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Part 1: Background Information  
 
B1. Program name: Psychology 
B2. Report author(s): Kelly Cotter 
B3.  Fall 2012 enrollment: 1603 
Use the Department Fact Book 2013 by OIR (Office of Institutional Research) to get the fall 2012 enrollment: 
(http://www.csus.edu/oir/Data%20Center/Department%20Fact%20Book/Departmental%20Fact%20Book.html). 
 
B4. Program type: [SELECT ONLY ONE] 

X 1. Undergraduate baccalaureate major 
 2. Credential 
 3. Master’s degree 
 4. Doctorate: Ph.D./E.D.D. 
 5. Other, specify: 

 
Part 2: Six Questions for the 2013-2014 Annual Assessment 

 
Question 1 (Q1): Program Learning Outcomes (PLO) Assessed in 2013-2014.  
 
Q1.1. Which of the following program learning outcomes (PLOs) or Sac State Baccalaureate Learning 
Goals did you assess in 2013-2014? (See 2013-2014 Annual Assessment Report Guidelines for more 
details). [CHECK ALL THAT APPLY]  

X 1. Critical thinking (WASC 1) * 

 2. Information literacy (WASC 2)  
 3. Written communication (WASC 3) 
 4. Oral communication (WASC 4) 
 5. Quantitative literacy (WASC 5) 
 6. Inquiry and analysis  
 7. Creative thinking 
 8. Reading 
 9. Team work 
 10. Problem solving  
 11. Civic knowledge and engagement – local and global 
 12. Intercultural knowledge and competency 
 13. Ethical reasoning 
 14. Foundations and skills for lifelong learning 
 15. Global learning 
 16. Integrative and applied learning 

X 17. Overall competencies for GE Knowledge  
X 18. Overall competencies in the major/discipline 
 19. Others. Specify any PLOs that were assessed in 2013-2014 

but not included above: 
a.  
b.  
c. 

* One of the WASC’s new requirements is that colleges and universities report on the level of student performance 
at graduation in five core areas: 

 

critical thinking, information literacy, written communication, oral 
communication, and quantitative literacy.  

http://www.csus.edu/oir/Data%20Center/Department%20Fact%20Book/Departmental%20Fact%20Book.html�
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Q1.1.1. Please provide more detailed information about the PLO(s) you checked above:  

The psychology department has selected four program learning goals to emphasize and measure within 
the undergraduate major for the academic years 2013-2018: Competence in the Discipline, Critical 
Thinking, Inquiry & Analysis, and Written Communication. This year we have assessed Competence in 
the Discipline (both for the major and for general education) and Critical Thinking. With respect to 
critical thinking, psychology graduates will demonstrate the ability to systematically explore issues, ideas, 
artifacts, and events before accepting or formulating an opinion or conclusion.  Specifically they will: 

6.1: Clearly state and describe the issue/problem to be considered, using all relevant information 
necessary for full understanding. 

6.2: Develop a comprehensive analysis or synthesis of information from relevant and appropriate sources 
(i.e., sources identified by conducting a thorough review of relevant theoretical and empirical literature in 
Psychology and related disciplines).  

6.3: Thoroughly (systematically and methodically) analyze the assumptions of self and others.  Carefully 
evaluate the relevance of contexts when presenting a position. Consider the following in evaluating 
published work on a topic: theoretical frameworks, subdisciplinary perspectives, sociocultural context and 
worldviews, developmental status of the empirical literature on the topic, research methodologies utilized, 
and other potential limitations or sources of bias. 

6.4: Formulate a specific and sophisticated position (perspective, thesis/hypothesis) which accounts for 
the complexities of the issue.  Acknowledge the limits of the position and synthesize others’ points of 
view. Apply this process in developing hypotheses and when interpreting findings. 

6.5: Draw logical conclusions and related outcomes, such as potential applications or future directions for 
inquiry. Consequences and implications are stated and reflect students’ informed evaluation and ability to 
place evidence and perspectives discussed in priority order. 
 
Critical thinking and competence in the discipline were measured per the following: 
 

1. Capstone course professor administered a pre-post exam containing 17 questions related to 
critical thinking terms and concepts. The exam was administered to all students (N = 88) in the 
first 2 weeks of class. The posttest contained the same 17 questions and was administered in the 
last 2 weeks of class. The assessment coordinator computed statistical tests comparing pretest 
scores to posttest scores to determine if students improved over the course of the semester. 

Critical Thinking:  

2. Capstone course professor assigned written arguments applying critical thinking skills to a 
controversial issue in psychology. Of four arguments assigned throughout the semester, the final 
assignment was assessed by the assessment committee. A random sample of 10 papers from each 
of three sections of the class (N = 30) were assessed. The assessment coordinator met with one 
other member of the assessment committee to read and discuss three papers and to modify the 
Critical Thinking VALUE rubric to fit the requirements of the assignment. The entire assessment 
committee (N = 5) then read the three papers and scored them based on the revised rubric. The 
committee then met to discuss and norm their scores, further revising the rubric. The committee 
re-read and scored the three papers (plus an additional paper), then met once again to revise the 
rubric and establish inter-rater reliability. The committee finally reviewed and scored the 
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remaining 26 papers. The assessment coordinator computed inter-rater reliability and descriptive 
statistics. 

 
Overall competencies for GE knowledge

GE course professors administered a pre-post exam in each of the GE classes (PSYC 2, 135, 137, 
151). Depending on the section of the class, the pretest contained 5-30 questions and was 
administered to all students (N ranged from 19-214 students) in the first 2 weeks of class. The 
posttest contained the same questions and was administered in the final exam. The assessment 
coordinator computed statistical tests comparing pretest scores to posttest scores to determine if 
students improved over the course of the semester. 

:  

 

A capstone course professor administered a pre-post exam. The pretest contained 30 questions 
and was administered to all students (N = 64) in the first 2 weeks of class. The posttest contained 
the same 30 questions and was administered in the last 2 weeks of class or on the final exam. The 
assessment coordinator computed statistical tests comparing pretest scores to posttest scores to 
determine if students improved over the course of the semester. 

Overall competencies in the major/discipline: 

 
Q1.2. Are your PLOs closely aligned with the mission of the university?      

XX  11..  YYeess      
  22..  NNoo  
  33..  DDoonn’’tt  kknnooww  

 
Q1.3. Is your program externally accredited (except for WASC)? 

  11..  YYeess                       
XX  22..  NNoo    ((IIff  nnoo,,  ggoo  ttoo  Q1.4)                     
  33..  DDoonn’’tt  kknnooww  ((GGoo  ttoo  Q1.4)  

 
Q1.3.1. If yes, are your PLOs closely aligned with the mission/goals/outcomes of the accreditation 
agency?  

  11..  YYeess      
  22..  NNoo  
  33..  DDoonn’’tt  kknnooww  

  
QQ11..44..  HHaavvee  yyoouu  uusseedd  tthhee  DDeeggrreeee  QQuuaalliiffiiccaattiioonn  PPrrooffiillee  ((DDQQPP))**

  
  ttoo  ddeevveelloopp  yyoouurr  PPLLOO((ss))??      

11..  YYeess      
  22..  NNoo,,  bbuutt  II  kknnooww  wwhhaatt  DDQQPP  iiss..  

XX  33..  NNoo..  II  ddoonn’’tt  kknnooww  wwhhaatt  DDQQPP  iiss..  ((AAtt  lleeaasstt  II  
ddiiddnn’’tt  bbeeffoorree  rreeaaddiinngg  tthhiiss  tteemmppllaattee..  II  wwiillll  llooookk  
iinnttoo  tthhiiss  ffoorr  ffuuttuurree  rreeppoorrttss..  TThhiiss  ppeerrttaaiinnss  ttoo  QQ11..44  
ffoorr  aallll  ppaarrttss  ooff  tthhee  pprreesseenntt  ddooccuummeenntt..))  

  44..  DDoonn’’tt  kknnooww  
* Degree Qualifications Profile (DQP) – a framework funded by the Lumina Foundation that describes the kinds of 
learning and levels of performance that may be expected of students who have earned an associate, baccalaureate, or 
master’s degree. Please see the links for more details: 
http://www.luminafoundation.org/publications/The_Degree_Qualifications_Profile.pdf and 
http://www.learningoutcomeassessment.org/DQPNew.html. 
 
 

http://www.luminafoundation.org/publications/The_Degree_Qualifications_Profile.pdf�
http://www.learningoutcomeassessment.org/DQPNew.html�
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Question 2 (Q2): Standards of Performance/Expectations for EACH PLO.  
 
Q2.1. Has the program developed/adopted EXPLICIT standards of performance/expectations for the 
PLO(s) you assessed in 2013-2014 Academic Year? (For example: We expect 70% of our students to 
achieve at least a score of 3 on the Written Communication VALUE rubric.) 

  11..  YYeess,,  wwee  hhaavvee  ddeevveellooppeedd  ssttaannddaarrddss//eexxppeeccttaattiioonnss  ffoorr  AALLLL  PPLLOOss  assessed in 2013-14.                               
XX  22..  YYeess,,  wwee  hhaavvee  ddeevveellooppeedd  ssttaannddaarrddss//eexxppeeccttaattiioonnss  ffoorr  SSOOMMEE  PPLLOOss  assessed in 2013-14.                               
  33..  NNoo  ((IIff  nnoo,,  ggoo  ttoo  QQ22..22))                        
  44..  DDoonn’’tt  kknnooww  ((GGoo  ttoo  QQ22..22))  
  55..  NNoott  AApppplliiccaabbllee  ((GGoo  ttoo  QQ22..22))  

             
Q2.1.1. If yes, what are the desired levels of learning, including the criteria and standards of 
performance/expectations, especially at or near graduation, for EACH PLO assessed in 2013-2014 
Academic Year? (For example: what will tell you if students have achieved your expected level of 
performance for the learning outcome.) Please provide the rubric and/or the expectations that you 
have developed for EACH PLO one at a time below. [WORD LIMIT: 300 WORDS FOR EACH PLO] 

1. Statistically significant improvement on an exam of critical thinking terms and concepts.  
Critical Thinking:  

2. The department has not yet established an expectation of performance on applying critical 
thinking skills. The data collected in the 2013-2014 academic year are intended to provide a 
baseline upon which the department will make judgments and recommendations for establishing 
standards of performance on the next assessment report. The rubric is provided here as it relates 
to specific questions from the capstone assignment: 
 

Q1. Which of the textbook essays presented a stronger

  

 case, and why? Provide specific evidence from 
the essays to support your position. Be sure to clearly describe the issue/problem to be considered and 
address the relative strengths and weaknesses of each position. 

CCaappssttoonnee  
44  

MMiilleessttoonnee  
33  

MMiilleessttoonnee  
22  

BBeenncchhmmaarrkk  
11  

66..11    IIssssuuee//pprroobblleemm  ttoo  bbee  
ccoonnssiiddeerreedd  ccrriittiiccaallllyy  iiss  
ssttaatteedd  cclleeaarrllyy  aanndd  
ddeessccrriibbeedd  
ccoommpprreehheennssiivveellyy,,  aanndd  
uusseess  rreelleevvaanntt  
iinnffoorrmmaattiioonn  nneecceessssaarryy  
ffoorr  ffuullll  uunnddeerrssttaannddiinngg..  

IIssssuuee//pprroobblleemm  ttoo  bbee  
ccoonnssiiddeerreedd  ccrriittiiccaallllyy  iiss  
ssttaatteedd,,  ddeessccrriibbeedd,,  aanndd  
eexxaammiinneedd  ssoo  tthhaatt  
uunnddeerrssttaannddiinngg  iiss  nnoott  
sseerriioouussllyy  iimmppeeddeedd..  

IIssssuuee//pprroobblleemm  ttoo  bbee  
ccoonnssiiddeerreedd  ccrriittiiccaallllyy  iiss  
ssttaatteedd  bbuutt  ddeessccrriippttiioonn  
lleeaavveess  ssoommee  tteerrmmss  
uunnddeeffiinneedd  aanndd  
aammbbiigguuiittiieess..    

IIssssuuee//pprroobblleemm  ttoo  bbee  
ccoonnssiiddeerreedd  ccrriittiiccaallllyy  iiss  
ssttaatteedd  wwiitthhoouutt  
ccllaarriiffiiccaattiioonn  oorr  
ddeessccrriippttiioonn..  

66..22    IInnffoorrmmaattiioonn  iiss  ttaakkeenn  
ffrroomm  ssoouurrccee((ss))  wwiitthh  
ssuubbssttaannttiiaall  
iinntteerrpprreettaattiioonn//eevvaalluuaattiioo
nn  ttoo  ddeevveelloopp  aa  ccoohheerreenntt  
aanndd  ccoommpprreehheennssiivvee  
aannaallyyssiiss  oorr  ssyynntthheessiiss..        
FFiinnddiinnggss  ffrroomm  tthhee  
lliitteerraattuurree  aarree  qquueessttiioonneedd  
tthhoorroouugghhllyy..  

IInnffoorrmmaattiioonn  iiss  ttaakkeenn  
ffrroomm  ssoouurrccee((ss))  wwiitthh  
eennoouugghh  
iinntteerrpprreettaattiioonn//eevvaalluuaattiioonn  
ttoo  ddeevveelloopp  aa  ccoohheerreenntt  
aannaallyyssiiss  oorr  ssyynntthheessiiss..    
FFiinnddiinnggss  ffrroomm  tthhee  
lliitteerraattuurree  aarree  ssuubbjjeecctt  ttoo  
qquueessttiioonniinngg..    

IInnffoorrmmaattiioonn  iiss  ttaakkeenn  ffrroomm  
ssoouurrccee((ss))  wwiitthh  ssoommee  
iinntteerrpprreettaattiioonn//eevvaalluuaattiioonn,,  
bbuutt  nnoott  eennoouugghh  ttoo  
ddeevveelloopp  aa  ccoohheerreenntt  
aannaallyyssiiss  oorr  ssyynntthheessiiss..    
FFiinnddiinnggss  ffrroomm  tthhee  
lliitteerraattuurree  aarree  ttaakkeenn  aass  
mmoossttllyy  ffaacctt,,  wwiitthh  lliittttllee  
qquueessttiioonniinngg..  
  

IInnffoorrmmaattiioonn  iiss  ttaakkeenn  ffrroomm  
ssoouurrccee((ss))  wwiitthhoouutt  aannyy  
iinntteerrpprreettaattiioonn//eevvaalluuaattiioonn..  
FFiinnddiinnggss  ffrroomm  tthhee  
lliitteerraattuurree  aarree  ttaakkeenn  aass  ffaacctt  
wwiitthhoouutt  qquueessttiioonn..  
  

* Evaluators are encouraged to assign a zero to any work sample or collection of work that does not meet 
benchmark (cell one) level performance. 
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Q2. How does the journal article help address the controversy? Which side(s) does it support or refute, 
and how? Provide specific details from the articles to explain. 
  CCaappssttoonnee  

44  
MMiilleessttoonnee  

33  
MMiilleessttoonnee  

22  
BBeenncchhmmaarrkk  

11  
66..11    IIssssuuee//pprroobblleemm  ttoo  bbee  

ccoonnssiiddeerreedd  ccrriittiiccaallllyy  iiss  
ssttaatteedd  cclleeaarrllyy  aanndd  
ddeessccrriibbeedd  
ccoommpprreehheennssiivveellyy,,  aanndd  
uusseess  rreelleevvaanntt  
iinnffoorrmmaattiioonn  nneecceessssaarryy  
ffoorr  ffuullll  uunnddeerrssttaannddiinngg..  

IIssssuuee//pprroobblleemm  ttoo  bbee  
ccoonnssiiddeerreedd  ccrriittiiccaallllyy  iiss  
ssttaatteedd,,  ddeessccrriibbeedd,,  aanndd  
eexxaammiinneedd  ssoo  tthhaatt  
uunnddeerrssttaannddiinngg  iiss  nnoott  
sseerriioouussllyy  iimmppeeddeedd..  

IIssssuuee//pprroobblleemm  ttoo  bbee  
ccoonnssiiddeerreedd  ccrriittiiccaallllyy  iiss  
ssttaatteedd  bbuutt  ddeessccrriippttiioonn  
lleeaavveess  ssoommee  tteerrmmss  
uunnddeeffiinneedd  aanndd  
aammbbiigguuiittiieess..    

IIssssuuee//pprroobblleemm  ttoo  bbee  
ccoonnssiiddeerreedd  ccrriittiiccaallllyy  iiss  
ssttaatteedd  wwiitthhoouutt  
ccllaarriiffiiccaattiioonn  oorr  
ddeessccrriippttiioonn..  

66..22    IInnffoorrmmaattiioonn  iiss  ttaakkeenn  
ffrroomm  ssoouurrccee((ss))  wwiitthh  
ssuubbssttaannttiiaall  
iinntteerrpprreettaattiioonn//eevvaalluuaattiioo
nn  ttoo  ddeevveelloopp  aa  ccoohheerreenntt  
aanndd  ccoommpprreehheennssiivvee  
aannaallyyssiiss  oorr  ssyynntthheessiiss..        
FFiinnddiinnggss  ffrroomm  tthhee  
lliitteerraattuurree  aarree  qquueessttiioonneedd  
tthhoorroouugghhllyy..  

IInnffoorrmmaattiioonn  iiss  ttaakkeenn  
ffrroomm  ssoouurrccee((ss))  wwiitthh  
eennoouugghh  
iinntteerrpprreettaattiioonn//eevvaalluuaattiioonn  
ttoo  ddeevveelloopp  aa  ccoohheerreenntt  
aannaallyyssiiss  oorr  ssyynntthheessiiss..    
FFiinnddiinnggss  ffrroomm  tthhee  
lliitteerraattuurree  aarree  ssuubbjjeecctt  ttoo  
qquueessttiioonniinngg..    

IInnffoorrmmaattiioonn  iiss  ttaakkeenn  ffrroomm  
ssoouurrccee((ss))  wwiitthh  ssoommee  
iinntteerrpprreettaattiioonn//eevvaalluuaattiioonn,,  
bbuutt  nnoott  eennoouugghh  ttoo  
ddeevveelloopp  aa  ccoohheerreenntt  
aannaallyyssiiss  oorr  ssyynntthheessiiss..    
FFiinnddiinnggss  ffrroomm  tthhee  
lliitteerraattuurree  aarree  ttaakkeenn  aass  
mmoossttllyy  ffaacctt,,  wwiitthh  lliittttllee  
qquueessttiioonniinngg..  
  

IInnffoorrmmaattiioonn  iiss  ttaakkeenn  ffrroomm  
ssoouurrccee((ss))  wwiitthhoouutt  aannyy  
iinntteerrpprreettaattiioonn//eevvaalluuaattiioonn..  
FFiinnddiinnggss  ffrroomm  tthhee  
lliitteerraattuurree  aarree  ttaakkeenn  aass  ffaacctt  
wwiitthhoouutt  qquueessttiioonn..  
  

* Evaluators are encouraged to assign a zero to any work sample or collection of work that does not meet 
benchmark (cell one) level performance. 
 
