
THE CONTINUUM OF LEARNING: BEYOND
AN AGGREGATION OF COURSES,
CREDITS, AND SEAT TIME

With the exception of a small percentage of institu-
tions in the United States that provide narrative
transcripts of students’ achievement, providing con-
texts for students’ learning, typically colleges and

universities record student achievement through a
system of numbers and grades. Number of courses,
number of credit hours, and grades document stu-
dent learning. For example, somewhere in the range
of 120 to 135 credits equal an undergraduate degree
that is, in turn, divided into credits and courses
delineating majors, minors, concentrations, electives,
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Chapter 22
BEGINNING WITH DIALOGUE ABOUT

TEACHING AND LEARNING

It is essential for any organization, academic or not, to assess the extent to which individual work contributes
to collective needs and priorities. No organization can function effectively as a collection of autonomous
individuals in which everyone pursues personal priorities and the overall achievements consist, in essence, of
a casual, nonoptimal aggregate of activities. If universities are to have the resilience and adaptability they will
need in the decades to come, they must find better ways to make individual faculty members’ work
contribute to common organizational needs, priorities, and goals.

—Ernest Lynton, 1998

OVERVIEW: This chapter focuses on the coordinating role of institution- and program-level assessment

committees that initiate, orchestrate, and sustain cycles of inquiry into student learning. To root assessment

practices into teaching and learning, these committees initiate rounds of dialogue that lead to consensus

about shared expectations for student learning, followed by collaborative strategies that explore the curricular

and co-curricular coherence that contributes to these expectations. Institution- and program-level representa-

tions of the landscape of students’ learning opportunities become the bedrock upon which assessment meth-

ods and practices are shaped. The Worksheets, Guides, and Exercises at the end of this chapter are designed

to (1) establish collaboration as a principle that underlies the work of assessment committees and their rela-

tionship with members of the academic community; (2) promote institution- and program-level dialogue about

teaching and learning as the context for embedding assessment; and (3) guide the development of visual rep-

resentations that document where and how students learn what an educational community values.
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and general education. At both the graduate and the
undergraduate levels a certain number of courses
or credits certifies a focus of learning—an area of
specialization in graduate school, for example, or a
minor in undergraduate school. This number-grade
system is based on the assumption that students pro-
gressively transfer and build upon previous learning
as they advance through courses.

More than an aggregation of courses and credits,
learning is a process of constructing meaning, fram-
ing issues, drawing upon strategies and abilities
honed over time, reconceptualizing understanding,
repositioning oneself in relation to a problem or
issue, and connecting thinking and knowing to
action. Institution- and program-level assessment
extends inquiry about student learning beyond stu-
dents’ achievement in individual courses to their
achievement over time. This chapter describes struc-
tures and strategies for institution- and program-
level tasks focused on

1. identifying collective expectations for student
learning;

2. verifying how well pedagogy, the design of
curriculum, co-curriculum, instruction, and
other educational experiences or practices
intentionally contribute to students’
achievement of these expectations.

The tasks described in this chapter are essential
for embedding assessment into the processes of
teaching and learning. Further, the initial ways in
which members of an academic community work
together to identify shared expectations for student
learning pave the way for the collective dialogue,
tasks, and decisions that characterize assessment as
a core institutional process.

A FOCUS ON INTEGRATION

A focus on institution- and program-level learning
moves beyond students’ achievement in single
courses to their achievement over time. This focus,
then, examines the integration, rather than the sepa-
ration, of the three domains of learning identified by
Bloom and collaborators (1956); later extended by
Krathwohl, Bloom, and Masia (1964); and more
recently revised by Anderson and Krathwohl (2001):

1. The cognitive domain, involving the
development of intellectual abilities:
knowledge, comprehension, application,

analysis, synthesis, and evaluation, such as a
medical student’s knowledge of anatomy, a
graduate linguistic student’s abilities to select
and apply a method of discourse analysis to a
text, or an undergraduate business students’
evaluation of multiple solutions to a problem in
a case study

2. The psychomotor domain, involving the
development of physical movement,
coordination, and sets of skills, such as the
intricately timed movements of a dancer, the
precision of a neurosurgeon, or the task-
centered procedures involved in human-
computer interactions

