validity  

1. Assessment tests are unfair to some students (R).  

2. Assessment test results are not accurate (R).  

3. Assessment test results accurately reflect basic skills and knowledge of a subject.  

4. Assessment tests are not valid (R).  

5. Assessment test scores don’t reflect my true ability (R).  

 

Purpose  

6. I don’t understand how assessment tests are related to my education (R).  

7. I don’t understand the need for assessment tests (R).  

8. Someone (professor, academic advisor, Resident Advisor) explained to me why I take 

assessment tests.  

9. I understand the purpose of assessment tests.  

 

Disillusionment  

10. The more assessment tests I complete, the more I dislike assessment tests.  

11. There is too much assessment testing.  

12. Assessment tests are a waste of my time.  

 

Parents  

13. My parents would be disappointed if I performed poorly on the assessment tests 

(R).  

14. My parents don’t value the assessment tests I complete at the University (R).  

15. My parents would be proud of me if I performed well on the assessment tests.  

16. My parents are unaware of the assessment tests I complete at the University (R).  

 

Professors  

17. My professor(s), an academic advisor, or resident advisor encouraged me to prepare 

for the assessment tests.  

18. My professors don’t value the assessment tests I complete at the University (R).  

19. If I performed poorly on the assessment tests, my professors would be disappointed.  

 

Students  

20. Fellow students urged me to try my best on the assessment tests.  

21. Fellow students discouraged me from taking the assessment tests seriously (R).  

22. Fellow students speak negatively about the assessment tests at the University (R).  

 