Q3. Extension of the journal article. Using the same sample described in the journal article, propose a 
follow-up study describing the measurements you would take and a specific hypothesis you would test. 
How would your proposed study help to resolve the controversy? 
  CCaappssttoonnee  

44  
MMiilleessttoonnee  

33  
MMiilleessttoonnee  

22  
BBeenncchhmmaarrkk  

11  
66..44    SSppeecciiffiicc  hhyyppootthheessiiss  iiss  

ssoopphhiissttiiccaatteedd,,  ttaakkiinngg  
iinnttoo  aaccccoouunntt  tthhee  
ccoommpplleexxiittiieess  ooff  aann  
iissssuuee..    
AAlltteerrnnaattiivvee  
eexxppllaannaattiioonnss  aarree  
ssyynntthheessiizzeedd  wwiitthhiinn  tthhee  
pprrooppoosseedd  ssttuuddyy..  

SSppeecciiffiicc  hhyyppootthheessiiss  ttaakkeess  
iinnttoo  aaccccoouunntt  tthhee  
ccoommpplleexxiittiieess  ooff  aann  iissssuuee..    
AAlltteerrnnaattiivvee  eexxppllaannaattiioonnss  
aarree  aacckknnoowwlleeddggeedd  wwiitthhiinn  
tthhee  pprrooppoosseedd  ssttuuddyy..    

  SSppeecciiffiicc  hhyyppootthheessiiss  iiss  
ssttaatteedd,,  bbuutt  iiss  ssiimmpplliissttiicc  
aanndd  oobbvviioouuss,,  oorr  pprrooppoosseedd  
ssttuuddyy  ddooeess  nnoott  aaddddrreessss  
tthhee  hhyyppootthheessiiss..  

SSppeecciiffiicc  hhyyppootthheessiiss  iiss  
iimmpplliieedd  bbuutt  nnoott  ssttaatteedd  
eexxpplliicciittllyy..  

66..55  SSttuuddyy  ddeessiiggnn  aanndd  
aannttiicciippaatteedd  rreessuullttss  
llooggiiccaallllyy  rreefflleecctt  
ssttuuddeenntt’’ss  iinnffoorrmmeedd  
eevvaalluuaattiioonn  ooff  tthhee  
ccoonnttrroovveerrssyy  ooff  hheeaalltthhyy  
lliimmbb  aammppuuttaattiioonn..    

SSttuuddyy  ddeessiiggnn  aanndd  
aannttiicciippaatteedd  rreessuullttss  aarree  
iiddeennttiiffiieedd  cclleeaarrllyy  bbuutt  
mmaayy  llaacckk  ssppeecciiffiicc  ddeettaaiill  
aanndd  rreepprreesseenntt  aammbbiigguuoouuss  
llooggiicc  wwiitthh  rreessppeecctt  ttoo  tthhee  
ccoonnttrroovveerrssyy  ooff  hheeaalltthhyy  
lliimmbb  aammppuuttaattiioonn..    
  

SSttuuddyy  ddeessiiggnn  aanndd  
aannttiicciippaatteedd  rreessuullttss  aarree  nnoott  
iiddeennttiiffiieedd  cclleeaarrllyy  oorr  ddoo  
nnoott  cclleeaarrllyy  rreellaattee  ttoo  tthhee  
ccoonnttrroovveerrssyy  ooff  hheeaalltthhyy  
lliimmbb  aammppuuttaattiioonn..  

SSttuuddyy  ddeessiiggnn  aanndd  
aannttiicciippaatteedd  rreessuullttss  aarree  
ssttaatteedd  vvaagguueellyy  oorr  
oovveerrssiimmpplliiffiieedd  aanndd  ddoo  nnoott  
cclleeaarrllyy  rreellaattee  ttoo  tthhee  
ccoonnttrroovveerrssyy  ooff  hheeaalltthhyy  
lliimmbb  aammppuuttaattiioonn..  

* Evaluators are encouraged to assign a zero to any work sample or collection of work that does not meet 
benchmark (cell one) level performance. 
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Q4. Consider the material from the critical thinking chapter. Using specific terminology from the 
chapter, provide an example of how a critical thinking approach could be used to shed light on this 
controversy. Briefly describe the assumptions that yourself or others might make in addressing this 
controversy. 
  CCaappssttoonnee  

44  
MMiilleessttoonnee  

33  
MMiilleessttoonnee  

22  
BBeenncchhmmaarrkk  

11  
66..22  IInnffoorrmmaattiioonn  iiss  ttaakkeenn  

ffrroomm  ssoouurrccee((ss))  wwiitthh  
ssuubbssttaannttiiaall  
iinntteerrpprreettaattiioonn//eevvaalluuaattiioo
nn  ttoo  ddeevveelloopp  aa  ccoohheerreenntt  
aanndd  ccoommpprreehheennssiivvee  
aannaallyyssiiss  oorr  ssyynntthheessiiss..        

IInnffoorrmmaattiioonn  iiss  ttaakkeenn  
ffrroomm  ssoouurrccee((ss))  wwiitthh  
eennoouugghh  
iinntteerrpprreettaattiioonn//eevvaalluuaattiioonn  
ttoo  ddeevveelloopp  aa  ccoohheerreenntt  
aannaallyyssiiss  oorr  ssyynntthheessiiss..    
  

IInnffoorrmmaattiioonn  iiss  ttaakkeenn  ffrroomm  
ssoouurrccee((ss))  wwiitthh  ssoommee  
iinntteerrpprreettaattiioonn//eevvaalluuaattiioonn,,  
bbuutt  nnoott  eennoouugghh  ttoo  
ddeevveelloopp  aa  ccoohheerreenntt  
aannaallyyssiiss  oorr  ssyynntthheessiiss..    
  

IInnffoorrmmaattiioonn  iiss  ttaakkeenn  ffrroomm  
ssoouurrccee((ss))  wwiitthhoouutt  aannyy  
iinntteerrpprreettaattiioonn//eevvaalluuaattiioonn..    
  

66..33  TThhoorroouugghhllyy  
((ssyysstteemmaattiiccaallllyy  aanndd  
mmeetthhooddiiccaallllyy))  aannaallyyzzeess  
oowwnn  oorr  ootthheerrss''  
aassssuummppttiioonnss..  

IIddeennttiiffiieess  aanndd  qquueessttiioonnss  
oowwnn  oorr  ootthheerrss''  
aassssuummppttiioonnss..  

IIddeennttiiffiieess  oowwnn  oorr  ootthheerrss''  
aassssuummppttiioonnss..  

SShhoowwss  aann  eemmeerrggiinngg  
aawwaarreenneessss  ooff  aassssuummppttiioonnss  
bbuutt  ffaaiillss  ttoo  ssttaattee  tthheemm  
eexxpplliicciittllyy..  

* Evaluators are encouraged to assign a zero to any work sample or collection of work that does not meet 
benchmark (cell one) level performance. 
 
 

Statistically significant improvement on an exam of GE course terms and concepts. 
Overall competencies for GE knowledge:  

 
 

Statistically significant improvement on an exam of capstone course terms and concepts. 
Overall competencies in the major/discipline: 

 
 
Q2.2. Have you published the PLO(s)/expectations/rubric(s) you assessed in 2013-2014? 

  11..  YYeess      
XX  22..  NNoo  ((IIff  nnoo,,  ggoo  ttoo  QQ33..11))  

 
Q2.2.1. If yes, where were the PLOs/expectations/rubrics published? [CHECK ALL THAT APPLY]  

 1. In SOME course syllabi/assignments in the program that claim to 
introduce/develop/master the PLO(s) 

 2. In ALL course syllabi/assignments in the program that claim to introduce 
/develop/master the PLO(s) 

 3. In the student handbook/advising handbook  
 4. In the university catalogue 
 5. On the academic unit website or in the newsletters 
 6. In the assessment or program review reports/plans/resources/activities  
 7. In the new course proposal forms in the department/college/university 
 8. In the department/college/university’s strategic plans and other planning documents     
 9. In the department/college/university’s budget plans and other resource allocation 

documents     
 10. In other places, specify:  
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Question 3 (Q3): Data, Results, and Conclusions for EACH PLO 
 
Q3.1. Was assessment data/evidence collected for 2013-2014? 

XX  11..  YYeess      
  22..  NNoo  ((IIff  nnoo,,  ggoo  ttoo  PPaarrtt  33::  AAddddiittiioonnaall  IInnffoorrmmaattiioonn))  
  33..  DDoonn’’tt  kknnooww  ((GGoo  ttoo  PPaarrtt  33))  
  44..  NNoott  AApppplliiccaabbllee  ((GGoo  ttoo  PPaarrtt  33))  

  
Q3.2. If yes, was the data scored/evaluated for 2013-2014? 

XX  11..  YYeess      
  22..  NNoo  ((IIff  nnoo,,  ggoo  ttoo  PPaarrtt  33::  AAddddiittiioonnaall  IInnffoorrmmaattiioonn))  
  33..  DDoonn’’tt  kknnooww  ((GGoo  ttoo  PPaarrtt  33))  
  44..  NNoott  AApppplliiccaabbllee  ((GGoo  ttoo  PPaarrtt  33))  

 

 

Q3.3. If yes, what DATA have you collected? What are the results, findings, and CONCLUSION(s) for 
EACH PLO assessed in 2013-2014? In what areas are students doing well and achieving the 
expectations? In what areas do students need improvement? Please provide a simple and clear summary 
of the key data and findings, including tables and graphs if applicable for EACH PLO one at a time. 
[WORD LIMIT: 600 WORDS FOR EACH PLO]  

1. Student test scores were entered into a data file with the requirement that each must have a pretest 
score and a corresponding posttest score. Thus, students who were lacking either a pretest score 
(e.g., they were absent on the day of pretest, they added the class after the pretest was 
administered) or a posttest score (e.g., they were absent on the day of posttest, they dropped the 
class sometime after taking the pretest) could not be included in the data analysis. All of the test 
scores were converted to percentage correct responses.  

Critical Thinking:  

 
The difference between the pretest (M = 64.14%, SD = .12) and posttest (M = 81.18%, SD = .09) 
means were evaluated with a one-way within subjects analysis of variance design. Results of the 
analysis indicated that the amount of improvement in test scores from the pretest to the posttest 
was statistically significant, F(1, 74) = 175.84, p < .001. That is, the likelihood of the difference 
occurring by chance alone, assuming the null hypothesis is valid, was less than one in a thousand. 
 
Although the magnitude of the mean difference might occur very infrequently based only on 
chance, it is also useful to determine the strength of effect that the course exerted in producing a 
statistically significant mean difference. This was evaluated using both the eta squared (.70) and 
Cohen’s d (1.31) statistics, which both represented a very large effect.  
 
Based on the results of the posttest exam, students demonstrated that they understood critical 
thinking terms and concepts at a proficient level. 
 

2. Data for the application of critical thinking skills of a random sample of 30 undergraduates 
enrolled in a capstone course are presented in the following table: 

 
  CCaappssttoonnee  

44  
MMiilleessttoonnee  

33  
MMiilleessttoonnee  

22  
BBeenncchhmmaarrkk  

11  
NNoo  AAnnsswweerr  

00  
MMeeaann  ((SSDD))  

wwiitthh  00’’ss  
MMeeaann  ((SSDD))  
wwiitthhoouutt  00’’ss  

QQ11  
66..11    77..99%%  1188..44%%  2233..77%%  1155..88%%  3344..22%%  11..55  ((11..3344))  22..2288  ((..9977))  
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QQ11  
66..22    77..99%%  3311..66%%  5533..99%%  55..33%%  11..33%%  22..4400  ((..7777))  22..4433  ((..7722))  
QQ22  
66..11  55..33%%  1177..11%%  3355..55%%  3322..99%%  99..22%%  11..7766  ((11..0022))  11..9944  ((..8899))  
QQ22  
66..22  00%%  55..33%%  4477..44%%  4444..77%%  22..66%%  11..5555  ((..6644))  11..6600  ((..6600))  
QQ33  
66..44  00%%  1155..88%%  4466..11%%  2222..44%%  1155..88%%  11..6622  ((..9944))  11..9922  ((..6677))  
QQ33  
66..55  22..66%%  1199..77%%  4466..11%%  2266..33%%  55..33%%  11..8888  ((..8888))  22..0000  ((..7788))  
QQ44  
66..22  22..66%%  2222..44%%  4444..77%%  1133..22%%  1155..88%%  11..8833  ((11..0044))  22..1177  ((..7733))  
QQ44  
66..33  33..99%%  3311..66%%  2255..00%%  2266..33%%  1133..22%%  11..8877  ((11..1122))  22..1155  ((..9922))  
  
During the rating process, reviewers noted that a number of students failed to answer part of the 
question(s). Data for all students is presented in the table in the column titled “Mean (SD) with 0’s” to 
account for instances where students received a zero score for failure to answer part or all of the question 
posed. The column to the right, “Mean and (SD) without 0’s,” represents scores for instances where 
students provided a response to the question. As shown in the table above and explained in more detail in 
the Appendix, students were both most and least proficient at developing a comprehensive analysis or 
synthesis of information from relevant and appropriate sources (6.2), performing at the milestone level on 
average for question 1 (M = 2.43) and the benchmark level on average for question 2 (M = 1.60). In 
general, students who responded to the questions demonstrated proficiency at the milestone 2 level (M = 
2.06 overall, SD = .25).   
 
A major finding of the evaluation process was that there had been insufficient communication between 
the psychology department's assessment committee and the instructors of PSYC 107 when developing the 
assessed assignment. As a result, the learning outcomes had not been properly mapped onto course 
assignments. This was expected, as this is the first time the department has assessed Critical Thinking as a 
learning outcome and we are using this year’s process and data as a means toward understanding how to 
craft better assessment techniques. A full-time Psychology professor has revised the course, attempting to 
address these problems. The following assessment strategy is a first step in this direction: 
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These data will be used to provide context and information to the department as we discuss modifications 
to the curriculum. Per our department’s curriculum map, critical thinking terms and concepts should be 
introduced in lower division courses and developed in upper division courses. Psychology 107, the 
capstone course assessed herein, provides an opportunity for students to master their critical thinking 
skills. The department will discuss potential methods for developing critical thinking skills further in the 
curriculum. It is also important to note that the assignment assessed herein does not map perfectly onto 
the Leap VALUE rubric, and so these scores must be considered with that caveat. The department will 
continue to discuss curricular changes and the possibility of setting standards for critical thinking for 
future assessment reports. 
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Student test scores (N = 1381) were entered into a data file with the requirement that each must 
have a pretest score and a corresponding posttest score. Thus, students who were lacking either a 
pretest score (e.g., they were absent on the day of pretest, they added the class after the pretest 
was administered) or a posttest score (e.g., they were absent on the day of posttest, they dropped 
the class sometime after taking the pretest) could not be included in the data analysis (n = 268). 

Overall competencies for GE knowledge:  

 
To allow different classes to be combined, all of test scores in our assessment process were 
converted to percentage correct responses. Table 1 presents the means (Ms) and standard 
deviations (SDs) of the pretest and posttest scores for each class (multiple sections of each class 
may be combined).  

 
The difference between the pretest and posttest means were evaluated with a one-way within 
subjects analysis of variance design. Results of the analysis indicated that the amount of 
improvement in test scores from the pretest to the posttest was statistically significant for all 
courses. That is, the likelihood of the difference occurring by chance alone, assuming the null 
hypothesis is valid, was less than one in a thousand for all four courses. 

 
Although the magnitude of the mean difference might occur very infrequently based only on 
chance, it is also useful to determine the strength of effect that the course exerted in producing a 
statistically significant mean difference. This was evaluated using both the eta squared and 
Cohen’s d statistics. Eta squared values ranged from to .60 to .76, representing a very large effect. 
Cohen’s d values ranged from 1.74 to 2.62, also representing a very large effect. 

 
Means and Standard Deviations for Pretest and Posttest Scores for PSYC 2, 135, 137, 151 
 PSYC 2 (N = 802) PSYC 135 (N = 147) PSYC 137 (N = 75) PSYC 151 (N = 89) 
 M SD M SD M SD M SD 
Pretest 45.14% 14.85% 46.62% 14.61% 44.84% 14.68% 46.01% 14.95% 
Posttest 74.90% 19.15% 81.09% 12.82% 80.46% 12.41% 76.52% 17.92% 
ANOVA F(1, 801) = 1218.87 F(1, 146) = 432.39 F(1, 74) = 232.88 F(1, 88) = 224.59 
P value < .001 < .001 < .001 < .001 
Eta sq .60 .75 .76 .72 
Cohen’s d 1.74 2.51 2.62 1.85 

 
Based on the statistical analysis, it can be concluded that the instructional process underlying 
Psychology 2, 135, 137, and 151 significantly and substantially increases the knowledge of the 
students about the subject matter covered in the course. It is therefore very effective in meeting its 
course specific learning objectives. 

 
 

Student test scores were entered into a data file with the requirement that each must have a pretest 
score and a corresponding posttest score. Thus, students who were lacking either a pretest score 
(e.g., they were absent on the day of pretest, they added the class after the pretest was 
administered) or a posttest score (e.g., they were absent on the day of posttest, they dropped the 
class sometime after taking the pretest) could not be included in the data analysis. All of the test 
scores were converted to percentage correct responses.  

Overall competencies in the major/discipline: 
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The difference between the pretest (M = 22.14, SD = 7.75) and posttest (M = 63.44, SD = 25.21) 
means were evaluated with a one-way within subjects analysis of variance design. Results of the 
analysis indicated that the amount of improvement in test scores from the pretest to the posttest 
was statistically significant, F(1, 63) = 158.76, p < .001. That is, the likelihood of the difference 
occurring by chance alone, assuming the null hypothesis is valid, was less than one in a thousand. 
 
Although the magnitude of the mean difference might occur very infrequently based only on 
chance, it is also useful to determine the strength of effect that the course exerted in producing a 
statistically significant mean difference. This was evaluated using both the eta squared (.72) and 
Cohen’s d (2.21) statistics, which both represented a very large effect.  
 
While the pretest reflected performance at the level of chance for a 4-choice multiple choice 
exam, performance on the posttest impressed the course instructor, who reported creating a very 
difficult exam. Based on the results of the posttest exam in a capstone course in the major, 
students demonstrated competence in the discipline of psychology. 

 
 
 
Q3.4. Do students meet the expectations/standards of performance as determined by the program and 
achieved the learning outcomes? [PLEASE MAKE SURE THE PLO YOU SPECIFY HERE IS THE 
SAME ONE YOU CHECKED/SPECIFIED IN Q1.1].  
 