3. The affective domain, involving the
development of values, attitudes,
commitments, and ways of responding, such as
valuing others’ perspectives, responding to
situations that disadvantage a group of people,
exercising tenacity in practicing an ability to
improve it over time, or demonstrating a
passion for learning

The integration of these three domains, repre-
sented in the area of overlap in Figure 2.1, illus-
trates the focus of institution- and program-level
assessment: students’ construction of meaning
represented or demonstrated through their interac-
tions, responses, commitments, creations, projects,
products, research, interpretations, and chronologi-
cal self-reflection.
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An architectural student needs to demon-
strate more than the ability to draw: the ability 
to draw does not by itself define an architect.
Knowledge and understanding about the proper-
ties of building materials, environmental and 
climatic conditions, and building codes, for exam-
ple, as well as a predisposition to research limita-
tions of a particular building site, contribute to an
architect’s final design. Faculty who teach draw-
ing courses assess architectural students’ ability to
design a structure; faculty who teach environmen-
tal courses assess architectural students’ knowl-
edge about how environments limit designs. 
Program-level assessment focuses on how stu-
dents integrate their learning across these and
other courses to become architects. Identifying
appropriate times to assess for integrated learning,
then, defines the role of institution- and program-
level assessment.

COORDINATING COMMITTEES

Reaching consensus about collective expectations
for student learning at both the institution and pro-
gram levels marks the first stage of the actual assess-
ment process. Initiating this first stage is, typically,
the role of a coordinating body—an assessment
committee—that seeks community consensus about
expectations for student learning based on an insti-
tution’s mission, purpose, and values. Generally,
there are two levels of assessment committees
within a college or university:

• A campus-wide assessment committee

• Program-level assessment committees (also
established in schools, divisions, departments,
or services)

A Campus-Wide Assessment Committee

A campus-wide assessment committee develops an
institutional student learning assessment plan (see
pages 4–5 in Chapter 1). This plan, often developed
in concert with other constituencies of an institution
and in collaboration with a college or university
institutional research and planning office, develops
a timetable that triggers annual cycles of inquiry
into student learning at both the institution and
program levels. A campus-wide committee becomes
the structure that sustains assessment of student
learning across an institution.

Generally, members on this committee serve
term appointments, two to three years, after which a
new representative from each constituency joins the
committee for a term period. There may well be
permanent members such as a representative from
institutional research or the institution’s vice presi-
dent of academic affairs. Rotational membership
broadens institutional understanding of assessment
over time. Diverse membership on this standing
committee also assures that there are sustained con-
versations about student learning and achievement
throughout the institution and among the various
contributors to students’ learning. The following list
includes those who might serve on a campus-wide
assessment committee or in an advisory capacity:

• Institution’s chief academic leader

• Representative from an institution’s faculty and
staff governance

• Representative from each academic program,
department, division, or school within an
institution

• Representative from academic support services

• Representative from student affairs

• Representative from library and information
resources

• Full- and part-time graduate and undergraduate
student representative

• Teaching assistant representative

• Student tutor representative who experiences
firsthand the levels of difficulties students
confront in learning

• Representative from the local community who
educates students in internships, cooperative
education programs, or community service

• Representative from alumni

• Representative employer who contributes
knowledge about what students bring to their
employment, as well as identifies new abilities
students will need to bring into the workplace
or into civic life

• Member of an institution’s business or advisory
board

• Representative from institutional research and
planning who provides guidance and support
along the life of the assessment process

As you will read in this and the remaining chap-
ters, over time, campus-wide assessment committees
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form or appoint core working groups, task forces, or
cluster groups, consisting of faculty, staff, adminis-
trators, students, and others who contribute to stu-
dents’ education, to carry out specific assessment
tasks, as represented in Figure 2.2. An assessment
committee and its working groups sustain an institu-
tional commitment to assessment through the
following tasks:

• Reaching consensus about what the educational
community expects students to represent
or demonstrate along the continuum of
their learning