Q3.4.1. FFiirrsstt  PPLLOO::  CCrriittiiccaall  TThhiinnkkiinngg 

  11..  EExxcceeeedd  eexxppeeccttaattiioonn//ssttaannddaarrdd  
  22..  MMeeeett  eexxppeeccttaattiioonn//ssttaannddaarrdd  
  33..  DDoo  nnoott  mmeeeett  eexxppeeccttaattiioonn//ssttaannddaarrdd  

XX  44..  NNoo  eexxppeeccttaattiioonn//ssttaannddaarrdd  sseett  
  55..  DDoonn’’tt  kknnooww  

 
[NOTE: IF YOU HAVE MORE THAN ONE PLO, YOU NEED TO REPEAT THE TABLE IN 
Q3.4.1 UNTIL YOU INCLUDE ALL THE PLO(S) YOU ASSESSED IN 2013-2014.] 
 
Q3.4.2. Second  PPLLOO::  OOvveerraallll  ccoommppeetteenncciieess  ffoorr  GGEE  kknnoowwlleeddggee 

  11..  EExxcceeeedd  eexxppeeccttaattiioonn//ssttaannddaarrdd  
XX  22..  MMeeeett  eexxppeeccttaattiioonn//ssttaannddaarrdd  
  33..  DDoo  nnoott  mmeeeett  eexxppeeccttaattiioonn//ssttaannddaarrdd  
  44..  NNoo  eexxppeeccttaattiioonn//ssttaannddaarrdd  sseett  
  55..  DDoonn’’tt  kknnooww  

 
Q3.4.3. Third  PPLLOO::  OOvveerraallll  ccoommppeetteenncciieess  iinn  tthhee  mmaajjoorr//ddiisscciipplliinnee 

  11..  EExxcceeeedd  eexxppeeccttaattiioonn//ssttaannddaarrdd  
XX  22..  MMeeeett  eexxppeeccttaattiioonn//ssttaannddaarrdd  
  33..  DDoo  nnoott  mmeeeett  eexxppeeccttaattiioonn//ssttaannddaarrdd  
  44..  NNoo  eexxppeeccttaattiioonn//ssttaannddaarrdd  sseett  
  55..  DDoonn’’tt  kknnooww  
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Question 4 (Q4): Evaluation of Data Quality: Reliability and Validity.  
 
Q4.1. How many PLOs in total did your program assess in the 2013-2014 academic year? 3 
 
Q4.2. Please choose ONE ASSESSED PLO as an example to illustrate how you use direct, indirect, 
and/or other methods/measures to collect data. If you only assessed one PLO in 2013-14, YOU CAN 
SKIP this question. If you assessed MORE THAN ONE PLO, please check ONLY ONE PLO BELOW 
EVEN IF YOU ASSESSED MORE THAN ONE PLO IN 2013-2014. 
 

X 1. Critical thinking (WASC 1) 1 

 2. Information literacy (WASC 2)  
 3. Written communication (WASC 3) 
 4. Oral communication (WASC 4) 
 5. Quantitative literacy (WASC 5) 
 6. Inquiry and analysis  
 7. Creative thinking 
 8. Reading 
 9. Team work 
 10. Problem solving  
 11. Civic knowledge and engagement – local and global 
 12. Intercultural knowledge and competency 
 13. Ethical reasoning 
 14. Foundations and skills for lifelong learning 
 15. Global learning 
 16. Integrative and applied learning 
 17. Overall competencies for GE Knowledge  
 18. Overall competencies in the major/discipline 
 19. Other PLO. Specify: 

 
 
 
DDiirreecctt  MMeeaassuurreess  
Q4.3. Were direct measures used to assess this PLO?  

XX  1. Yes   
  2. No (If no, go to Q4.4) 
  3. Don’t know (Go to Q4.4) 

 
Q4.3.1.  WWhhiicchh  ooff  tthhee  ffoolllloowwiinngg  DDIIRREECCTT  mmeeaassuurreess  wweerree  uusseedd?? [Check all that apply]  

XX  11..  CCaappssttoonnee  pprroojjeeccttss  ((iinncclluuddiinngg  tthheesseess,,  sseenniioorr  tthheesseess)),,  ccoouurrsseess,,  oorr  eexxppeerriieenncceess  
  22..  KKeeyy  aassssiiggnnmmeennttss  ffrroomm  ootthheerr  CCOORREE  ccllaasssseess  
  3..  KKeeyy  aassssiiggnnmmeennttss  ffrroomm  ootthheerr  ccllaasssseess  

XX  44..  CCllaassssrroooomm  bbaasseedd  ppeerrffoorrmmaannccee  aasssseessssmmeennttss  ssuucchh  aass  ssiimmuullaattiioonnss,,  ccoommpprreehheennssiivvee  
eexxaammss,,  ccrriittiiqquueess  

  55..  EExxtteerrnnaall  ppeerrffoorrmmaannccee  aasssseessssmmeennttss  ssuucchh  aass  iinntteerrnnsshhiippss  oorr  ootthheerr  ccoommmmuunniittyy  bbaasseedd  
pprroojjeeccttss  

  66..  EE--PPoorrttffoolliiooss  
  77..  OOtthheerr  ppoorrttffoolliiooss  
  88..  OOtthheerr  mmeeaassuurree..  SSppeecciiffyy::  
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Q4.3.2. Please provide the direct measure(s) [key assignment(s)/project(s)/portfolio(s)] that you used to 
collect the data. [WORD LIMIT: 300 WORDS] 

 
Assignment: Controversy Evaluations Papers 

For each of the controversial issues, write an evaluation paper of the textbook and the journal articles.  
The papers are due online as indicated on the course schedule, and there will not be any make-up 
opportunities to turn in your evaluation if you have not done so by the end of the class period. There will 
be no dropped assignments for the controversy evaluations. 
 
Each paper should be a minimum of 1000 words. Do not quote material from the reading; write in your 
own words. Grades will be based on thoroughness, writing quality, and provision of evidence from the 
readings. Please use the following 4 questions as headers to structure your paper: 
 

1. Which of the textbook essays presented a stronger case, and why? Provide specific evidence from 
the essays to support your position. Be sure to clearly describe the issue/problem to be considered 
and address the relative strengths and weaknesses of each position. 

 
2. How does the journal article help address the controversy? Which side(s) does it support or 

refute, and how? Provide specific details from the articles to explain. 
 

3. Extension of the journal article. Using the same sample described in the journal article, propose a 
follow-up study describing the measurements you would take and a specific hypothesis you 
would test. How would your proposed study help to resolve the controversy? 

 
4. Consider the material from the critical thinking chapter. Using specific terminology from the 

chapter, provide an example of how a critical thinking approach could be used to shed light on 
this controversy. Briefly describe the assumptions that yourself or others might make in 
addressing this controversy. 

 
 
 
QQ44..33..22..11..  WWaass  tthhee  ddiirreecctt  mmeeaassuurree((ss))  [[kkeeyy  aassssiiggnnmmeenntt((ss))//pprroojjeecctt((ss))//ppoorrttffoolliioo((ss))]]  aalliiggnneedd  ddiirreeccttllyy  wwiitthh  tthhee  
rruubbrriicc//ccrriitteerriioonn??  

XX  1. Yes   
  2. No 
  3. Don’t know 

 
QQ44..33..33..  WWaass  tthhee  ddiirreecctt  mmeeaassuurree  ((ss))  [[kkeeyy  aassssiiggnnmmeenntt((ss))//pprroojjeecctt((ss))//ppoorrttffoolliioo((ss))]]  aalliiggnneedd  ddiirreeccttllyy  wwiitthh  tthhee  
PPLLOO??  

XX  1. Yes   
  2. No 
  3. Don’t know 

 
Q4.3.4. How was the evidence scored/evaluated? [Select one only] 

 1. No rubric is used to interpret the evidence ((IIff  cchheecckkeedd,,  ggoo  ttoo  QQ44..33..77)) 
 2. Use rubric developed/modified by the faculty who teaches the class  
 3. Use rubric developed/modified by a group of faculty   

X 4. Use rubric pilot-tested and refined by a group of faculty 
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 5. UUssee  ootthheerr  mmeeaannss..  SSppeecciiffyy::    
 
Q4.3.5. What rubric/criterion was adopted to score/evaluate the above key 
assignments/projects/portfolio? [Select one only] 

 1. TThhee  VVAALLUUEE  rruubbrriicc((ss))    
X 22..  MMooddiiffiieedd  VVAALLUUEE  rruubbrriicc((ss))   
 3. AA  rruubbrriicc  tthhaatt  iiss  ttoottaallllyy  ddeevveellooppeedd  bbyy  llooccaall  ffaaccuullttyy   
 4. UUssee  ootthheerr  mmeeaannss..  SSppeecciiffyy::    

 
QQ44..33..66..  WWaass  tthhee  rruubbrriicc//ccrriitteerriioonn  aalliiggnneedd  ddiirreeccttllyy  wwiitthh  tthhee  PPLLOO?? 

XX  1. Yes   
  2. No 
  3. Don’t know 

  
QQ44..33..77..  WWeerree  tthhee  eevvaalluuaattoorrss  ((ee..gg..,,  ffaaccuullttyy  oorr  aaddvviissiinngg  bbooaarrdd  mmeemmbbeerrss))  wwhhoo  rreevviieewweedd  ssttuuddeenntt  wwoorrkk  
ccaalliibbrraatteedd  ttoo  aappppllyy  aasssseessssmmeenntt  ccrriitteerriiaa  iinn  tthhee  ssaammee  wwaayy??    

XX  1. Yes   
  2. No 
  3. Don’t know 
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QQ44..33..88..  WWeerree  tthheerree  cchheecckkss  ffoorr  iinntteerr--rraatteerr  rreelliiaabbiilliittyy??  
XX  1. Yes   
  2. No 
  3. Don’t know 

  
QQ44..33..99..  WWeerree  tthhee  ssaammppllee  ssiizzeess  ffoorr  tthhee  ddiirreecctt  mmeeaassuurree  aaddeeqquuaattee??  

XX  1. Yes   
  2. No 
  3. Don’t know 

  

  

QQ44..33..1100..  HHooww  ddiidd  yyoouu  sseelleecctt  tthhee  ssaammppllee  ooff  ssttuuddeenntt  wwoorrkk  ((ppaappeerrss,,  pprroojjeeccttss,,  ppoorrttffoolliiooss,,  eettcc))??  PPlleeaassee  bbrriieeffllyy  
ssppeecciiffyy  hheerree::  

We randomly selected 10 papers from each of the three sections (30 student enrollment cap) of the 
capstone class: PSYC 107 (Controversial Issues in Psychology), for a total of 30 papers. 
 
IInnddiirreecctt  MMeeaassuurreess  
Q4.4. WWeerree  iinnddiirreecctt  mmeeaassuurreess  uusseedd  ttoo  aasssseessss  tthhee  PPLLOO??  

  1. Yes   
XX  2. No (If no, go to Q4.5) 

  
QQ44..44..11..  WWhhiicchh  ooff  tthhee  ffoolllloowwiinngg  iinnddiirreecctt  mmeeaassuurreess  wweerree  uusseedd?? 

  11..  NNaattiioonnaall  ssttuuddeenntt  ssuurrvveeyyss  ((ee..gg..,,  NNSSSSEE,,  eettcc..))  
  22..  UUnniivveerrssiittyy  ccoonndduucctteedd  ssttuuddeenntt  ssuurrvveeyyss  ((OOIIRR  ssuurrvveeyyss))      
  33..  CCoolllleeggee//DDeeppaarrttmmeenntt//pprrooggrraamm  ccoonndduucctteedd  ssttuuddeenntt  ssuurrvveeyyss  
  44..  AAlluummnnii  ssuurrvveeyyss,,  ffooccuuss  ggrroouuppss,,  oorr  iinntteerrvviieewwss    
  55..  EEmmppllooyyeerr  ssuurrvveeyyss,,  ffooccuuss  ggrroouuppss,,  oorr  iinntteerrvviieewwss  
  66..  AAddvviissoorryy  bbooaarrdd  ssuurrvveeyyss,,  ffooccuuss  ggrroouuppss,,  oorr  iinntteerrvviieewwss  
  77..  OOtthheerrss,,  ssppeecciiffyy::  

  
QQ44..44..22..  IIff  ssuurrvveeyyss  wweerree  uusseedd,,  wweerree  tthhee  ssaammppllee  ssiizzeess  aaddeeqquuaattee?? 

  1. Yes   
  2. No 
  3. Don’t know 

  

 

QQ44..44..33..  IIff  ssuurrvveeyyss  wweerree  uusseedd,,  pplleeaassee  bbrriieeffllyy  ssppeecciiffyy  hhooww  yyoouu  sseelleecctt  yyoouurr  ssaammppllee??  WWhhaatt  iiss  tthhee  rreessppoonnssee  
rraattee??      

 
 
 
 
OOtthheerr  MMeeaassuurreess  
Q4.5. WWeerree  eexxtteerrnnaall  bbeenncchhmmaarrkkiinngg  ddaattaa  uusseedd  ttoo  aasssseessss  tthhee  PPLLOO??  

  1. Yes   
XX  2. No (If no, go to Q4.6) 
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QQ44..55..11..  WWhhiicchh  ooff  tthhee  ffoolllloowwiinngg  mmeeaassuurreess  wwaass  uusseedd?? 
  11..    NNaattiioonnaall  ddiisscciipplliinnaarryy  eexxaammss  oorr  ssttaattee//pprrooffeessssiioonnaall  lliicceennssuurree  eexxaammss  
  22..  GGeenneerraall  kknnoowwlleeddggee  aanndd  sskkiillllss  mmeeaassuurreess  ((ee..gg..,,  CCLLAA,,  CCAAAAPP,,  EETTSS  PPPP,,  eettcc))  
  33..  OOtthheerr  ssttaannddaarrddiizzeedd  kknnoowwlleeddggee  aanndd  sskkiillll  eexxaammss  ((ee..gg..,,  EETTSS,,  GGRREE,,  eettcc))  
  44..  OOtthheerrss,,  ssppeecciiffyy::  

 
QQ44..66..  WWeerree  ootthheerr  mmeeaassuurreess  uusseedd  ttoo  aasssseessss  tthhee  PPLLOO?? 

XX  1. Yes 
  2. No (Go to Q4.7) 
  3. Don’t know (Go to Q4.7) 

  
QQ44..66..11..  IIff  yyeess,,  pplleeaassee  ssppeecciiffyy::  The capstone course professor administered a pre-post exam containing 17 
questions related to critical thinking terms and concepts. The exam was administered to all students (N = 
88) in the first 2 weeks of class. The posttest contained the same 17 questions and was administered in the 
last 2 weeks of class. The assessment coordinator computed statistical tests comparing pretest scores to 
posttest scores to determine if students improved over the course of the semester. Results revealed 
statistically significant improvement as well as proficient understanding of critical thinking terms and 
concepts by the end of the semester.  
 
AAlliiggnnmmeenntt  aanndd  QQuuaalliittyy  

 

Q4.7. Please describe how you collected the data? For example, in what course(s) (or by what means) 
were data collected? How reliable and valid is the data? [WORD LIMIT: 300 WORDS] 

Capstone course professor assigned written arguments applying critical thinking skills to a controversial 
issue in psychology. Of four arguments assigned throughout the semester, the final assignment was 
assessed by the assessment committee. A random sample of 10 papers from each of three sections of the 
class (N = 30) were assessed. The assessment coordinator met with one other member of the assessment 
committee to read and discuss three papers and to modify the Critical Thinking VALUE rubric to fit the 
requirements of the assignment. The entire assessment committee (N = 5) then read the three papers and 
scored them based on the revised rubric. The committee then met to discuss and norm their scores, further 
revising the rubric. The committee re-read and scored the three papers (plus an additional paper), then met 
once again to revise the rubric and establish inter-rater reliability. The committee finally reviewed and 
scored the remaining 26 papers. As is explained in detail in the Appendix, “since all students are not 
evaluated by the same set of raters, the potential for influential rater bias is present; however, from the 
finding of relatively small rater interactions we can conclude that there is little rater bias. The differences 
in rater leniency/severity are therefore fairly consistent across questions, dimensions, and students, and 
therefore the fair averages reported for student papers can be assumed to adequately account for these 
consistent differences in rater leniency/severity.” 
 
 
Q4.8. How many assessment tools/methods/measures in total did you use to assess this PLO?  2 
NOTE: IF IT IS ONLY ONE, GO TO Q5.1.  
  
QQ44..88..11..  Did the data (including all the assignments/projects/portfolios) from all the different assessment 
tools/measures/methods directly align with the PLO? 

XX  1. Yes   
  2. No 
  3. Don’t know 
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QQ44..88..22..  WWeerree  AALLLL  tthhee  aasssseessssmmeenntt  tools/measures/methods  tthhaatt  wweerree  uusseedd  ggoooodd  mmeeaassuurreess  ffoorr  tthhee  PPLLOO?? 

XX  1. Yes   
  2. No 
  3. Don’t know 
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Question 5 (Q5): Use of Assessment Data. 
 
Q5.1. To what extent have the assessment results from 2012-2013 been used for? [CHECK ALL THAT 
APPLY]  

 Very 
Much 

(1) 

Quite a 
Bit 
(2) 

Some 
 

(3) 

Not at 
all 
(4) 

Not 
Applicable 

(9) 
1. Improving specific courses   X   
2. Modifying curriculum   X    
3. Improving advising and mentoring     X  
4. Revising learning outcomes/goals   X     
5. Revising rubrics and/or expectations    X     
6. Developing/updating assessment plan X     
7. Annual assessment reports X     
8. Program review X     
9. Prospective student and family information    X  
10. Alumni communication    X  
11. WASC accreditation (regional accreditation)  X     
12. Program accreditation     X 
13. External accountability reporting requirement     X 
14. Trustee/Governing Board deliberations     X 
15. Strategic planning  X    
16. Institutional benchmarking    X  
17. Academic policy development or modification    X  
18. Institutional Improvement    X  
19. Resource allocation and budgeting    X  
20. New faculty hiring   X    
21. Professional development for faculty and staff   X   
22. Other Specify:  

 

 
Q5.1.1. Please provide one or two best examples to show how you have used the assessment data above.   

Based on our assessment results from 2012-2013 we have thoroughly revised our assessment plan, 
including updating and modifying our plans for measures of learning goals. For example, we are now 
working to include both direct and indirect measures of program learning outcomes, where before we 
relied only on direct measures. In addition, we worked LEAP rubrics that were slightly modified for the 
psychology department in general before. Now have come to appreciate that the rubrics often need to be 
modified for use with specific assignments in order to provide valid data. For the current assessment 
report we had to make the following modifications to the original LEAP rubric for valid use assessing 
assignments (changes tracked): 
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Q5.2. As a result of the assessment effort in 2013-2014 and based on the prior feedbacks from OAPA, 
do you anticipate making any changes for your program (e.g., course structure, course content, or 
modification of program learning outcomes)?  

XX  1. Yes   
  2. No (If no, go to Q5.3) 
  3. Don’t know (Go to Q5.3) 

 
 
 
 

 

Q5.2.1. What changes are anticipated? By what mechanism will the changes be implemented? How and 
when will you assess the impact of proposed modifications? [WORD LIMIT: 300 WORDS] 

The psychology department is currently undergoing a significant change to our curriculum and will use 
assessment data to restructure course offerings. The changes will likely take place slowly over the next 
five years. Furthermore, at the course level the assessment committee will make recommendations to the 
capstone course instructor for revising the wording of the assignment to better align with the rubric and to 
provide the rubric to students before the assignment is due or on the course syllabus. Finally, in order to 



22 

 

incorporate indirect assessment of critical thinking (among other learning outcomes), we will implement 
the following exit survey of Psychology graduates upon their completion of the program: 
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Q5.2.2. Is there a follow-up assessment on these areas that need improvement? 

XX  11..  YYeess      
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  22..  NNoo  
  33..  DDoonn’’tt  kknnooww  

 

Question 6 (Q6). Which program learning outcome(s) do you plan to assess next year?  

Q5.3. Many academic units have collected assessment data on aspects of a program that are not related to 
program learning outcomes (i.e., impacts of an advising center, etc.).  If your program/academic unit has 
collected assessment data in this way, please briefly report your results here. [WORD LIMIT: 300 
WORDS] 

 
X 1. Critical thinking (WASC 1) 1 

 2. Information literacy (WASC 2)  
 3. Written communication (WASC 3) 
 4. Oral communication (WASC 4) 
 5. Quantitative literacy (WASC 5) 

X 6. Inquiry and analysis  
 7. Creative thinking 
 8. Reading 
 9. Team work 
 10. Problem solving  
 11. Civic knowledge and engagement – local and global 
 12. Intercultural knowledge and competency 
 13. Ethical reasoning 
 14. Foundations and skills for lifelong learning 
 15. Global learning 
 16. Integrative and applied learning 

X 17. Overall competencies for GE Knowledge  
X 18. Overall competencies in the major/discipline 
 19. Others. Specify any PLOs that the program is going to assess 

but not included above: 
a.  
b.  
c. 
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Part 1: Background Information  
 
B1. Program name: ABA Psychology MA 
B2. Report author(s): Kelly Cotter 
B3.  Fall 2012 enrollment: 75 (for the entire MA enrollment, not for the ABA program specifically) 
Use the Department Fact Book 2013 by OIR (Office of Institutional Research) to get the fall 2012 enrollment: 
(http://www.csus.edu/oir/Data%20Center/Department%20Fact%20Book/Departmental%20Fact%20Book.html). 
 
B4. Program type: [SELECT ONLY ONE] 

 1. Undergraduate baccalaureate major 
 2. Credential 

X 3. Master’s degree 
 4. Doctorate: Ph.D./E.D.D. 
 5. Other, specify: 

 
Part 2: Six Questions for the 2013-2014 Annual Assessment 

 
Question 1 (Q1): Program Learning Outcomes (PLO) Assessed in 2013-2014.  
 
Q1.1. Which of the following program learning outcomes (PLOs) or Sac State Baccalaureate Learning 
Goals did you assess in 2013-2014? (See 2013-2014 Annual Assessment Report Guidelines for more 
details). [CHECK ALL THAT APPLY]  

X 1. Critical thinking (WASC 1) * 

 2. Information literacy (WASC 2)  
 3. Written communication (WASC 3) 
 4. Oral communication (WASC 4) 
 5. Quantitative literacy (WASC 5) 
 6. Inquiry and analysis  
 7. Creative thinking 
 8. Reading 
 9. Team work 
 10. Problem solving  
 11. Civic knowledge and engagement – local and global 
 12. Intercultural knowledge and competency 
 13. Ethical reasoning 
 14. Foundations and skills for lifelong learning 
 15. Global learning 
 16. Integrative and applied learning 
 17. Overall competencies for GE Knowledge  

X 18. Overall competencies in the major/discipline 
 19. Others. Specify any PLOs that were assessed in 2013-2014 

but not included above: 
a.  
b.  
c. 

* One of the WASC’s new requirements is that colleges and universities report on the level of student performance 
at graduation in five core areas: 

 

critical thinking, information literacy, written communication, oral 
communication, and quantitative literacy.  

http://www.csus.edu/oir/Data%20Center/Department%20Fact%20Book/Departmental%20Fact%20Book.html�
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Q1.1.1. Please provide more detailed information about the PLO(s) you checked above:  

The psychology department has selected six program learning outcomes to emphasize and measure within 
the Applied Behavior Analysis (ABA) MA for the academic years 2013-2018: Competence in the 
Discipline, Critical Thinking, Ethical Reasoning, Inquiry & Analysis, Problem Solving, and Written 
Communication. This year we have assessed Competence in the Discipline and Critical Thinking. With 
respect to critical thinking, ABA psychology MA graduates will demonstrate the ability to systematically 
explore issues, ideas, artifacts, and events before accepting or formulating an opinion or conclusion.  
Specifically they will: 

6.1: Clearly state and describe the issue/problem to be considered, using all relevant information 
necessary for full understanding. 

6.2: Develop a comprehensive analysis or synthesis of information from relevant and appropriate sources 
(i.e., sources identified by conducting a thorough review of relevant theoretical and empirical literature in 
Psychology and related disciplines).  

6.3: Thoroughly (systematically and methodically) analyze the assumptions of self and others.  Carefully 
evaluate the relevance of contexts when presenting a position. Consider the following in evaluating 
published work on a topic: theoretical frameworks, subdisciplinary perspectives, sociocultural context and 
worldviews, developmental status of the empirical literature on the topic, research methodologies utilized, 
and other potential limitations or sources of bias. 

6.4: Formulate a specific and sophisticated position (perspective, thesis/hypothesis) which accounts for 
the complexities of the issue.  Acknowledge the limits of the position and synthesize others’ points of 
view. Apply this process in developing hypotheses and when interpreting findings. 

6.5: Draw logical conclusions and related outcomes, such as potential applications or future directions for 
inquiry. Consequences and implications are stated and reflect students’ informed evaluation and ability to 
place evidence and perspectives discussed in priority order. 
 
Critical thinking and competence in the discipline were measured per the following: 
 

1. Direct Method- Theses from ABA psychology MA students were assessed against the Thesis 
Assessment Scale and Evaluation Chart (below) by thesis committee members (N = 3 per 
student).  

Critical Thinking:  
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2. Indirect Method- Responses to an exit survey were collected from graduating ABA psychology 

MA students (see below). The assessment coordinator sent an email to thesis chairs at the end of 
the spring semester soliciting responses from students. Chairs then forwarded the exit survey to 
their graduates, who submitted their completed survey to the assessment coordinator. 
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An ABA psychology MA course professor administered a weekly writing assignment assessing 
competence in the discipline of ABA psychology in an article critique (assignment description 
below). Each assignment was graded by the professor. Grades across the semester were averaged 
and compared to a standard set by the ABA committee. 

Overall competencies in the major/discipline: 

 
Article Critiques:  Students will be asked to write a 2-3 page double-spaced, APA-style critique 
of one of the articles assigned for each class. Be sure to integrate your critical analysis of the 
study with the material covered in class. The review should consist of a brief summary of the 
article (no more than half a page), a description of the strengths and limitations, and a clearly 
articulated idea for future research. Each article critique is worth 10 points. 

 
 
Q1.2. Are your PLOs closely aligned with the mission of the university?      

XX  11..  YYeess      
  22..  NNoo  
  33..  DDoonn’’tt  kknnooww  

 
Q1.3. Is your program externally accredited (except for WASC)? 

  11..  YYeess                       
XX  22..  NNoo    ((IIff  nnoo,,  ggoo  ttoo  Q1.4)                     
  33..  DDoonn’’tt  kknnooww  ((GGoo  ttoo  Q1.4)  

 
Q1.3.1. If yes, are your PLOs closely aligned with the mission/goals/outcomes of the accreditation 
agency?  

  11..  YYeess      
  22..  NNoo  
  33..  DDoonn’’tt  kknnooww  

  
QQ11..44..  HHaavvee  yyoouu  uusseedd  tthhee  DDeeggrreeee  QQuuaalliiffiiccaattiioonn  PPrrooffiillee  ((DDQQPP))**

  
  ttoo  ddeevveelloopp  yyoouurr  PPLLOO((ss))??      

11..  YYeess      
  22..  NNoo,,  bbuutt  II  kknnooww  wwhhaatt  DDQQPP  iiss..  
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XX  33..  NNoo..  II  ddoonn’’tt  kknnooww  wwhhaatt  DDQQPP  iiss..  
  44..  DDoonn’’tt  kknnooww  

* Degree Qualifications Profile (DQP) – a framework funded by the Lumina Foundation that describes the kinds of 
learning and levels of performance that may be expected of students who have earned an associate, baccalaureate, or 
master’s degree. Please see the links for more details: 
http://www.luminafoundation.org/publications/The_Degree_Qualifications_Profile.pdf and 
http://www.learningoutcomeassessment.org/DQPNew.html. 
 
 

http://www.luminafoundation.org/publications/The_Degree_Qualifications_Profile.pdf�
http://www.learningoutcomeassessment.org/DQPNew.html�
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Question 2 (Q2): Standards of Performance/Expectations for EACH PLO.  
 
Q2.1. Has the program developed/adopted EXPLICIT standards of performance/expectations for the 
PLO(s) you assessed in 2013-2014 Academic Year? (For example: We expect 70% of our students to 
achieve at least a score of 3 on the Written Communication VALUE rubric.) 

  11..  YYeess,,  wwee  hhaavvee  ddeevveellooppeedd  ssttaannddaarrddss//eexxppeeccttaattiioonnss  ffoorr  AALLLL  PPLLOOss  assessed in 2013-14.                               
XX  22..  YYeess,,  wwee  hhaavvee  ddeevveellooppeedd  ssttaannddaarrddss//eexxppeeccttaattiioonnss  ffoorr  SSOOMMEE  PPLLOOss  assessed in 2013-14.                               
  33..  NNoo  ((IIff  nnoo,,  ggoo  ttoo  QQ22..22))                        
  44..  DDoonn’’tt  kknnooww  ((GGoo  ttoo  QQ22..22))  
  55..  NNoott  AApppplliiccaabbllee  ((GGoo  ttoo  QQ22..22))  

             
Q2.1.1. If yes, what are the desired levels of learning, including the criteria and standards of 
performance/expectations, especially at or near graduation, for EACH PLO assessed in 2013-2014 
Academic Year? (For example: what will tell you if students have achieved your expected level of 
performance for the learning outcome.) Please provide the rubric and/or the expectations that you 
have developed for EACH PLO one at a time below. [WORD LIMIT: 300 WORDS FOR EACH PLO] 

1. Direct Method- 100% of students should perform at a level of satisfactory competence or 
better on the following aspects of their thesis: Literature review, Presentation of context. 

Critical Thinking:  

2. Indirect Method- The department has not established an expectation regarding responses to 
the exit survey and does not conclude that it would be appropriate to do so.  

 

100% of students should perform at a level of B work or better (on average) across all exam 
questions. 

Overall competencies in the major/discipline: 

 
Q2.2. Have you published the PLO(s)/expectations/rubric(s) you assessed in 2013-2014? 

  11..  YYeess      
XX  22..  NNoo  ((IIff  nnoo,,  ggoo  ttoo  QQ33..11))  

 
Q2.2.1. If yes, where were the PLOs/expectations/rubrics published? [CHECK ALL THAT APPLY]  

 1. In SOME course syllabi/assignments in the program that claim to 
introduce/develop/master the PLO(s) 

 2. In ALL course syllabi/assignments in the program that claim to introduce 
/develop/master the PLO(s) 

 3. In the student handbook/advising handbook  
 4. In the university catalogue 
 5. On the academic unit website or in the newsletters 
 6. In the assessment or program review reports/plans/resources/activities  
 7. In the new course proposal forms in the department/college/university 
 8. In the department/college/university’s strategic plans and other planning documents     
 9. In the department/college/university’s budget plans and other resource allocation 

documents     
 10. In other places, specify:  
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Question 3 (Q3): Data, Results, and Conclusions for EACH PLO 
 
Q3.1. Was assessment data/evidence collected for 2013-2014? 

XX  11..  YYeess      
  22..  NNoo  ((IIff  nnoo,,  ggoo  ttoo  PPaarrtt  33::  AAddddiittiioonnaall  IInnffoorrmmaattiioonn))  
  33..  DDoonn’’tt  kknnooww  ((GGoo  ttoo  PPaarrtt  33))  
  44..  NNoott  AApppplliiccaabbllee  ((GGoo  ttoo  PPaarrtt  33))  

  
Q3.2. If yes, was the data scored/evaluated for 2013-2014? 

XX  11..  YYeess      
  22..  NNoo  ((IIff  nnoo,,  ggoo  ttoo  PPaarrtt  33::  AAddddiittiioonnaall  IInnffoorrmmaattiioonn))  
  33..  DDoonn’’tt  kknnooww  ((GGoo  ttoo  PPaarrtt  33))  
  44..  NNoott  AApppplliiccaabbllee  ((GGoo  ttoo  PPaarrtt  33))  

 

 

Q3.3. If yes, what DATA have you collected? What are the results, findings, and CONCLUSION(s) for 
EACH PLO assessed in 2013-2014? In what areas are students doing well and achieving the 
expectations? In what areas do students need improvement? Please provide a simple and clear summary 
of the key data and findings, including tables and graphs if applicable for EACH PLO one at a time. 
[WORD LIMIT: 600 WORDS FOR EACH PLO]  

 
1. Direct Method- Each student in the ABA psychology MA program is required to conduct a thesis 

as his or her culminating experience, wherein the student creates a research question based on his 
or her interests and review of the psychological literature, designs a research project to test a 
hypothesis, collects data, analyzes the data, and draws conclusions based on the results. Students 
are required to write an APA research paper describing their project, wherein students model 
professional journal submissions by describing the extant literature and providing a rationale for 
the present study in an Introduction section, describing the methodology of the project they 
designed in a Method section, describing their statistical analysis of the data in a Results section, 
and discussing the results, limitations, and implications in a Discussion section. Students also 
publically defend their thesis to a committee of three faculty members. Once oral presentations 
are scheduled, faculty committee members receive the Department of Psychology Thesis/Project 
Competencies Assessment Form and complete the form after the oral defense.  

Critical Thinking:  

 
Students’ theses are evaluated on the following learning outcomes: Reviewing and Evaluating 
Information from the Psychological Literature; Generating and Articulating Research Problems 
and Designing Sound Research Studies; Analyzing and Interpreting the Results of Data and 
Drawing Inferences and Conclusions from Empirical Results; and Writing Psychological Reports 
and Giving Professional-level Oral Presentations. Each of these aspects or dimensions is 
associated with a set of behavioral anchors ranging from Below Minimal Competence as the 
weakest level of performance (1) to High Level of Competence as the strongest level of 
performance (4). After collecting the data for the 2012-2013 academic year and discussing the 
results among faculty members, the department set explicit and specific standards of performance 
for theses. For the purposes of assessing critical thinking in the thesis, 100% of students should 
perform at a level of Satisfactory Competence or better on the following aspects of their thesis: 
Literature review, Presentation of context.  
 
In the 2013-2014 academic year, four ABA psychology MA candidates defended their theses. 
Four evaluations were submitted for these students. The evaluations for each dimension were 
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averaged across the ratings made by each rater of each thesis (see Ms and SDs below). Overall, 
the nine dimensions were evaluated at approximately the same level of performance (around a 3.3 
on the 4-point response scale). The reviewers rated the theses as largely meeting the 
“Satisfactory” or “High” level of competence. Specifically relating to assessment of critical 
thinking application, 100% performed at the Satisfactory or High level of competence for 
Literature Review and Presentation of Context. These means and frequencies can be interpreted 
as theses meeting culminating requirements for graduation, often at a level exceeding 
requirements. 
 
Composite Rater Means and Standard Deviations 
Dimension M SD 
Literature Review 3.25 .50 
Context  3.25 .50 
Purpose 3.25 .50 
Methodology 3.25 .50 
Analyses 3.50 .58 
Conclusions 3.00 .00 
Writing 2.75 .50 
Oral Presentation 3.75 .50 
Question Responses 3.50 .58 
 
 

2. Indirect Method- Responses to an exit survey were collected from graduating/recently graduated 
ABA psychology MA students. The assessment coordinator sent an email to thesis chairs at the 
end of the fall and spring semesters soliciting responses from students. Chairs then forwarded the 
exit survey to their graduates, who submitted their completed survey to the assessment 
coordinator. Six students returned a completed exit survey (five from the fall semester and once 
from the spring semester). Critical thinking was assessed with one question, regarding which 
graduates were asked to indicate how strongly they agreed/disagreed on the following scale: 1 = 
strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree. In response to the statement, “The graduate program 
helped me to become confident about my knowledge/skills in terms of critical thinking (the 
ability to comprehensively explore issues, ideas, and events before accepting or formulating an 
opinion or conclusion),” the respondents all strongly agreed (5). This response can be interpreted 
as the graduate meeting culminating requirements for graduation. 

 
 

An ABA psychology MA course professor administered a weekly writing assignment assessing 
competence in the discipline via an article critique. Each assignment was graded by the professor. 
Grades across the semester for the 13 students were averaged. The average score for individual 
students ranged from 86% to 99%, or a grade of B to A. The average score among all students 
was 93%, or an A-. 100% of students met the criterion of performing “at a level of B work or 
better (on average) across all exam scores.” Thus, students met culminating requirements for 
graduation, often at a level exceeding requirements.  

Overall competencies in the major/discipline: 
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Q3.4. Do students meet the expectations/standards of performance as determined by the program and 
achieved the learning outcomes? [PLEASE MAKE SURE THE PLO YOU SPECIFY HERE IS THE 
SAME ONE YOU CHECKED/SPECIFIED IN Q1.1].  
 
Q3.4.1. FFiirrsstt  PPLLOO::  CCrriittiiccaall  TThhiinnkkiinngg 

  11..  EExxcceeeedd  eexxppeeccttaattiioonn//ssttaannddaarrdd  
XX  22..  MMeeeett  eexxppeeccttaattiioonn//ssttaannddaarrdd  
  33..  DDoo  nnoott  mmeeeett  eexxppeeccttaattiioonn//ssttaannddaarrdd  
  44..  NNoo  eexxppeeccttaattiioonn//ssttaannddaarrdd  sseett  
  55..  DDoonn’’tt  kknnooww  

 
[NOTE: IF YOU HAVE MORE THAN ONE PLO, YOU NEED TO REPEAT THE TABLE IN 
Q3.4.1 UNTIL YOU INCLUDE ALL THE PLO(S) YOU ASSESSED IN 2013-2014.] 
 
Q3.4.2. Second  PPLLOO::  CCoommppeetteennccee  iinn  tthhee  MMaajjoorr//DDiisscciipplliinnee 

XX  11..  EExxcceeeedd  eexxppeeccttaattiioonn//ssttaannddaarrdd  
  22..  MMeeeett  eexxppeeccttaattiioonn//ssttaannddaarrdd  
  33..  DDoo  nnoott  mmeeeett  eexxppeeccttaattiioonn//ssttaannddaarrdd  
  44..  NNoo  eexxppeeccttaattiioonn//ssttaannddaarrdd  sseett  
  55..  DDoonn’’tt  kknnooww  
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Question 4 (Q4): Evaluation of Data Quality: Reliability and Validity.  
 