• Designing or selecting methods to capture
students’ learning

• Collecting and analyzing assessment results

• Collectively interpreting assessment results and
engaging in community dialogue about ways
to redesign, adapt, or innovate educational
practices to improve patterns of student
weakness revealed in assessment results

• Establishing new cycles of inquiry to ascertain
how well implemented changes improve
student learning

• In collaboration with teaching and learning
centers, organizing occasions to build

institutional learning based on assessment
results or on innovations in educational
practices designed to improve student learning

Program-Level Assessment Committees

Working in much the same way as the campus-wide
assessment committee, program-level assessment
committees may act as a committee of the whole
program or distribute tasks through core working
groups. In large programs, schools, or divisions, a
central committee that focuses on core learning for
students studying in that school may establish satel-
lite committees that focus more specifically on
assessing learning in areas of specialization, such as
in a school of natural sciences. Program-level com-
mittees also consist of broad representation from
their educational constituencies and contributors,
including students and representatives from advi-
sory boards, professions, or organizations in the
local community. In addition to considering repre-
sentation from the pool of constituencies listed on
page 33, program-level committees might draw
membership from the following:

• Administrative heads of individual departments
in a program, school, or division
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FIGURE 2.2 Assessment Committee Core Working Groups and Tasks
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• Full- and part-time faculty who teach in
programs

• Faculty from graduate schools who bring
perspectives on accepted students

• Laboratory assistants

• Graduate assistants

• Graduates from the program

• Employers who directly hire graduates of a
program

Similar to the responsibilities of a campus-wide
committee, described on page 34, the tasks of
program-level committees follow the same inquiry
process as that of a campus-wide committee. In
both campus-wide and program-level committees,
dialogue about teaching and learning and students’
achievement based on those processes ensures that
assessment reflects educators’ values.

DIALOGUE FOCUSED ON EXPECTATIONS
FOR STUDENT LEARNING

Marking the first phase of a campus-wide or program-
level assessment plan is dialogue focused on identify-
ing shared expectations for student learning:

• What do members of a college or university and
members of specific programs expect their
students to be able to demonstrate or represent
based on pedagogy, the design of the
curriculum, co-curriculum, instruction, other
educational opportunities and practices, and the
use of educational tools?

• What should students to be able to demonstrate
or represent at points along their studies based
on these educational practices?

• What do the curricula and other educational
experiences “add up to”?

These kinds of questions initiate institution-
and program-level dialogue that eventually leads to
consensus about what members of an academic
community wish to explore along students’ chronol-
ogy of learning, such as their ability to perform the
following tasks:

• Reason quantitatively in different kinds of
contexts outside of quantitatively based courses

• Solve complex global problems through
interdisciplinary perspectives

• Integrate general education learning into their
major fields of study

• Apply disciplinary habits of mind and ways of
behaving in solving a problem

A core working group within an institution-level
or program-level assessment committee might be
appointed to respond or gather responses to these
kinds of questions. There are a couple of ways this
core working group might progress through this
consensus-building phase:

1. A core working group of a campus-wide or
program-level committee might draft responses
to these kinds of question. To focus on
institution-level or program-level core
curricula, a committee might appoint, select, or
elect a more specialized group consisting of
individuals who specifically teach courses in an
institution’s or a program’s core curriculum or
who contribute to it through programs and
services such as representatives from academic
support services.

2. A core working group (or the committee as a
whole) might schedule several occasions for
community dialogue to address these kinds of
questions, creating cross-disciplinary and cross-
functional groups (such as academic affairs and
student affairs groups). These occasions for
dialogue also contribute to and foster
collaboration, a key ingredient in an
institutional commitment to assessing for
learning that values collective and diverse
contributions to student learning as students
construct meaning over time.

Positioning assessment as a collaborative
process begins in this initial phase of information
gathering. The following strategies also engage the
wider community:

1. Posting results of core working groups’
responses or the results of community dialogue
on a campus Web site

2. Inviting larger response—even from other
constituencies outside of a campus or program
who contribute to students’ learning or have a
vested interest in their learning

3. Redrafting and posting a final list of
expectations for student learning on a campus
Web site
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Building institutional knowledge across the assess-
ment process promotes dialogue about teaching and
learning and the practices that contribute to
students’ learning.