Q4.1. How many PLOs in total did your program assess in the 2013-2014 academic year? 2 
 
Q4.2. Please choose ONE ASSESSED PLO as an example to illustrate how you use direct, indirect, 
and/or other methods/measures to collect data. If you only assessed one PLO in 2013-14, YOU CAN 
SKIP this question. If you assessed MORE THAN ONE PLO, please check ONLY ONE PLO BELOW 
EVEN IF YOU ASSESSED MORE THAN ONE PLO IN 2013-2014. 
 

X 1. Critical thinking (WASC 1) 1 

 2. Information literacy (WASC 2)  
 3. Written communication (WASC 3) 
 4. Oral communication (WASC 4) 
 5. Quantitative literacy (WASC 5) 
 6. Inquiry and analysis  
 7. Creative thinking 
 8. Reading 
 9. Team work 
 10. Problem solving  
 11. Civic knowledge and engagement – local and global 
 12. Intercultural knowledge and competency 
 13. Ethical reasoning 
 14. Foundations and skills for lifelong learning 
 15. Global learning 
 16. Integrative and applied learning 
 17. Overall competencies for GE Knowledge  
 18. Overall competencies in the major/discipline 
 19. Other PLO. Specify: 

 
 
 
DDiirreecctt  MMeeaassuurreess  
Q4.3. Were direct measures used to assess this PLO?  

XX  1. Yes   
  2. No (If no, go to Q4.4) 
  3. Don’t know (Go to Q4.4) 

 
Q4.3.1.  WWhhiicchh  ooff  tthhee  ffoolllloowwiinngg  DDIIRREECCTT  mmeeaassuurreess  wweerree  uusseedd?? [Check all that apply]  

XX  11..  CCaappssttoonnee  pprroojjeeccttss  ((iinncclluuddiinngg  tthheesseess,,  sseenniioorr  tthheesseess)),,  ccoouurrsseess,,  oorr  eexxppeerriieenncceess  
  22..  KKeeyy  aassssiiggnnmmeennttss  ffrroomm  ootthheerr  CCOORREE  ccllaasssseess  
  3..  KKeeyy  aassssiiggnnmmeennttss  ffrroomm  ootthheerr  ccllaasssseess  
  44..  CCllaassssrroooomm  bbaasseedd  ppeerrffoorrmmaannccee  aasssseessssmmeennttss  ssuucchh  aass  ssiimmuullaattiioonnss,,  ccoommpprreehheennssiivvee  

eexxaammss,,  ccrriittiiqquueess  
  55..  EExxtteerrnnaall  ppeerrffoorrmmaannccee  aasssseessssmmeennttss  ssuucchh  aass  iinntteerrnnsshhiippss  oorr  ootthheerr  ccoommmmuunniittyy  bbaasseedd  

pprroojjeeccttss  
  66..  EE--PPoorrttffoolliiooss  
  77..  OOtthheerr  ppoorrttffoolliiooss  
  88..  OOtthheerr  mmeeaassuurree..  SSppeecciiffyy::  
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Q4.3.2. Please provide the direct measure(s) [key assignment(s)/project(s)/portfolio(s)] that you used to 
collect the data. [WORD LIMIT: 300 WORDS] 

According to the department’s graduate handbook, a graduate thesis is defined as “scholarly work of an 
original nature performed by students to demonstrate their mastery of the field.” The University requires 
that theses contain a review of the relevant scholarly or professional literature with appropriate citations 
and a list of primary sources presented at the end of the document. A thesis is an empirical study, the 
writing of which is usually (but not necessarily) organized around chapters titled Introduction, Method, 
Results, and Discussion. 
 
 
QQ44..33..22..11..  WWaass  tthhee  ddiirreecctt  mmeeaassuurree((ss))  [[kkeeyy  aassssiiggnnmmeenntt((ss))//pprroojjeecctt((ss))//ppoorrttffoolliioo((ss))]]  aalliiggnneedd  ddiirreeccttllyy  wwiitthh  tthhee  
rruubbrriicc//ccrriitteerriioonn??  

XX  1. Yes   
  2. No 
  3. Don’t know 

 
QQ44..33..33..  WWaass  tthhee  ddiirreecctt  mmeeaassuurree  ((ss))  [[kkeeyy  aassssiiggnnmmeenntt((ss))//pprroojjeecctt((ss))//ppoorrttffoolliioo((ss))]]  aalliiggnneedd  ddiirreeccttllyy  wwiitthh  tthhee  
PPLLOO??  

  1. Yes   
XX  2. No 
  3. Don’t know 

 
Q4.3.4. How was the evidence scored/evaluated? [Select one only] 

 1. No rubric is used to interpret the evidence ((IIff  cchheecckkeedd,,  ggoo  ttoo  QQ44..33..77)) 
 2. Use rubric developed/modified by the faculty who teaches the class  
 3. Use rubric developed/modified by a group of faculty   

X 4. Use rubric pilot-tested and refined by a group of faculty 
 5. UUssee  ootthheerr  mmeeaannss..  SSppeecciiffyy::    

 
Q4.3.5. What rubric/criterion was adopted to score/evaluate the above key 
assignments/projects/portfolio? [Select one only] 

 1. TThhee  VVAALLUUEE  rruubbrriicc((ss))    
 22..  MMooddiiffiieedd  VVAALLUUEE  rruubbrriicc((ss))   

X 3. AA  rruubbrriicc  tthhaatt  iiss  ttoottaallllyy  ddeevveellooppeedd  bbyy  llooccaall  ffaaccuullttyy   
 4. UUssee  ootthheerr  mmeeaannss..  SSppeecciiffyy::    

 
QQ44..33..66..  WWaass  tthhee  rruubbrriicc//ccrriitteerriioonn  aalliiggnneedd  ddiirreeccttllyy  wwiitthh  tthhee  PPLLOO?? 

  1. Yes   
XX  2. No 
  3. Don’t know 

  
QQ44..33..77..  WWeerree  tthhee  eevvaalluuaattoorrss  ((ee..gg..,,  ffaaccuullttyy  oorr  aaddvviissiinngg  bbooaarrdd  mmeemmbbeerrss))  wwhhoo  rreevviieewweedd  ssttuuddeenntt  wwoorrkk  
ccaalliibbrraatteedd  ttoo  aappppllyy  aasssseessssmmeenntt  ccrriitteerriiaa  iinn  tthhee  ssaammee  wwaayy??    

  1. Yes   
XX  2. No 
  3. Don’t know 
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QQ44..33..88..  WWeerree  tthheerree  cchheecckkss  ffoorr  iinntteerr--rraatteerr  rreelliiaabbiilliittyy??  
  1. Yes   

XX  2. No 
  3. Don’t know 

  
QQ44..33..99..  WWeerree  tthhee  ssaammppllee  ssiizzeess  ffoorr  tthhee  ddiirreecctt  mmeeaassuurree  aaddeeqquuaattee??  

XX  1. Yes   
  2. No 
  3. Don’t know 

  

  

QQ44..33..1100..  HHooww  ddiidd  yyoouu  sseelleecctt  tthhee  ssaammppllee  ooff  ssttuuddeenntt  wwoorrkk  ((ppaappeerrss,,  pprroojjeeccttss,,  ppoorrttffoolliiooss,,  eettcc))??  PPlleeaassee  bbrriieeffllyy  
ssppeecciiffyy  hheerree::  

We included all submitted evaluations of all graduate students who defended their theses in the 2013-
2014 academic year. 
 
IInnddiirreecctt  MMeeaassuurreess  
Q4.4. WWeerree  iinnddiirreecctt  mmeeaassuurreess  uusseedd  ttoo  aasssseessss  tthhee  PPLLOO??  

XX  1. Yes   
  2. No (If no, go to Q4.5) 

  
QQ44..44..11..  WWhhiicchh  ooff  tthhee  ffoolllloowwiinngg  iinnddiirreecctt  mmeeaassuurreess  wweerree  uusseedd?? 

  11..  NNaattiioonnaall  ssttuuddeenntt  ssuurrvveeyyss  ((ee..gg..,,  NNSSSSEE,,  eettcc..))  
  22..  UUnniivveerrssiittyy  ccoonndduucctteedd  ssttuuddeenntt  ssuurrvveeyyss  ((OOIIRR  ssuurrvveeyyss))      

XX  33..  CCoolllleeggee//DDeeppaarrttmmeenntt//pprrooggrraamm  ccoonndduucctteedd  ssttuuddeenntt  ssuurrvveeyyss  
  44..  AAlluummnnii  ssuurrvveeyyss,,  ffooccuuss  ggrroouuppss,,  oorr  iinntteerrvviieewwss    
  55..  EEmmppllooyyeerr  ssuurrvveeyyss,,  ffooccuuss  ggrroouuppss,,  oorr  iinntteerrvviieewwss  
  66..  AAddvviissoorryy  bbooaarrdd  ssuurrvveeyyss,,  ffooccuuss  ggrroouuppss,,  oorr  iinntteerrvviieewwss  
  77..  OOtthheerrss,,  ssppeecciiffyy::  

  
QQ44..44..22..  IIff  ssuurrvveeyyss  wweerree  uusseedd,,  wweerree  tthhee  ssaammppllee  ssiizzeess  aaddeeqquuaattee?? 

  1. Yes   
XX  2. No 
  3. Don’t know 

  

 

QQ44..44..33..  IIff  ssuurrvveeyyss  wweerree  uusseedd,,  pplleeaassee  bbrriieeffllyy  ssppeecciiffyy  hhooww  yyoouu  sseelleecctt  yyoouurr  ssaammppllee??  WWhhaatt  iiss  tthhee  rreessppoonnssee  
rraattee??      

We sent surveys to all graduates (N = 4) and included all responses that were returned (n = 1). The 
response rate was 25%. 
 
 
OOtthheerr  MMeeaassuurreess  
Q4.5. WWeerree  eexxtteerrnnaall  bbeenncchhmmaarrkkiinngg  ddaattaa  uusseedd  ttoo  aasssseessss  tthhee  PPLLOO??  

  1. Yes   
XX  2. No (If no, go to Q4.6) 

  
QQ44..55..11..  WWhhiicchh  ooff  tthhee  ffoolllloowwiinngg  mmeeaassuurreess  wwaass  uusseedd?? 
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  11..    NNaattiioonnaall  ddiisscciipplliinnaarryy  eexxaammss  oorr  ssttaattee//pprrooffeessssiioonnaall  lliicceennssuurree  eexxaammss  
  22..  GGeenneerraall  kknnoowwlleeddggee  aanndd  sskkiillllss  mmeeaassuurreess  ((ee..gg..,,  CCLLAA,,  CCAAAAPP,,  EETTSS  PPPP,,  eettcc))  
  33..  OOtthheerr  ssttaannddaarrddiizzeedd  kknnoowwlleeddggee  aanndd  sskkiillll  eexxaammss  ((ee..gg..,,  EETTSS,,  GGRREE,,  eettcc))  
  44..  OOtthheerrss,,  ssppeecciiffyy::  

 
QQ44..66..  WWeerree  ootthheerr  mmeeaassuurreess  uusseedd  ttoo  aasssseessss  tthhee  PPLLOO?? 

  1. Yes 
XX  2. No (Go to Q4.7) 
  3. Don’t know (Go to Q4.7) 

  
QQ44..66..11..  IIff  yyeess,,  pplleeaassee  ssppeecciiffyy::  [[__________________________________]]  
 
 
 
AAlliiggnnmmeenntt  aanndd  QQuuaalliittyy  

 

Q4.7. Please describe how you collected the data? For example, in what course(s) (or by what means) 
were data collected? How reliable and valid is the data? [WORD LIMIT: 300 WORDS] 

The data collection procedures are described above. Because so few students graduate each year, the 
sample size is very small. For the assessment of critical thinking in the thesis, evaluators were not 
calibrated. However, evaluators are all experts in their field and familiar with what a good research report 
should include. Thus, the ratings that evaluators provide should be presumed valid. The similarities in 
scores provided by each rater also indicate that ratings are reliable. (There were too few ratings to conduct 
a meaningful reliability analysis. However, raters were always within one point of each other for each 
criterion on a 4-point scale.).  
 
 
Q4.8. How many assessment tools/methods/measures in total did you use to assess this PLO?  2 
NOTE: IF IT IS ONLY ONE, GO TO Q5.1.  
  
QQ44..88..11..  Did the data (including all the assignments/projects/portfolios) from all the different assessment 
tools/measures/methods directly align with the PLO? 

XX  1. Yes   
  2. No 
  3. Don’t know 

  

QQ44..88..22..  WWeerree  AALLLL  tthhee  aasssseessssmmeenntt  tools/measures/methods  tthhaatt  wweerree  uusseedd  ggoooodd  mmeeaassuurreess  ffoorr  tthhee  PPLLOO?? 

  1. Yes   
XX  2. No 
  3. Don’t know 
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Question 5 (Q5): Use of Assessment Data. 
 
Q5.1. To what extent have the assessment results from 2012-2013 been used for? [CHECK ALL THAT 
APPLY]  

 Very 
Much 

(1) 

Quite a 
Bit 
(2) 

Some 
 

(3) 

Not at 
all 
(4) 

Not 
Applicable 

(9) 
1. Improving specific courses    X  
2. Modifying curriculum     X  
3. Improving advising and mentoring     X  
4. Revising learning outcomes/goals      X  
5. Revising rubrics and/or expectations    X     
6. Developing/updating assessment plan X     
7. Annual assessment reports X     
8. Program review X     
9. Prospective student and family information    X  
10. Alumni communication    X  
11. WASC accreditation (regional accreditation)     X  
12. Program accreditation     X 
13. External accountability reporting requirement     X 
14. Trustee/Governing Board deliberations     X 
15. Strategic planning    X  
16. Institutional benchmarking    X  
17. Academic policy development or modification    X  
18. Institutional Improvement    X  
19. Resource allocation and budgeting    X  
20. New faculty hiring     X  
21. Professional development for faculty and staff    X  
22. Other Specify:  

 

 
Q5.1.1. Please provide one or two best examples to show how you have used the assessment data above.   

Based on the assessment of graduate theses in the 2012-2013 academic year, we slightly revised the 
scoring rubric and established expectations/standards of performance. We also used the data to write our 
annual assessment report and for program review for our department’s self study. 
 
 
 
 
 
Q5.2. As a result of the assessment effort in 2013-2014 and based on the prior feedbacks from OAPA, 
do you anticipate making any changes for your program (e.g., course structure, course content, or 
modification of program learning outcomes)?  

  1. Yes   
  2. No (If no, go to Q5.3) 

XX  3. Don’t know (Go to Q5.3) 
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Q5.2.1. What changes are anticipated? By what mechanism will the changes be implemented? How and 
when will you assess the impact of proposed modifications? [WORD LIMIT: 300 WORDS] 

 
 
 
 
Q5.2.2. Is there a follow-up assessment on these areas that need improvement? 

  11..  YYeess      
XX  22..  NNoo  
  33..  DDoonn’’tt  kknnooww  

 

Question 6 (Q6). Which program learning outcome(s) do you plan to assess next year?  

Q5.3. Many academic units have collected assessment data on aspects of a program that are not related to 
program learning outcomes (i.e., impacts of an advising center, etc.).  If your program/academic unit has 
collected assessment data in this way, please briefly report your results here. [WORD LIMIT: 300 
WORDS] 

 
 1. Critical thinking (WASC 1) 1 

 2. Information literacy (WASC 2)  
 3. Written communication (WASC 3) 
 4. Oral communication (WASC 4) 
 5. Quantitative literacy (WASC 5) 
 6. Inquiry and analysis  
 7. Creative thinking 
 8. Reading 
 9. Team work 
 10. Problem solving  
 11. Civic knowledge and engagement – local and global 
 12. Intercultural knowledge and competency 

X 13. Ethical reasoning 
 14. Foundations and skills for lifelong learning 
 15. Global learning 
 16. Integrative and applied learning 
 17. Overall competencies for GE Knowledge  

X 18. Overall competencies in the major/discipline 
 19. Others. Specify any PLOs that the program is going to assess 

but not included above: 
a.  
b.  
c. 

 
 
 
 



42 

 

Part 1: Background Information  
 
B1. Program name: General Psychology MA 
B2. Report author(s): Kelly Cotter 
B3.  Fall 2012 enrollment: 75 (for the entire MA enrollment, not for the general psychology program 
specifically) 
Use the Department Fact Book 2013 by OIR (Office of Institutional Research) to get the fall 2012 enrollment: 
(http://www.csus.edu/oir/Data%20Center/Department%20Fact%20Book/Departmental%20Fact%20Book.html). 
 
B4. Program type: [SELECT ONLY ONE] 

 1. Undergraduate baccalaureate major 
 2. Credential 

X 3. Master’s degree 
 4. Doctorate: Ph.D./E.D.D. 
 5. Other, specify: 

 
Part 2: Six Questions for the 2013-2014 Annual Assessment 

 
Question 1 (Q1): Program Learning Outcomes (PLO) Assessed in 2013-2014.  
 
Q1.1. Which of the following program learning outcomes (PLOs) or Sac State Baccalaureate Learning 
Goals did you assess in 2013-2014? (See 2013-2014 Annual Assessment Report Guidelines for more 
details). [CHECK ALL THAT APPLY]  

X 1. Critical thinking (WASC 1) * 

 2. Information literacy (WASC 2)  
 3. Written communication (WASC 3) 
 4. Oral communication (WASC 4) 
 5. Quantitative literacy (WASC 5) 
 6. Inquiry and analysis  
 7. Creative thinking 
 8. Reading 
 9. Team work 
 10. Problem solving  
 11. Civic knowledge and engagement – local and global 
 12. Intercultural knowledge and competency 
 13. Ethical reasoning 
 14. Foundations and skills for lifelong learning 
 15. Global learning 
 16. Integrative and applied learning 
 17. Overall competencies for GE Knowledge  

X 18. Overall competencies in the major/discipline 
 19. Others. Specify any PLOs that were assessed in 2013-2014 

but not included above: 
a.  
b.  
c. 

* One of the WASC’s new requirements is that colleges and universities report on the level of student performance 
at graduation in five core areas: critical thinking, information literacy, written communication, oral 
communication, and quantitative literacy.  

http://www.csus.edu/oir/Data%20Center/Department%20Fact%20Book/Departmental%20Fact%20Book.html�
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Q1.1.1. Please provide more detailed information about the PLO(s) you checked above:  

The psychology department has selected five program learning outcomes to emphasize and measure 
within the General Psychology MA for the academic years 2013-2018: Competence in the Discipline, 
Critical Thinking, Inquiry & Analysis, Quantitative Literacy, and Written Communication. This year we 
have assessed Competence in the Discipline and Critical Thinking. With respect to critical thinking, 
general psychology MA graduates will demonstrate the ability to systematically explore issues, ideas, 
artifacts, and events before accepting or formulating an opinion or conclusion.  Specifically they will: 

6.1: Clearly state and describe the issue/problem to be considered, using all relevant information 
necessary for full understanding. 