Program-level assessment committees also con-
tribute to institution-wide dialogue about shared
expectations for student learning. Program-level
curricula and educational opportunities contribute
to institution-level expectations for student learning.
For example, a university comprised of schools or
divisions may structure occasions for interrelated
dialogue about how schools or divisions and the
separate programs or departments within them con-
tribute to university-wide expectations for student
learning. Specifically, if a university asserts that its
students explore and are aware of the ethical dimen-
sions of their decisions, then verifying that schools,
divisions, and their programs contribute to the
development of this attribute—beyond a required
course—becomes a focus of dialogue. On the other
hand, an institution’s focus on developing leader-
ship abilities and qualities may, in turn, contribute
to a program’s focus on that quality as well. As is
shown in Appendix 2.1 (referenced in Box 2.1), a
curriculum map is a way to visualize this interde-
pendent relationship that fosters student learning
through multiple learning opportunities.

Program-level dialogue also focuses on identify-
ing disciplinary, cross-disciplinary, or professional
expectations for fields of study. That is, program-
level dialogue focuses on discipline-bound expecta-
tions. Thus, for example, members of a biology
department, together with students, members of an
advisory board, and local biologists, might agree that
they expect students to communicate disciplinary
principles and concepts to different audience levels—
from expert to lay audiences. They might also agree
that students should be able to demonstrate that they
practice disciplinary procedures and ways of knowing
and behaving that characterize the work of biologists
solving representative kinds of problems.

DIALOGUE FOCUSED ON VERIFYING
EXPECTATIONS

• How intentionally do members of an academic
community provide opportunities for students
to learn what an institution and its programs
assert they teach or inculcate?

• How do faculty, staff, and other contributors to
student learning build on each others’ work?

• Do students have multiple and diverse
opportunities to build on previous learning,
receive feedback, and reflect on their progress
toward achieving what an institution and its
programs expect?

• How do academic programs, services, and
educational opportunities promote institution-
and program-level understanding, abilities,
habits of mind, ways of thinking, and behaving?

• What educational processes and experiences
contribute to and reinforce collective
educational expectations?

Bringing to the surface and agreeing upon shared
expectations for student learning at both the institu-
tion and program levels pave the way for a second
level of community dialogue. This level focuses on
exploring where, when, and even how the design of
curriculum, co-curriculum, instruction, pedagogy,
and educational opportunities intentionally promotes
these shared expectations. Specifically, it examines
coherence—how well collective expectations translate
into intentional educational practices, providing mul-
tiple and varied opportunities for students to learn.
These kinds of conversations extend across academic
programs and services, across the co-curriculum, and
even into the surrounding local community that
educates our students in internships, residencies,
cooperative learning experiences, field experiences,
community service, and work-study opportunities.

This kind of dialogue also may reveal gaps in
students’ opportunities to learn. For example, within
a department or program, colleagues may believe
they have adequately sequenced courses in a major
program of study based on a developmental model
of how students learn. However, a collective look at
course content, curricular design, and pedagogy
might reveal there are insufficient opportunities for
students to build upon or use previous learning.
Courses may exist as separate entities, disconnected
from students’ previous learning. Students may be
responsible for memorizing formulas, principles, or
concepts in one course in a major program of study
with little opportunity to practice, apply, and extend
this learning until later in their studies. Without
threaded opportunities in the curriculum or related
educational experiences to apply this memorized
information, students will most likely be unable to
recall, much less apply, what they once memorized.
As a result, learning for students in this case remains
course-bound; opportunities to use and build on
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initial learning simply do not exist between this
course and a final course.

MAPS AND INVENTORIES

Maps and inventories may be used to verify collective
expectations within actual educational practices; that
is, they reveal the distribution of opportunities to
learn across an institution and its programs and ser-
vices. More important, these representations provide
a rich context for writing learning outcome statements,
sentences that describe what students should be able
to demonstrate or represent based on how and what
they have learned, the subject of Chapter 3. Dia-
logue and work focusing on what students’ learning
continuum looks like lead to collectively agreed-
upon and clear outcome statements. Without this
preparatory work leading to the development of out-
come statements, there may well exist disjunctures
between shared expectations for student learning
and actual opportunities for students to achieve
these expectations along their chronologies of learn-
ing. Developing a broad view of students’ progres-
sion enables us to see how frequently students have
had opportunities to hone a particular ability, for
example, or to build up a repertoire of strategies to
solve discipline-specific problems.

Maps

Maps provide information about what and even
how students learn over time: they profile intention-
ality over the continuum of students’ learning.
Representing the underlying logic of curricular and
co-curricular design, they provide a shared context
for authoring outcome statements, methods to
assess outcome statements, and criteria and stan-
dards by which to judge student work, topics
addressed in Chapter 3 through Chapter 5.

A curriculum map, or a map of the curriculum
and co-curriculum, charts where faculty and
others who contribute to student learning integrate
educational opportunities that address institution-
and program-level expectations for student learn-
ing. These maps also identify gaps in student
learning opportunities or identify concentrations of
learning experiences without further opportunity for
students to transfer, build upon, or apply learning.
Most important, in the early dialogue that grounds
assessment, maps help us see if the learning priori-
ties we collectively articulate translate into underly-

ing coherence among our efforts. If not, we have the
opportunity during these early discussions to repri-
oritize learning outcomes, identify other outcomes
that have taken precedence because of societal or
workplace changes, or reassert their significance as
core outcomes by discussing ways to deepen and
broaden attention to them in the curriculum and
co-curriculum and other sets of experiences.

Maps of the curriculum and co-curriculum
serve three main purposes in building a collective
institutional commitment to assessment:

1. They stimulate discussion about and critical
reflection on collective learning priorities.

2. They illustrate how well collective expectations
match with educational practices that foster
those priorities.

3. They provide a visual representation of
students’ contexts for learning that may assist
later on in interpreting assessment results.

Because students learn in different ways, under
different pedagogies and educational practices, hold-
ing a couple of courses solely responsible for develop-
ing students’ ability to write, for example, assumes
that students continue to retain from year to year
what they learned in those courses. In fact, they need
to continue to apply and build on that learning over
the remainder of their undergraduate and graduate
studies, including learning about and using discipli-
nary conventions, formats, rhetorical styles, and ways
of presenting information or evidence to solve prob-
lems for different audiences and purposes. Valuing
multiple educational opportunities that contribute to
students’ writing abilities broadens institutional
responsibility and students’ opportunities to learn.

For example, besides responding to assignments
in their coursework, students have multiple oppor-
tunities to extend their writing abilities outside of
the classroom through

• contributions to a college’s or university’s
newspaper or other publications;

• proposals for independent studies;

• proposals for honors projects;

• documentation of meeting discussions and results;

• summaries and analyses of campus surveys.

The institutional value placed on writing actually
translates into the life of the institution in multiple
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learning contexts or opportunities and thereby
expands and deepens students’ learning about the var-
ious forms, strategies, and conventions of writing. A
map of the curriculum and co-curriculum, then,
would chart not only courses that focus on or integrate
writing, but also complementary learning experiences
outside of formal coursework that expand students’
opportunities to write. (See Box 2.1 and Box 2.2.)

Inventories

Maps provide an overview of students’ learning
journey—a place to locate where educational oppor-
tunities are specifically designed to address institution-

and program-level expectations. Inventories drill
down into actual educational practices to develop
shared understanding of and discussion about how
students learn over time and how educators value
that learning through assessment methods. These
kinds of inventories build institution- and program-
level knowledge and provide the foundation upon
which to design and develop the “bigger picture”
assessment methods described in Chapter 4. Agree-
ing on shared expectations initiates the process of
assessment. Exploring questions about the efficacy
and relevance of collective educational practices,
however, sustains collective curiosity. The following
inventory is useful at either the institution or pro-
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BOX 2.1 INSTITUTIONAL EXAMPLE: New Jersey City University

At New Jersey City University, the Business Administration Program’s curriculum map locates
where both program-level and institution-level learning outcomes are addressed and distributed
across the program (See Appendix 2.1 at the end of this chapter). Using a labeling system of
I (introduced), R (reinforced), and E (emphasized), members of the program indicate how courses
build on desired learning over time, providing a sense of relationships among and between courses
and a chronology of how students learn. Listed in the left-hand column are both institution- and
program-level learning outcomes. The map and the labeling system provide a visual representation
of students’ curricular progression as it relates to shared expectations among faculty in the Business
Administration Program and as it relates to institution-level expectations. An important collaborative
strategy, mapping provides a picture of the whole that may prompt further dialogue about ways to
distribute or redistribute learning opportunities.