6.2: Develop a comprehensive analysis or synthesis of information from relevant and appropriate sources 
(i.e., sources identified by conducting a thorough review of relevant theoretical and empirical literature in 
Psychology and related disciplines).  

6.3: Thoroughly (systematically and methodically) analyze the assumptions of self and others.  Carefully 
evaluate the relevance of contexts when presenting a position. Consider the following in evaluating 
published work on a topic: theoretical frameworks, subdisciplinary perspectives, sociocultural context and 
worldviews, developmental status of the empirical literature on the topic, research methodologies utilized, 
and other potential limitations or sources of bias. 

6.4: Formulate a specific and sophisticated position (perspective, thesis/hypothesis) which accounts for 
the complexities of the issue.  Acknowledge the limits of the position and synthesize others’ points of 
view. Apply this process in developing hypotheses and when interpreting findings. 

6.5: Draw logical conclusions and related outcomes, such as potential applications or future directions for 
inquiry. Consequences and implications are stated and reflect students’ informed evaluation and ability to 
place evidence and perspectives discussed in priority order. 
 
Critical thinking and competence in the discipline were measured per the following: 
 

1. Direct Method 1- Theses from general psychology MA students were assessed against the Thesis 
Assessment Scale and Evaluation Chart (below) by thesis committee members (N = 3 per 
student).  

Critical Thinking:  
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2. Direct Method 2- The Introduction section from each thesis (N = 7) was also assessed against the 

LEAP Critical Thinking VALUE Rubric (provided below). The assessment coordinator met with 
one other member of the assessment committee to discuss the rubric. The entire assessment 
committee (N = 5 members) then read one thesis and scored it based on the rubric. The committee 
then communicated via email to discuss and norm their scores. The committee re-read and scored 
the thesis, plus an additional three theses each. The assessment coordinator computed inter-rater 
reliability and descriptive statistics. 

3. Indirect Method- Responses to an exit survey were collected from graduating general psychology 
MA students (see below). The assessment coordinator sent an email to thesis chairs at the end of 
the spring semester soliciting responses from students. Chairs then forwarded the exit survey to 
their graduates, who submitted their completed survey to the assessment coordinator. 
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A general psychology MA course professor administered midterm and final exams assessing 
competence in the discipline of social psychology. Social psychology is a core course in the 
general MA curriculum. Each exam was graded by the professor. Grades on the two exams were 
averaged and compared to a standard set by the Predoctoral Preparation/General Psychology MA 
committee. 

Overall competencies in the major/discipline: 

 
 
Q1.2. Are your PLOs closely aligned with the mission of the university?      

XX  11..  YYeess      
  22..  NNoo  
  33..  DDoonn’’tt  kknnooww  

 
Q1.3. Is your program externally accredited (except for WASC)? 

  11..  YYeess                       
XX  22..  NNoo    ((IIff  nnoo,,  ggoo  ttoo  Q1.4)                     
  33..  DDoonn’’tt  kknnooww  ((GGoo  ttoo  Q1.4)  

 
Q1.3.1. If yes, are your PLOs closely aligned with the mission/goals/outcomes of the accreditation 
agency?  

  11..  YYeess      
  22..  NNoo  
  33..  DDoonn’’tt  kknnooww  

  
QQ11..44..  HHaavvee  yyoouu  uusseedd  tthhee  DDeeggrreeee  QQuuaalliiffiiccaattiioonn  PPrrooffiillee  ((DDQQPP))**

  
  ttoo  ddeevveelloopp  yyoouurr  PPLLOO((ss))??      

11..  YYeess      
  22..  NNoo,,  bbuutt  II  kknnooww  wwhhaatt  DDQQPP  iiss..  

XX  33..  NNoo..  II  ddoonn’’tt  kknnooww  wwhhaatt  DDQQPP  iiss..  
  44..  DDoonn’’tt  kknnooww  

* Degree Qualifications Profile (DQP) – a framework funded by the Lumina Foundation that describes the kinds of 
learning and levels of performance that may be expected of students who have earned an associate, baccalaureate, or 
master’s degree. Please see the links for more details: 
http://www.luminafoundation.org/publications/The_Degree_Qualifications_Profile.pdf and 
http://www.learningoutcomeassessment.org/DQPNew.html. 
 
 

http://www.luminafoundation.org/publications/The_Degree_Qualifications_Profile.pdf�
http://www.learningoutcomeassessment.org/DQPNew.html�
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Question 2 (Q2): Standards of Performance/Expectations for EACH PLO.  
 
Q2.1. Has the program developed/adopted EXPLICIT standards of performance/expectations for the 
PLO(s) you assessed in 2013-2014 Academic Year? (For example: We expect 70% of our students to 
achieve at least a score of 3 on the Written Communication VALUE rubric.) 

  11..  YYeess,,  wwee  hhaavvee  ddeevveellooppeedd  ssttaannddaarrddss//eexxppeeccttaattiioonnss  ffoorr  AALLLL  PPLLOOss  assessed in 2013-14.                               
XX  22..  YYeess,,  wwee  hhaavvee  ddeevveellooppeedd  ssttaannddaarrddss//eexxppeeccttaattiioonnss  ffoorr  SSOOMMEE  PPLLOOss  assessed in 2013-14.                               
  33..  NNoo  ((IIff  nnoo,,  ggoo  ttoo  QQ22..22))                        
  44..  DDoonn’’tt  kknnooww  ((GGoo  ttoo  QQ22..22))  
  55..  NNoott  AApppplliiccaabbllee  ((GGoo  ttoo  QQ22..22))  

             
Q2.1.1. If yes, what are the desired levels of learning, including the criteria and standards of 
performance/expectations, especially at or near graduation, for EACH PLO assessed in 2013-2014 
Academic Year? (For example: what will tell you if students have achieved your expected level of 
performance for the learning outcome.) Please provide the rubric and/or the expectations that you 
have developed for EACH PLO one at a time below. [WORD LIMIT: 300 WORDS FOR EACH PLO] 

1. Direct Method 1- 100% of students should perform at a level of minimal competence or 
better on the following aspects of their thesis: Literature review, Presentation of context. 

Critical Thinking:  

2. Direct Method 2- The data collected in the 2013-2014 academic year were intended to 
provide a baseline upon which the department will make judgments and recommendations for 
establishing standards of performance on the next assessment report. 

3. Indirect Method- The department has not established an expectation regarding responses to 
the exit survey and does not conclude that it would be appropriate to do so.  

 

75% of students should perform at a level of B work or better (on average) across all exam 
questions. 

Overall competencies in the major/discipline: 

 
Q2.2. Have you published the PLO(s)/expectations/rubric(s) you assessed in 2013-2014? 

  11..  YYeess      
XX  22..  NNoo  ((IIff  nnoo,,  ggoo  ttoo  QQ33..11))  

 
Q2.2.1. If yes, where were the PLOs/expectations/rubrics published? [CHECK ALL THAT APPLY]  

 1. In SOME course syllabi/assignments in the program that claim to 
introduce/develop/master the PLO(s) 

 2. In ALL course syllabi/assignments in the program that claim to introduce 
/develop/master the PLO(s) 

 3. In the student handbook/advising handbook  
 4. In the university catalogue 
 5. On the academic unit website or in the newsletters 
 6. In the assessment or program review reports/plans/resources/activities  
 7. In the new course proposal forms in the department/college/university 
 8. In the department/college/university’s strategic plans and other planning documents     
 9. In the department/college/university’s budget plans and other resource allocation 

documents     
 10. In other places, specify:  
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Question 3 (Q3): Data, Results, and Conclusions for EACH PLO 
 
Q3.1. Was assessment data/evidence collected for 2013-2014? 

XX  11..  YYeess      
  22..  NNoo  ((IIff  nnoo,,  ggoo  ttoo  PPaarrtt  33::  AAddddiittiioonnaall  IInnffoorrmmaattiioonn))  
  33..  DDoonn’’tt  kknnooww  ((GGoo  ttoo  PPaarrtt  33))  
  44..  NNoott  AApppplliiccaabbllee  ((GGoo  ttoo  PPaarrtt  33))  

  
Q3.2. If yes, was the data scored/evaluated for 2013-2014? 

XX  11..  YYeess      
  22..  NNoo  ((IIff  nnoo,,  ggoo  ttoo  PPaarrtt  33::  AAddddiittiioonnaall  IInnffoorrmmaattiioonn))  
  33..  DDoonn’’tt  kknnooww  ((GGoo  ttoo  PPaarrtt  33))  
  44..  NNoott  AApppplliiccaabbllee  ((GGoo  ttoo  PPaarrtt  33))  

 

 

Q3.3. If yes, what DATA have you collected? What are the results, findings, and CONCLUSION(s) for 
EACH PLO assessed in 2013-2014? In what areas are students doing well and achieving the 
expectations? In what areas do students need improvement? Please provide a simple and clear summary 
of the key data and findings, including tables and graphs if applicable for EACH PLO one at a time. 
[WORD LIMIT: 600 WORDS FOR EACH PLO]  

 
1. Direct Method 1- Each student in the general psychology MA program is required to conduct a 

thesis or a project as his or her culminating experience. Students typically choose the thesis, 
wherein the student creates a research question based on his or her interests and review of the 
psychological literature, designs a research project to test hypothesis(es), collects data, analyzes 
the data, and draws conclusions based on the results. Students are required to write an APA 
research paper describing their project, wherein students model professional journal submissions 
by describing the extant literature and providing a rationale for the present study in an 
Introduction section, describing the methodology of the project they designed in a Method 
section, describing their statistical analysis of the data in a Results section, and discussing the 
results, limitations, and implications in a Discussion section. Students also publically defend their 
thesis or project to a committee of three faculty members. Once oral presentations are scheduled, 
faculty committee members receive the Department of Psychology Thesis/Project Competencies 
Assessment Form and complete the form after the oral defense.  

Critical Thinking:  

 
Students’ theses are evaluated on the following learning outcomes: Reviewing and Evaluating 
Information from the Psychological Literature; Generating and Articulating Research Problems 
and Designing Sound Research Studies; Analyzing and Interpreting the Results of Data and 
Drawing Inferences and Conclusions from Empirical Results; and Writing Psychological Reports 
and Giving Professional-level Oral Presentations. Each of these aspects or dimensions is 
associated with a set of behavioral anchors ranging from Below Minimal Competence as the 
weakest level of performance (1) to High Level of Competence as the strongest level of 
performance (4). After collecting the data for the 2012-2013 academic year and discussing the 
results among faculty members, the department set explicit and specific standards of performance 
for theses. For the purposes of assessing critical thinking in the thesis, 100% of students should 
perform at a level of Minimal Competence or better on the following aspects of their thesis: 
Literature review, Presentation of context.  
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In the 2013-2014 academic year, three general psychology MA candidates defended their theses. 
Seven evaluations were submitted for these students. The evaluations for each dimension were 
averaged across the ratings made by each rater of each thesis (see Ms and SDs below). Overall, 
the nine dimensions were evaluated at approximately the same level of performance (around a 3.5 
on the 4-point response scale). The reviewers rated the theses as largely meeting the 
“Satisfactory” or “High” level of competence. Specifically relating to assessment of critical 
thinking application, 100% performed at the Satisfactory or High level of competence for 
Literature Review and Presentation of Context. These means and frequencies can be interpreted 
as theses meeting culminating requirements for graduation, often at a level exceeding 
requirements. 
 
Composite Rater Means and Standard Deviations 
Dimension M SD 
Literature Review 3.71 .49 
Context  3.57 .53 
Purpose 3.43 .79 
Methodology 3.57 .53 
Analyses 3.71 .49 
Conclusions 3.29 .95 
Writing 3.43 1.13 
Oral Presentation 3.43 .79 
Question Responses 3.14 1.07 
 
 

2. Direct Method 2- The Introduction section from each thesis (N = 7) was assessed against the 
LEAP Critical Thinking VALUE Rubric. Aggregate data are presented in the following table: 
 

 Capstone 
4 

Milestone 
3 

Milestone 
2 

Benchmark 
1 

 
Mean (SD) 

6.1  65.2% 34.8% 0% 0%  3.65 (.49) 
6.2  13.0% 60.9% 26.1% 0% 2.87 (.63) 
6.4 21.7% 69.6% 8.7% 0%  3.13 (.55) 

 
As shown in the table above, students were most proficient at clearly stating and describing the 
issue/problem to be considered, using all relevant information necessary for full understanding (6.1), 
performing between the milestone 3 and capstone level on average. Students were least proficient at 
developing a comprehensive analysis or synthesis of information from relevant and appropriate sources 
(6.2), performing near the milestone 3 level on average. In general, students demonstrated proficiency at 
the milestone 3 level (M = 3.22 overall, SD = .40).   
 
These data corroborate the results from thesis committee members’ ratings of theses, such that when 
evaluating pieces of the thesis (the introduction section in this case) against the Leap VALUE rubric, 
scores tend to align with thesis committee members’ global evaluations of theses. These data demonstrate 
that master’s students are demonstrating satisfactory proficiency on their culminating experience in terms 
of critical thinking skills.  
 

3. Indirect Method- Responses to an exit survey were collected from graduating general psychology 
MA students. The assessment coordinator sent an email to thesis chairs at the end of the spring 
semester soliciting responses from students. Chairs then forwarded the exit survey to their 
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graduates, who submitted their completed survey to the assessment coordinator. Two students 
returned a completed exit survey. Critical thinking was assessed with one question, regarding 
which graduates were asked to indicate how strongly they agreed/disagreed on the following 
scale: 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree. In response to the statement, “The graduate 
program helped me to become confident about my knowledge/skills in terms of critical thinking 
(the ability to comprehensively explore issues, ideas, and events before accepting or formulating 
an opinion or conclusion),” the respondents both strongly agreed (5). This response can be 
interpreted as the graduate meeting culminating requirements for graduation. 

 
 

A general psychology MA course professor administered a midterm and final exam assessing 
competence in the discipline of social psychology. Social psychology is a core course in the 
general MA curriculum. Each exam was graded by the professor. Grades across the semester for 
the 3 students were averaged. The average score for individual students ranged from 84% to 
91.5%, or a grade of B to A-. The average score among all students was 88.5%, or a B+. 100% of 
students met the criterion of performing “at a level of B work or better (on average) across all 
exam scores.” Thus, students met culminating requirements for graduation. 

Overall competencies in the major/discipline: 

 
 
Q3.4. Do students meet the expectations/standards of performance as determined by the program and 
achieved the learning outcomes? [PLEASE MAKE SURE THE PLO YOU SPECIFY HERE IS THE 
SAME ONE YOU CHECKED/SPECIFIED IN Q1.1].  
 
Q3.4.1. FFiirrsstt  PPLLOO::  CCrriittiiccaall  TThhiinnkkiinngg 

  11..  EExxcceeeedd  eexxppeeccttaattiioonn//ssttaannddaarrdd  
XX  22..  MMeeeett  eexxppeeccttaattiioonn//ssttaannddaarrdd  
  33..  DDoo  nnoott  mmeeeett  eexxppeeccttaattiioonn//ssttaannddaarrdd  
  44..  NNoo  eexxppeeccttaattiioonn//ssttaannddaarrdd  sseett  
  55..  DDoonn’’tt  kknnooww  

 
[NOTE: IF YOU HAVE MORE THAN ONE PLO, YOU NEED TO REPEAT THE TABLE IN 
Q3.4.1 UNTIL YOU INCLUDE ALL THE PLO(S) YOU ASSESSED IN 2013-2014.] 
 
Q3.4.2. Second  PPLLOO::  CCoommppeetteennccee  iinn  tthhee  MMaajjoorr//DDiisscciipplliinnee 

  11..  EExxcceeeedd  eexxppeeccttaattiioonn//ssttaannddaarrdd  
XX  22..  MMeeeett  eexxppeeccttaattiioonn//ssttaannddaarrdd  
  33..  DDoo  nnoott  mmeeeett  eexxppeeccttaattiioonn//ssttaannddaarrdd  
  44..  NNoo  eexxppeeccttaattiioonn//ssttaannddaarrdd  sseett  
  55..  DDoonn’’tt  kknnooww  
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Question 4 (Q4): Evaluation of Data Quality: Reliability and Validity.  
 
Q4.1. How many PLOs in total did your program assess in the 2013-2014 academic year? 2 
 
Q4.2. Please choose ONE ASSESSED PLO as an example to illustrate how you use direct, indirect, 
and/or other methods/measures to collect data. If you only assessed one PLO in 2013-14, YOU CAN 
SKIP this question. If you assessed MORE THAN ONE PLO, please check ONLY ONE PLO BELOW 
EVEN IF YOU ASSESSED MORE THAN ONE PLO IN 2013-2014. 
 

X 1. Critical thinking (WASC 1) 1 

 2. Information literacy (WASC 2)  
 3. Written communication (WASC 3) 
 4. Oral communication (WASC 4) 
 5. Quantitative literacy (WASC 5) 
 6. Inquiry and analysis  
 7. Creative thinking 
 8. Reading 
 9. Team work 
 10. Problem solving  
 11. Civic knowledge and engagement – local and global 
 12. Intercultural knowledge and competency 
 13. Ethical reasoning 
 14. Foundations and skills for lifelong learning 
 15. Global learning 
 16. Integrative and applied learning 
 17. Overall competencies for GE Knowledge  
 18. Overall competencies in the major/discipline 
 19. Other PLO. Specify: 

 
 
 
DDiirreecctt  MMeeaassuurreess  
Q4.3. Were direct measures used to assess this PLO?  

XX  1. Yes   
  2. No (If no, go to Q4.4) 
  3. Don’t know (Go to Q4.4) 

 
Q4.3.1.  WWhhiicchh  ooff  tthhee  ffoolllloowwiinngg  DDIIRREECCTT  mmeeaassuurreess  wweerree  uusseedd?? [Check all that apply]  

XX  11..  CCaappssttoonnee  pprroojjeeccttss  ((iinncclluuddiinngg  tthheesseess,,  sseenniioorr  tthheesseess)),,  ccoouurrsseess,,  oorr  eexxppeerriieenncceess  
  22..  KKeeyy  aassssiiggnnmmeennttss  ffrroomm  ootthheerr  CCOORREE  ccllaasssseess  
  3..  KKeeyy  aassssiiggnnmmeennttss  ffrroomm  ootthheerr  ccllaasssseess  
  44..  CCllaassssrroooomm  bbaasseedd  ppeerrffoorrmmaannccee  aasssseessssmmeennttss  ssuucchh  aass  ssiimmuullaattiioonnss,,  ccoommpprreehheennssiivvee  

eexxaammss,,  ccrriittiiqquueess  
  55..  EExxtteerrnnaall  ppeerrffoorrmmaannccee  aasssseessssmmeennttss  ssuucchh  aass  iinntteerrnnsshhiippss  oorr  ootthheerr  ccoommmmuunniittyy  bbaasseedd  

pprroojjeeccttss  
  66..  EE--PPoorrttffoolliiooss  
  77..  OOtthheerr  ppoorrttffoolliiooss  
  88..  OOtthheerr  mmeeaassuurree..  SSppeecciiffyy::  
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Q4.3.2. Please provide the direct measure(s) [key assignment(s)/project(s)/portfolio(s)] that you used to 
collect the data. [WORD LIMIT: 300 WORDS] 

According to the department’s graduate handbook, a graduate thesis is defined as “scholarly work of an 
original nature performed by students to demonstrate their mastery of the field.” The University requires 
that theses contain a review of the relevant scholarly or professional literature with appropriate citations 
and a list of primary sources presented at the end of the document. A thesis is an empirical study, the 
writing of which is usually (but not necessarily) organized around chapters titled Introduction, Method, 
Results, and Discussion. 
 