BOX 2.2 INSTITUTIONAL EXAMPLE: Rose-Hulman Institute of Technology

Another approach to curriculum mapping is illustrated in Figure 2.3. At Rose-Hulman Institute of
Technology, faculty map where and how they address institution-level learning outcomes, referred
to as learning objectives, such as students’ awareness of the ethical dimensions of engineering
problems for engineers. Faculty receive an electronic form that lists institutional learning objec-
tives, along with criteria that further identify those objectives. This form asks faculty to respond to
four questions about how intentionally they address these objectives in their courses, including
whether or not students are asked to demonstrate objectives and whether or not faculty provide
feedback to students on these objectives, an indicator of intentionality.

A composite curriculum map of these practices, similar to Figure 2.3, provides evidence about
program- and institution-level intentionality. This evidence may demonstrate sustained attention
over programs and across the institution, or it may demonstrate declining or sporadic attention.
Declining or sporadic attention raises the following questions for faculty and staff to answer:

• Is this outcome still one of our priorities?

• If so, how do we redirect attention to it?

• If not, why do we state it is a priority?

Source: Contributed by Gloria M. Rogers, Rose-Hulman Institute of Technology. Reproduced with permission.
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gram level to examine how students learn what an
institution and its programs expect them to learn:

• What educational philosophy, principles,
theories, models of teaching, research on
learning, or shared assumptions underlie
curricular or co-curricular design, instructional
design, pedagogy, or use of educational tools?

• What pedagogies or educational experiences
develop the knowledge, understanding, habits
of mind, ways of knowing, and problem solving
that the institution or its programs value?

• How do students become acculturated to the
ways of thinking, knowing, and problem solving
in their field of study?

• How do faculty and staff intentionally build
upon each others’ courses and educational
experiences to achieve programmatic as well as
institutional learning priorities?

• Which students benefit from which teaching
strategies, educational processes, or educational
experiences?

Pooling assessment methods used in individual
courses or at the end of educational opportunities or
experiences is a second type of inventory. This inven-
tory provides longitudinal documentation of the
range and frequency of assessment methods students
experience along the progression of their education.
Identifying patterns of course-based assessment
methods over a program of study shapes and informs
program- and institution-level assessment methods
that build on students’ previous assessment experi-
ences, the subject of Chapter 4. Asking students to
make inferences based on multiple sources of data is
one way to determine their critical thinking abilities.
If, however, an inventory of course-based assessment
practices reveals that students have had limited expe-
rience making inferences and, instead, have been
asked primarily to recall or recognize information,
then a program-level inference-drawing assessment
method would not fairly and appropriately match
their learning history. Knowing when to assess chem-
istry students’ ability to formulate a hypothesis or
when to assess computer science students’ ability to
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Rose-Hulman Institute of Technology. Reproduced with permission.
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apply rules of formal logic rests on understanding the
chronology of their learning and the chronological
value faculty place on these abilities demonstrated
through their assessment methods. The following
inventory invites conversation about how individuals
design assessment tasks in response to institution-
and program-level expectations:

• Describe how you design a course or experience
to contribute to students’ demonstration or
representation of an institution- or program-
level expectation.

• Identify ways in which students actually learn
what you intend, for example, in
collaboratively based projects, through
simulations, through memorization, through
the use of equipment, or through self-
reflection in response to a task.

• Describe your assessment method and the
context within which students respond to it, for
example, at the end of an internship, in a
multiple-choice test, or as part of a laboratory
assignment.

• Describe the content that you expect students to
know in order to respond to a particular
method, for example, content learned in the
course or content you assume they learned in
previous courses or educational experiences.

The accumulated results of individual invento-
ries profile the frequency and range of assessment
methods that occur along students’ studies. This
profile illustrates how intentionally institution- or
program-level learning priorities become valued in
the kinds of assessment methods distributed across
students’ studies.

THE DESIGN OF OUR WORK

Given that learning is a complex process, that stu-
dents learn as a result of different pedagogies, and
that they face different obstacles based on misun-
derstanding or long-held beliefs, exploring the
design of our collective work enables us to identify
underlying connections and avenues for learning or
to identify how we might strengthen connections or
build additional avenues for learning. Routine
discussions about teaching and learning with repre-
sentatives from across a campus or from across a
program, department, school, or division provide an

essential platform for verifying the coherence that
underlies collective intentions for student learning.
Department or program chairs and directors of ser-
vices and programs can integrate these discussions
within the fabric of their units’ work—a rhythm of
professional life.

In a collective commitment to assessment, our
complex intentions for students, such as their ability
to solve disciplinary problems or their ability to
evaluate and choose among compelling and com-
peting solutions to a problem, are achieved across
our programs and services. Focus is not on what “I”
do; focus is on what “we” do. Ownership of teach-
ing stretches across courses, services, and educa-
tional practices. It holds us collectively responsible
for contributing to learning over students’ studies,
providing multiple and varied opportunities for
them to learn and practice what we value. Conver-
sations about how we translate our teaching
philosophies, sets of assumptions about learning, or
theories of learning into pedagogy and curricular
and co-curricular design establish a common
ground for how we choose to assess our students
based on their learning chronologies.

Representation of multiple voices in assessment
dialogue contributes to achieving consensus about
what an institution values and how those values are
integrated into institutional culture. This represen-
tation also begins to establish institutional channels
of communication among all who educate to
enhance understanding of the myriad ways in
which students learn within and outside of a college
or university. Without this context, assessment
becomes divorced from our professional work.
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WORKSHEETS, GUIDES, AND EXERCISES

1. A Coordinating Body. Campus leaders oversee the formation of a campus assessment committee to
initiate, coordinate, and orchestrate cycles of inquiry into student learning. Provosts, vice presidents,
faculty, staff, and students work together to design a campus assessment committee purposefully
composed of representatives from across an institution who bring different sets of lenses to explore
student learning. As a campus leader, in conjunction with key members of your college or university,
identify the range of members who will either serve on or contribute to a campus committee. If you
already have a committee, discuss how you might expand its membership or its relationship to other
members of the campus. Membership in either case might include those in the local business
community, advisory board members, parents, and representatives of the wider public, for example.
As a division head or department chair, follow a similar process to design a program-level committee
that invites representation from other internal or external constituencies. Use the following list to
help identify these constituencies as representatives on your committee or as ad hoc members:

❏ Institution’s chief academic leader

❏ Representatives from faculty and staff governance

❏ Full- and part-time faculty

❏ Representative from each academic program, department, division, or each school within
an institution

❏ Representative from academic support services

❏ Representative from library and information resources

❏ Representative from student support services

❏ Full- and part-time graduate and undergraduate students

❏ Teaching assistants

❏ Tutors

❏ Local community members who educate students in internships, cooperative education
programs, and community service

❏ Members of community and business advisory groups

❏ Department, division, school, or program leaders

❏ Laboratory assistants who are familiar with how well students have learned or are learning

❏ Graduate assistants

❏ Alumni who provide a perspective on what they learned in a program and the currency of that
learning

❏ Employers who identify what students bring to their employment as well as identify new abilities
students will need to bring into the workforce

❏ Parents

❏ Representatives from institutional research and planning who provide expertise and support
for assessment
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2. Expectations for Student Learning. Use Figure 2.1 in this chapter as a way to generate discussion and
consensus about institution-level and program-level expectations for student learning. Initially,
discussion may begin by identifying discrete abilities, such as critical thinking. However, because
program- and institution-level assessment focuses on how students integrate over time, work toward
articulating what you expect them to be able to accomplish mid-point and end-point in their studies,
such as evaluating alternative solutions to disciplinary problems, identifying behavioral patterns that
lead to a specific diagnosis, or integrating disciplinary or interdisciplinary perspectives into solutions
to problems.