 
QQ44..33..22..11..  WWaass  tthhee  ddiirreecctt  mmeeaassuurree((ss))  [[kkeeyy  aassssiiggnnmmeenntt((ss))//pprroojjeecctt((ss))//ppoorrttffoolliioo((ss))]]  aalliiggnneedd  ddiirreeccttllyy  wwiitthh  tthhee  
rruubbrriicc//ccrriitteerriioonn??  

XX  1. Yes   
  2. No 
  3. Don’t know 

 
QQ44..33..33..  WWaass  tthhee  ddiirreecctt  mmeeaassuurree  ((ss))  [[kkeeyy  aassssiiggnnmmeenntt((ss))//pprroojjeecctt((ss))//ppoorrttffoolliioo((ss))]]  aalliiggnneedd  ddiirreeccttllyy  wwiitthh  tthhee  
PPLLOO??  

XX  1. Yes   
  2. No 
  3. Don’t know 

 
Q4.3.4. How was the evidence scored/evaluated? [Select one only] 

 1. No rubric is used to interpret the evidence ((IIff  cchheecckkeedd,,  ggoo  ttoo  QQ44..33..77)) 
 2. Use rubric developed/modified by the faculty who teaches the class  
 3. Use rubric developed/modified by a group of faculty   

X 4. Use rubric pilot-tested and refined by a group of faculty 
 5. UUssee  ootthheerr  mmeeaannss..  SSppeecciiffyy::    

 
Q4.3.5. What rubric/criterion was adopted to score/evaluate the above key 
assignments/projects/portfolio? [Select one only] 

X 1. TThhee  VVAALLUUEE  rruubbrriicc((ss))    
 22..  MMooddiiffiieedd  VVAALLUUEE  rruubbrriicc((ss))   
 3. AA  rruubbrriicc  tthhaatt  iiss  ttoottaallllyy  ddeevveellooppeedd  bbyy  llooccaall  ffaaccuullttyy   
 4. UUssee  ootthheerr  mmeeaannss..  SSppeecciiffyy::    

 
QQ44..33..66..  WWaass  tthhee  rruubbrriicc//ccrriitteerriioonn  aalliiggnneedd  ddiirreeccttllyy  wwiitthh  tthhee  PPLLOO?? 

XX  1. Yes   
  2. No 
  3. Don’t know 

  
QQ44..33..77..  WWeerree  tthhee  eevvaalluuaattoorrss  ((ee..gg..,,  ffaaccuullttyy  oorr  aaddvviissiinngg  bbooaarrdd  mmeemmbbeerrss))  wwhhoo  rreevviieewweedd  ssttuuddeenntt  wwoorrkk  
ccaalliibbrraatteedd  ttoo  aappppllyy  aasssseessssmmeenntt  ccrriitteerriiaa  iinn  tthhee  ssaammee  wwaayy??    

XX  1. Yes   
  2. No 
  3. Don’t know 
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QQ44..33..88..  WWeerree  tthheerree  cchheecckkss  ffoorr  iinntteerr--rraatteerr  rreelliiaabbiilliittyy??  
XX  1. Yes   
  2. No 
  3. Don’t know 

  
QQ44..33..99..  WWeerree  tthhee  ssaammppllee  ssiizzeess  ffoorr  tthhee  ddiirreecctt  mmeeaassuurree  aaddeeqquuaattee??  

XX  1. Yes   
  2. No 
  3. Don’t know 

  

  

QQ44..33..1100..  HHooww  ddiidd  yyoouu  sseelleecctt  tthhee  ssaammppllee  ooff  ssttuuddeenntt  wwoorrkk  ((ppaappeerrss,,  pprroojjeeccttss,,  ppoorrttffoolliiooss,,  eettcc))??  PPlleeaassee  bbrriieeffllyy  
ssppeecciiffyy  hheerree::  

We assessed Introduction sections from theses written by all graduate students who defended their theses 
in the 2013-2014 academic year. 
 
IInnddiirreecctt  MMeeaassuurreess  
Q4.4. WWeerree  iinnddiirreecctt  mmeeaassuurreess  uusseedd  ttoo  aasssseessss  tthhee  PPLLOO??  

XX  1. Yes   
  2. No (If no, go to Q4.5) 

  
QQ44..44..11..  WWhhiicchh  ooff  tthhee  ffoolllloowwiinngg  iinnddiirreecctt  mmeeaassuurreess  wweerree  uusseedd?? 

  11..  NNaattiioonnaall  ssttuuddeenntt  ssuurrvveeyyss  ((ee..gg..,,  NNSSSSEE,,  eettcc..))  
  22..  UUnniivveerrssiittyy  ccoonndduucctteedd  ssttuuddeenntt  ssuurrvveeyyss  ((OOIIRR  ssuurrvveeyyss))      

XX  33..  CCoolllleeggee//DDeeppaarrttmmeenntt//pprrooggrraamm  ccoonndduucctteedd  ssttuuddeenntt  ssuurrvveeyyss  
  44..  AAlluummnnii  ssuurrvveeyyss,,  ffooccuuss  ggrroouuppss,,  oorr  iinntteerrvviieewwss    
  55..  EEmmppllooyyeerr  ssuurrvveeyyss,,  ffooccuuss  ggrroouuppss,,  oorr  iinntteerrvviieewwss  
  66..  AAddvviissoorryy  bbooaarrdd  ssuurrvveeyyss,,  ffooccuuss  ggrroouuppss,,  oorr  iinntteerrvviieewwss  
  77..  OOtthheerrss,,  ssppeecciiffyy::  

  
QQ44..44..22..  IIff  ssuurrvveeyyss  wweerree  uusseedd,,  wweerree  tthhee  ssaammppllee  ssiizzeess  aaddeeqquuaattee?? 

XX  1. Yes   
  2. No 
  3. Don’t know 

  

 

QQ44..44..33..  IIff  ssuurrvveeyyss  wweerree  uusseedd,,  pplleeaassee  bbrriieeffllyy  ssppeecciiffyy  hhooww  yyoouu  sseelleecctt  yyoouurr  ssaammppllee??  WWhhaatt  iiss  tthhee  rreessppoonnssee  
rraattee??      

We sent surveys to all graduates (N = 3) and included all responses that were returned (n = 2). The 
response rate was 67%. 
 
 
OOtthheerr  MMeeaassuurreess  
Q4.5. WWeerree  eexxtteerrnnaall  bbeenncchhmmaarrkkiinngg  ddaattaa  uusseedd  ttoo  aasssseessss  tthhee  PPLLOO??  

  1. Yes   
XX  2. No (If no, go to Q4.6) 

  
QQ44..55..11..  WWhhiicchh  ooff  tthhee  ffoolllloowwiinngg  mmeeaassuurreess  wwaass  uusseedd?? 
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  11..    NNaattiioonnaall  ddiisscciipplliinnaarryy  eexxaammss  oorr  ssttaattee//pprrooffeessssiioonnaall  lliicceennssuurree  eexxaammss  
  22..  GGeenneerraall  kknnoowwlleeddggee  aanndd  sskkiillllss  mmeeaassuurreess  ((ee..gg..,,  CCLLAA,,  CCAAAAPP,,  EETTSS  PPPP,,  eettcc))  
  33..  OOtthheerr  ssttaannddaarrddiizzeedd  kknnoowwlleeddggee  aanndd  sskkiillll  eexxaammss  ((ee..gg..,,  EETTSS,,  GGRREE,,  eettcc))  
  44..  OOtthheerrss,,  ssppeecciiffyy::  

 
QQ44..66..  WWeerree  ootthheerr  mmeeaassuurreess  uusseedd  ttoo  aasssseessss  tthhee  PPLLOO?? 

  1. Yes 
XX  2. No (Go to Q4.7) 
  3. Don’t know (Go to Q4.7) 

  
QQ44..66..11..  IIff  yyeess,,  pplleeaassee  ssppeecciiffyy::  [[__________________________________]]  
 
 
 
AAlliiggnnmmeenntt  aanndd  QQuuaalliittyy  

 

Q4.7. Please describe how you collected the data? For example, in what course(s) (or by what means) 
were data collected? How reliable and valid is the data? [WORD LIMIT: 300 WORDS] 

The data collection procedures are described above. Because so few students graduate each year, the 
sample size is very small. For the assessment of critical thinking in the thesis, evaluators were not 
calibrated. However, evaluators are all experts in their field and familiar with what a good research report 
should include. Thus, the ratings that evaluators provide should be presumed valid. The similarities in 
scores provided by each rater also indicate that ratings are reliable. (There were too few ratings to conduct 
a meaningful reliability analyses. However, raters were always within one point of each other for each 
criterion on a 4-point scale.).  
 
As a quality check to ensure that committee members’ ratings align with the Critical Thinking VALUE 
rubric, the assessment committee also rated the Introduction sections of each thesis against the rubric. 
Ratings by the Assessment Committee corroborate results of thesis committee members. Thesis 
Introduction sections were rated above a Milestone 3 level, on average, across dimensions and raters. 
(There were too few ratings to conduct a meaningful reliability analyses. However, raters were always 
within one point of each other for each criterion on a 4-point scale.). 
 
For the indirect assessment of critical thinking skills, the exit survey, the sample size was low but 
adequate. The department had initially intended for students to receive the exit survey upon defense of 
their thesis. Students would then need to submit their exit survey before the thesis chair would sign off on 
the thesis. Thus, each student would need to submit a survey in order to graduate. Due to a 
miscommunication in the department, students did not receive surveys in the manner intended. Instead, 
the assessment coordinator had to email thesis chairs after graduation. Thus, the response rate was lower 
than anticipated. This issue should be rectified in the 2014-2015 academic year.       
 
 
Q4.8. How many assessment tools/methods/measures in total did you use to assess this PLO?  2 
NOTE: IF IT IS ONLY ONE, GO TO Q5.1.  
  
QQ44..88..11..  Did the data (including all the assignments/projects/portfolios) from all the different assessment 
tools/measures/methods directly align with the PLO? 

XX  1. Yes   
  2. No 
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  3. Don’t know 
  

QQ44..88..22..  WWeerree  AALLLL  tthhee  aasssseessssmmeenntt  tools/measures/methods  tthhaatt  wweerree  uusseedd  ggoooodd  mmeeaassuurreess  ffoorr  tthhee  PPLLOO?? 

XX  1. Yes   
  2. No 
  3. Don’t know 
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Question 5 (Q5): Use of Assessment Data. 
 
Q5.1. To what extent have the assessment results from 2012-2013 been used for? [CHECK ALL THAT 
APPLY]  

 Very 
Much 

(1) 

Quite a 
Bit 
(2) 

Some 
 

(3) 

Not at 
all 
(4) 

Not 
Applicable 

(9) 
1. Improving specific courses    X  
2. Modifying curriculum     X  
3. Improving advising and mentoring     X  
4. Revising learning outcomes/goals   X     
5. Revising rubrics and/or expectations    X     
6. Developing/updating assessment plan X     
7. Annual assessment reports X     
8. Program review X     
9. Prospective student and family information    X  
10. Alumni communication    X  
11. WASC accreditation (regional accreditation)  X     
12. Program accreditation X     
13. External accountability reporting requirement     X 
14. Trustee/Governing Board deliberations     X 
15. Strategic planning     X 
16. Institutional benchmarking    X  
17. Academic policy development or modification    X  
18. Institutional Improvement    X  
19. Resource allocation and budgeting    X  
20. New faculty hiring     X  
21. Professional development for faculty and staff    X  
22. Other Specify:  

 

 
Q5.1.1. Please provide one or two best examples to show how you have used the assessment data above.   

The psychology department is currently undergoing a significant change to our curriculum and will use 
assessment data to restructure course offerings. The changes will likely take place slowly over the next 
five years. For example, we have added new graduate courses to the offerings available to General MA 
candidates in order to provide a breadth of information, making MA students more competitive for PhD 
programs. Furthermore, we have changed the procedure by which we administer the exit survey in order 
to gather more information from graduates. 
 
 
Q5.2. As a result of the assessment effort in 2013-2014 and based on the prior feedbacks from OAPA, 
do you anticipate making any changes for your program (e.g., course structure, course content, or 
modification of program learning outcomes)?  

XX  1. Yes   
  2. No (If no, go to Q5.3) 
  3. Don’t know (Go to Q5.3) 

 
 



59 

 

 
 

 

Q5.2.1. What changes are anticipated? By what mechanism will the changes be implemented? How and 
when will you assess the impact of proposed modifications? [WORD LIMIT: 300 WORDS] 

The psychology department is currently undergoing a significant change to our curriculum and will use 
assessment data to restructure course offerings. The changes will likely take place slowly over the next 
five years. For example, we have added new graduate courses to the offerings available to General MA 
candidates in order to provide a breadth of information, making MA students more competitive for PhD 
programs. Furthermore, we have changed the procedure by which we administer the exit survey in order 
to gather more information from graduates. 
 
 
Q5.2.2. Is there a follow-up assessment on these areas that need improvement? 

  11..  YYeess      
  22..  NNoo  
  33..  DDoonn’’tt  kknnooww  

 

Question 6 (Q6). Which program learning outcome(s) do you plan to assess next year?  

Q5.3. Many academic units have collected assessment data on aspects of a program that are not related to 
program learning outcomes (i.e., impacts of an advising center, etc.).  If your program/academic unit has 
collected assessment data in this way, please briefly report your results here. [WORD LIMIT: 300 
WORDS] 

 
 1. Critical thinking (WASC 1) 1 

 2. Information literacy (WASC 2)  
 3. Written communication (WASC 3) 
 4. Oral communication (WASC 4) 
 5. Quantitative literacy (WASC 5) 

X 6. Inquiry and analysis  
 7. Creative thinking 
 8. Reading 
 9. Team work 
 10. Problem solving  
 11. Civic knowledge and engagement – local and global 
 12. Intercultural knowledge and competency 
 13. Ethical reasoning 
 14. Foundations and skills for lifelong learning 
 15. Global learning 
 16. Integrative and applied learning 
 17. Overall competencies for GE Knowledge  

X 18. Overall competencies in the major/discipline 
 19. Others. Specify any PLOs that the program is going to assess 

but not included above: 
a.  
b.  
c. 
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Part 1: Background Information  
 
B1. Program name: I/O Psychology MA 
B2. Report author(s): Kelly Cotter 
B3.  Fall 2012 enrollment: 75 (for the entire MA enrollment, not for the I/O program specifically) 
Use the Department Fact Book 2013 by OIR (Office of Institutional Research) to get the fall 2012 enrollment: 
(http://www.csus.edu/oir/Data%20Center/Department%20Fact%20Book/Departmental%20Fact%20Book.html). 
 
B4. Program type: [SELECT ONLY ONE] 

 1. Undergraduate baccalaureate major 
 2. Credential 

X 3. Master’s degree 
 4. Doctorate: Ph.D./E.D.D. 
 5. Other, specify: 

 
Part 2: Six Questions for the 2013-2014 Annual Assessment 

 
Question 1 (Q1): Program Learning Outcomes (PLO) Assessed in 2013-2014.  
 
Q1.1. Which of the following program learning outcomes (PLOs) or Sac State Baccalaureate Learning 
Goals did you assess in 2013-2014? (See 2013-2014 Annual Assessment Report Guidelines for more 
details). [CHECK ALL THAT APPLY]  

X 1. Critical thinking (WASC 1) * 

 2. Information literacy (WASC 2)  
 3. Written communication (WASC 3) 
 4. Oral communication (WASC 4) 
 5. Quantitative literacy (WASC 5) 
 6. Inquiry and analysis  
 7. Creative thinking 
 8. Reading 
 9. Team work 
 10. Problem solving  
 11. Civic knowledge and engagement – local and global 
 12. Intercultural knowledge and competency 
 13. Ethical reasoning 
 14. Foundations and skills for lifelong learning 
 15. Global learning 
 16. Integrative and applied learning 
 17. Overall competencies for GE Knowledge  

X 18. Overall competencies in the major/discipline 
 19. Others. Specify any PLOs that were assessed in 2013-2014 

but not included above: 
a.  
b.  
c. 

* One of the WASC’s new requirements is that colleges and universities report on the level of student performance 
at graduation in five core areas: 

 

critical thinking, information literacy, written communication, oral 
communication, and quantitative literacy.  

http://www.csus.edu/oir/Data%20Center/Department%20Fact%20Book/Departmental%20Fact%20Book.html�
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Q1.1.1. Please provide more detailed information about the PLO(s) you checked above:  

The psychology department has selected one program learning outcome (reflecting 21 competencies 
determined by the Society for Industrial/Organizational Psychology (SIOP), the program’s accrediting 
agency) to emphasize and measure within the Industrial/Organizational (I/O) MA for the academic years 
2013-2018 (see table below for curriculum map).  

I/O MA Program Curriculum Map 
Competency from SIOP Guidelines     CSUS Coursework 
 
 206 209 

 
216* 

 
260 262 

History and Systems of Psychology x x    
Fields of Psychology x x    
Research Methodology x x x x x 
Statistical Methods & Data Analysis x x x x x 
Ethical, Legal, and Professional Contexts x x x x x 
Measurement of Individual Differences x  x x  
Criterion Theory and Development x  x x  
Job and Task Analysis x  x x  
Employee Selection, Placement, and Classification x  x x  
Perform Appraisal and Feedback   x x x 
Training:  Theory, Program Design, and Evaluation   x x x 
Work Motivation   x  x 
Attitude Theory   x  x 
Small Group Theory and Process   x  x 
Organization Theory   x  x 
Organizational Development   x  x 
Note: Psychology 216 varies in content, typically 3 or 4 content areas are covered in-depth in terms of 
journal articles and an applied research project. 
 

In addition to these Competencies in the Discipline of I/O Psychology, this year we have assessed Critical 
Thinking. With respect to critical thinking, I/O psychology MA graduates will demonstrate the ability to 
systematically explore issues, ideas, artifacts, and events before accepting or formulating an opinion or 
conclusion.  Specifically they will: 

6.1: Clearly state and describe the issue/problem to be considered, using all relevant information 
necessary for full understanding. 

6.2: Develop a comprehensive analysis or synthesis of information from relevant and appropriate sources 
(i.e., sources identified by conducting a thorough review of relevant theoretical and empirical literature in 
Psychology and related disciplines).  