An institution-wide committee or core working group might use this figure as a way to focus on
articulating what it believes all students who graduate from an institution should be able to
demonstrate, represent, or produce. A program-level committee might use this figure to promote
dialogue about what it believes all students who graduate from that program should be able to
demonstrate, represent, or produce. Programs and services that contribute to and support student
learning, such as in the areas of library and information resources or student affairs and support
services, might use this figure to promote similar discussions. Representatives from these areas
should also participate in academic institution- and program-level discussions to assure there is
coherence underlying curricular and co-curricular intentions.
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3. Integration. You may wish to select one or more of the readings listed under “Additional Resources”
in this chapter as a way to deepen dialogue about how students learn over time in a department,
school, program, or service at the institution.

For example, your department might read Donald’s book, Learning to Think: Disciplinary
Perspectives, to stimulate discussion about how learning develops in a discipline over time.

Perry’s book, Forms of Intellectual and Ethical Development in the College Years: A Scheme, might
guide institution-level dialogue about how a theory of development translates itself into the design
of the curriculum and co-curriculum to develop students’ attitudes and dispositions.

Brown’s article, “Growing Up Digital: How the Web Changes Work, Education, and Ways People
Learn,” might focus dialogue on the design of delivery systems as they contribute to program- and
institution-level learning outcomes.

The Association of American Colleges & Universities’ writings, www.aacu.org/integrative_learning/
index.cfm or www.carnegiefoundation.org/LiberalEducation/ Mapping_Terrain.pdf, could 
generate discussion about the learning relationships between students’ majors and their liberal
education.

Mentkowski & Associates’ seven principles of learning, in Learning that Lasts: Integrating Learning,
Development and Performance in College and Beyond (pp. 227–246), may focus dialogue on ways to
deepen student learning at the program and institution levels.
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4. Coherence. Once your institution- or program-level committee has agreed upon expectations for
student learning, discuss the range of ways in which people teach or create learning environments
that contribute to students’ learning. Dialogue might involve discussing philosophies of teaching,
principles of or assumptions about teaching and learning, theories of learning, research on learning
and development, or research on learning in a discipline, topics that lead to collective understanding
of the ways in which students learn over time. Use the following set of questions to guide
institution-level discussions focused on how students learn what an institution and its programs and
services value:

• What educational philosophy, principles, theories, models of teaching, research on learning,
or shared assumptions underlie curricular or co-curricular design, instructional design,
pedagogy, or use of educational tools to promote institution- or program-level expectations
for student learning?

• What pedagogies or educational experiences develop the knowledge, understanding, habits of
mind, ways of knowing, and problem solving that the institution or its programs value?

• How do students become acculturated to the ways of thinking, knowing, and problem solving
that the institution or its programs value?

• How do faculty and staff intentionally build upon each others’ courses and educational
experiences to achieve institution- as well as program-level learning priorities?

• Which students benefit from specific teaching strategies, educational processes, or educational
experiences?
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5. Mapping. The following format developed by the New Jersey City University Business Administration
Program is useful after working groups have achieved consensus about shared expectations for
student learning. At either the institution or program level, this map documents the distribution of
learning opportunities that contribute to shared expectations for student learning. Representatives
from institutional constituencies and even constituencies who contribute to student learning
outside of the institution fill out these maps as a way to verify curricular and co-curricular coherence.
Expectations for student learning, or outcomes, are listed on the left-hand side of the map, and
courses or experiences are listed across the top of the map. Using the labels, I (introduced), R
(reinforced), and E (emphasized), individuals indicate the focus of students’ learning in the courses
they teach or the educational experiences or opportunities they provide.

6. Inventories. The following two inventories can be used at either the program or institution level to
develop a rich understanding of how educational practices promote shared expectations for student
learning. They are particularly useful after groups have developed a map. That is, they provide a
deeper look at educational practices and individual assessment methods that promote expected
learning. Collective discussion of these worksheets identifies gaps in the continuum of students’
learning, directing focus on how educators can integrate or redistribute opportunities for students
to build on and demonstrate their learning over time.
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