6.3: Thoroughly (systematically and methodically) analyze the assumptions of self and others.  Carefully 
evaluate the relevance of contexts when presenting a position. Consider the following in evaluating 
published work on a topic: theoretical frameworks, subdisciplinary perspectives, sociocultural context and 
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worldviews, developmental status of the empirical literature on the topic, research methodologies utilized, 
and other potential limitations or sources of bias. 

6.4: Formulate a specific and sophisticated position (perspective, thesis/hypothesis) which accounts for 
the complexities of the issue.  Acknowledge the limits of the position and synthesize others’ points of 
view. Apply this process in developing hypotheses and when interpreting findings. 

6.5: Draw logical conclusions and related outcomes, such as potential applications or future directions for 
inquiry. Consequences and implications are stated and reflect students’ informed evaluation and ability to 
place evidence and perspectives discussed in priority order. 
 
Critical thinking and competence in the discipline were measured per the following: 
 

1. Direct Method- Theses from I/O psychology MA students were assessed against the Thesis 
Assessment Scale and Evaluation Chart (below) by thesis committee members (N = 3 per 
student).  

Critical Thinking:  
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2. Indirect Method- Responses to an exit survey were collected from graduating I/O psychology MA 
students (see below). The assessment coordinator sent an email to thesis chairs at the end of the 
spring semester soliciting responses from students. Chairs then forwarded the exit survey to their 
graduates, who submitted their completed survey to the assessment coordinator. 
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Overall competencies in the major/discipline: 
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1. Direct Method- An I/O psychology MA course professor administered a final exam assessing 
five of the competencies in the discipline of I/O psychology (highlighted in the table above). 
Each exam was graded by the professor. Grades were averaged and compared to a standard 
set by the I/O committee. 

2. Indirect Method- Responses to an exit survey were collected from graduating I/O psychology 
MA students (see above). The assessment coordinator sent an email to thesis chairs at the end 
of the spring semester soliciting responses from students. Chairs then forwarded the exit 
survey to their graduates, who submitted their completed survey to the assessment 
coordinator. 

 
 
Q1.2. Are your PLOs closely aligned with the mission of the university?      

XX  11..  YYeess      
  22..  NNoo  
  33..  DDoonn’’tt  kknnooww  

 
Q1.3. Is your program externally accredited (except for WASC)? 

XX  11..  YYeess                       
  22..  NNoo    ((IIff  nnoo,,  ggoo  ttoo  Q1.4)                     
  33..  DDoonn’’tt  kknnooww  ((GGoo  ttoo  Q1.4)  

 
Q1.3.1. If yes, are your PLOs closely aligned with the mission/goals/outcomes of the accreditation 
agency?  

XX  11..  YYeess      
  22..  NNoo  
  33..  DDoonn’’tt  kknnooww  

  
QQ11..44..  HHaavvee  yyoouu  uusseedd  tthhee  DDeeggrreeee  QQuuaalliiffiiccaattiioonn  PPrrooffiillee  ((DDQQPP))**

  
  ttoo  ddeevveelloopp  yyoouurr  PPLLOO((ss))??      

11..  YYeess      
  22..  NNoo,,  bbuutt  II  kknnooww  wwhhaatt  DDQQPP  iiss..  

XX  33..  NNoo..  II  ddoonn’’tt  kknnooww  wwhhaatt  DDQQPP  iiss..  
  44..  DDoonn’’tt  kknnooww  

* Degree Qualifications Profile (DQP) – a framework funded by the Lumina Foundation that describes the kinds of 
learning and levels of performance that may be expected of students who have earned an associate, baccalaureate, or 
master’s degree. Please see the links for more details: 
http://www.luminafoundation.org/publications/The_Degree_Qualifications_Profile.pdf and 
http://www.learningoutcomeassessment.org/DQPNew.html. 
 
 

http://www.luminafoundation.org/publications/The_Degree_Qualifications_Profile.pdf�
http://www.learningoutcomeassessment.org/DQPNew.html�
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Question 2 (Q2): Standards of Performance/Expectations for EACH PLO.  
 
Q2.1. Has the program developed/adopted EXPLICIT standards of performance/expectations for the 
PLO(s) you assessed in 2013-2014 Academic Year? (For example: We expect 70% of our students to 
achieve at least a score of 3 on the Written Communication VALUE rubric.) 

  11..  YYeess,,  wwee  hhaavvee  ddeevveellooppeedd  ssttaannddaarrddss//eexxppeeccttaattiioonnss  ffoorr  AALLLL  PPLLOOss  assessed in 2013-14.                               
XX  22..  YYeess,,  wwee  hhaavvee  ddeevveellooppeedd  ssttaannddaarrddss//eexxppeeccttaattiioonnss  ffoorr  SSOOMMEE  PPLLOOss  assessed in 2013-14.                               
  33..  NNoo  ((IIff  nnoo,,  ggoo  ttoo  QQ22..22))                        
  44..  DDoonn’’tt  kknnooww  ((GGoo  ttoo  QQ22..22))  
  55..  NNoott  AApppplliiccaabbllee  ((GGoo  ttoo  QQ22..22))  

             
Q2.1.1. If yes, what are the desired levels of learning, including the criteria and standards of 
performance/expectations, especially at or near graduation, for EACH PLO assessed in 2013-2014 
Academic Year? (For example: what will tell you if students have achieved your expected level of 
performance for the learning outcome.) Please provide the rubric and/or the expectations that you 
have developed for EACH PLO one at a time below. [WORD LIMIT: 300 WORDS FOR EACH PLO] 

1. Direct Method- The I/O committee has not yet established an expectation of performance on 
applying critical thinking skills in the thesis. The data collected in the 2013-2014 academic year 
are intended to provide a baseline upon which the committee will make judgments and 
recommendations for establishing standards of performance on the next assessment report. 

Critical Thinking:  

2. Indirect Method- The department has not established an expectation regarding responses to the 
exit survey and does not conclude that it would be appropriate to do so. 

 

1. Direct Method- 100% of students should perform at a level of B work or better (on average) 
across all exam questions. 

Overall competencies in the major/discipline: 

2. Indirect Method- The department has not established an expectation regarding responses to the 
exit survey and does not conclude that it would be appropriate to do so. 

 
 
Q2.2. Have you published the PLO(s)/expectations/rubric(s) you assessed in 2013-2014? 

  11..  YYeess      
XX  22..  NNoo  ((IIff  nnoo,,  ggoo  ttoo  QQ33..11))  

 
Q2.2.1. If yes, where were the PLOs/expectations/rubrics published? [CHECK ALL THAT APPLY]  

 1. In SOME course syllabi/assignments in the program that claim to 
introduce/develop/master the PLO(s) 

 2. In ALL course syllabi/assignments in the program that claim to introduce 
/develop/master the PLO(s) 

 3. In the student handbook/advising handbook  
 4. In the university catalogue 
 5. On the academic unit website or in the newsletters 
 6. In the assessment or program review reports/plans/resources/activities  
 7. In the new course proposal forms in the department/college/university 
 8. In the department/college/university’s strategic plans and other planning documents     
 9. In the department/college/university’s budget plans and other resource allocation 
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documents     
 10. In other places, specify:  
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Question 3 (Q3): Data, Results, and Conclusions for EACH PLO 
 
Q3.1. Was assessment data/evidence collected for 2013-2014? 

XX  11..  YYeess      
  22..  NNoo  ((IIff  nnoo,,  ggoo  ttoo  PPaarrtt  33::  AAddddiittiioonnaall  IInnffoorrmmaattiioonn))  
  33..  DDoonn’’tt  kknnooww  ((GGoo  ttoo  PPaarrtt  33))  
  44..  NNoott  AApppplliiccaabbllee  ((GGoo  ttoo  PPaarrtt  33))  

  
Q3.2. If yes, was the data scored/evaluated for 2013-2014? 

XX  11..  YYeess      
  22..  NNoo  ((IIff  nnoo,,  ggoo  ttoo  PPaarrtt  33::  AAddddiittiioonnaall  IInnffoorrmmaattiioonn))  
  33..  DDoonn’’tt  kknnooww  ((GGoo  ttoo  PPaarrtt  33))  
  44..  NNoott  AApppplliiccaabbllee  ((GGoo  ttoo  PPaarrtt  33))  

 

 

Q3.3. If yes, what DATA have you collected? What are the results, findings, and CONCLUSION(s) for 
EACH PLO assessed in 2013-2014? In what areas are students doing well and achieving the 
expectations? In what areas do students need improvement? Please provide a simple and clear summary 
of the key data and findings, including tables and graphs if applicable for EACH PLO one at a time. 
[WORD LIMIT: 600 WORDS FOR EACH PLO]  

 
1. Direct Method- Each student in the I/O psychology MA program is required to conduct a thesis as 

his or her culminating experience, wherein the student creates a research question based on his or 
her interests and review of the psychological literature, designs a research project to test 
hypothesis(es), collects data, analyzes the data, and draws conclusions based on the results. 
Students are required to write an APA research paper describing their project, wherein students 
model professional journal submissions by describing the extant literature and providing a 
rationale for the present study in an Introduction section, describing the methodology of the 
project they designed in a Method section, describing their statistical analysis of the data in a 
Results section, and discussing the results, limitations, and implications in a Discussion section. 
Students also publically defend their thesis to a committee of three faculty members. Once oral 
presentations are scheduled, faculty committee members receive the Department of Psychology 
Thesis/Project Competencies Assessment Form and complete the form after the oral defense.  

Critical Thinking:  

 
Students’ theses are evaluated on the following learning outcomes: Reviewing and Evaluating 
Information from the Psychological Literature; Generating and Articulating Research Problems 
and Designing Sound Research Studies; Analyzing and Interpreting the Results of Data and 
Drawing Inferences and Conclusions from Empirical Results; and Writing Psychological Reports 
and Giving Professional-level Oral Presentations. Each of these aspects or dimensions is 
associated with a set of behavioral anchors ranging from Below Minimal Competence as the 
weakest level of performance (1) to High Level of Competence as the strongest level of 
performance (4).  
 
In the 2013-2014 academic year, four I/O psychology MA candidates defended their theses. Eight 
evaluations were submitted for these students. The evaluations for each dimension were averaged 
across the ratings made by each rater of each thesis (see Ms and SDs below). Overall, the nine 
dimensions were evaluated at approximately the same level of performance (around a 3.5 on the 
4-point response scale). The reviewers rated the theses as largely meeting the “Satisfactory” or 
“High” level of competence. Specifically relating to assessment of critical thinking application, 
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100% performed at the Satisfactory or High level of competence for Literature Review and 
Presentation of Context. These means and frequencies can be interpreted as theses meeting 
culminating requirements for graduation, often at a level exceeding requirements. 
 
Composite Rater Means and Standard Deviations 
Dimension M SD 
Literature Review 3.63 .52 
Context  3.63 .52 
Purpose 3.50 .53 
Methodology 3.50 .53 
Analyses 3.50 .53 
Conclusions 3.38 .52 
Writing 2.50 .53 
Oral Presentation 3.38 .52 
Question Responses 3.38 .52 
 
 

2. Indirect Method- Responses to an exit survey were solicited from graduating I/O psychology MA 
students. The assessment coordinator sent an email to thesis chairs at the end of the spring 
semester soliciting responses from students. Chairs then forwarded the exit survey to their 
graduates. However, no graduates submitted their completed survey to the assessment 
coordinator. 

 
 

1. Direct Method- An I/O psychology MA course professor administered a final exam assessing 
competence in the discipline of I/O psychology. Specifically, competency was assessed for: 
Criterion Theory and Development; Job and Task Analysis; Employee Selection, Placement, 
and Classification; Perform Appraisal and Feedback; and Training: Theory, Program Design, 
and Evaluation. Each exam was graded by the professor. Grades across exam questions for 
the nine students were averaged. The average score for individual students ranged from 80% 
to 94%, or a grade of B- to A. The average score among all students was 87%, or a B+. 100% 
of students met the criterion of performing “at a level of B work or better (on average) across 
all exam scores.” Thus, students met culminating requirements for graduation, often at a level 
exceeding requirements. 

Overall competencies in the major/discipline: 

 
2. Indirect Method- Responses to an exit survey were solicited from graduating I/O psychology 

MA students. The assessment coordinator sent an email to thesis chairs at the end of the 
spring semester soliciting responses from students. Chairs then forwarded the exit survey to 
their graduates. However, no graduates submitted their completed survey to the assessment 
coordinator. 

 
 
Q3.4. Do students meet the expectations/standards of performance as determined by the program and 
achieved the learning outcomes? [PLEASE MAKE SURE THE PLO YOU SPECIFY HERE IS THE 
SAME ONE YOU CHECKED/SPECIFIED IN Q1.1].  
 
Q3.4.1. FFiirrsstt  PPLLOO::  CCrriittiiccaall  TThhiinnkkiinngg 

  11..  EExxcceeeedd  eexxppeeccttaattiioonn//ssttaannddaarrdd  



71 

 

XX  22..  MMeeeett  eexxppeeccttaattiioonn//ssttaannddaarrdd  
  33..  DDoo  nnoott  mmeeeett  eexxppeeccttaattiioonn//ssttaannddaarrdd  
  44..  NNoo  eexxppeeccttaattiioonn//ssttaannddaarrdd  sseett  
  55..  DDoonn’’tt  kknnooww  

 
[NOTE: IF YOU HAVE MORE THAN ONE PLO, YOU NEED TO REPEAT THE TABLE IN 
Q3.4.1 UNTIL YOU INCLUDE ALL THE PLO(S) YOU ASSESSED IN 2013-2014.] 
 
Q3.4.2. Second  PPLLOO::  CCoommppeetteennccee  iinn  tthhee  MMaajjoorr//DDiisscciipplliinnee 

  11..  EExxcceeeedd  eexxppeeccttaattiioonn//ssttaannddaarrdd  
XX  22..  MMeeeett  eexxppeeccttaattiioonn//ssttaannddaarrdd  
  33..  DDoo  nnoott  mmeeeett  eexxppeeccttaattiioonn//ssttaannddaarrdd  
  44..  NNoo  eexxppeeccttaattiioonn//ssttaannddaarrdd  sseett  
  55..  DDoonn’’tt  kknnooww  
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Question 4 (Q4): Evaluation of Data Quality: Reliability and Validity.  
 
Q4.1. How many PLOs in total did your program assess in the 2013-2014 academic year? 2 
 
Q4.2. Please choose ONE ASSESSED PLO as an example to illustrate how you use direct, indirect, 
and/or other methods/measures to collect data. If you only assessed one PLO in 2013-14, YOU CAN 
SKIP this question. If you assessed MORE THAN ONE PLO, please check ONLY ONE PLO BELOW 
EVEN IF YOU ASSESSED MORE THAN ONE PLO IN 2013-2014. 
 

X 1. Critical thinking (WASC 1) 1 

 2. Information literacy (WASC 2)  
 3. Written communication (WASC 3) 
 4. Oral communication (WASC 4) 
 5. Quantitative literacy (WASC 5) 
 6. Inquiry and analysis  
 7. Creative thinking 
 8. Reading 
 9. Team work 
 10. Problem solving  
 11. Civic knowledge and engagement – local and global 
 12. Intercultural knowledge and competency 
 13. Ethical reasoning 
 14. Foundations and skills for lifelong learning 
 15. Global learning 
 16. Integrative and applied learning 
 17. Overall competencies for GE Knowledge  
 18. Overall competencies in the major/discipline 
 19. Other PLO. Specify: 

 
 
 
DDiirreecctt  MMeeaassuurreess  
Q4.3. Were direct measures used to assess this PLO?  

XX  1. Yes   
  2. No (If no, go to Q4.4) 
  3. Don’t know (Go to Q4.4) 

 
Q4.3.1.  WWhhiicchh  ooff  tthhee  ffoolllloowwiinngg  DDIIRREECCTT  mmeeaassuurreess  wweerree  uusseedd?? [Check all that apply]  

XX  11..  CCaappssttoonnee  pprroojjeeccttss  ((iinncclluuddiinngg  tthheesseess,,  sseenniioorr  tthheesseess)),,  ccoouurrsseess,,  oorr  eexxppeerriieenncceess  
  22..  KKeeyy  aassssiiggnnmmeennttss  ffrroomm  ootthheerr  CCOORREE  ccllaasssseess  
  3..  KKeeyy  aassssiiggnnmmeennttss  ffrroomm  ootthheerr  ccllaasssseess  
  44..  CCllaassssrroooomm  bbaasseedd  ppeerrffoorrmmaannccee  aasssseessssmmeennttss  ssuucchh  aass  ssiimmuullaattiioonnss,,  ccoommpprreehheennssiivvee  

eexxaammss,,  ccrriittiiqquueess  
  55..  EExxtteerrnnaall  ppeerrffoorrmmaannccee  aasssseessssmmeennttss  ssuucchh  aass  iinntteerrnnsshhiippss  oorr  ootthheerr  ccoommmmuunniittyy  bbaasseedd  

pprroojjeeccttss  
  66..  EE--PPoorrttffoolliiooss  
  77..  OOtthheerr  ppoorrttffoolliiooss  
  88..  OOtthheerr  mmeeaassuurree..  SSppeecciiffyy::  
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Q4.3.2. Please provide the direct measure(s) [key assignment(s)/project(s)/portfolio(s)] that you used to 
collect the data. [WORD LIMIT: 300 WORDS] 

According to the department’s graduate handbook, a graduate thesis is defined as “scholarly work of an 
original nature performed by students to demonstrate their mastery of the field.” The University requires 
that theses contain a review of the relevant scholarly or professional literature with appropriate citations 
and a list of primary sources presented at the end of the document. A thesis is an empirical study, the 
writing of which is usually (but not necessarily) organized around chapters titled Introduction, Method, 
Results, and Discussion. 
 
 
QQ44..33..22..11..  WWaass  tthhee  ddiirreecctt  mmeeaassuurree((ss))  [[kkeeyy  aassssiiggnnmmeenntt((ss))//pprroojjeecctt((ss))//ppoorrttffoolliioo((ss))]]  aalliiggnneedd  ddiirreeccttllyy  wwiitthh  tthhee  
rruubbrriicc//ccrriitteerriioonn??  

XX  1. Yes   
  2. No 
  3. Don’t know 

 
QQ44..33..33..  WWaass  tthhee  ddiirreecctt  mmeeaassuurree  ((ss))  [[kkeeyy  aassssiiggnnmmeenntt((ss))//pprroojjeecctt((ss))//ppoorrttffoolliioo((ss))]]  aalliiggnneedd  ddiirreeccttllyy  wwiitthh  tthhee  
PPLLOO??  

  1. Yes   
XX  2. No 
  3. Don’t know 

 
Q4.3.4. How was the evidence scored/evaluated? [Select one only] 

 1. No rubric is used to interpret the evidence ((IIff  cchheecckkeedd,,  ggoo  ttoo  QQ44..33..77)) 
 2. Use rubric developed/modified by the faculty who teaches the class  
 3. Use rubric developed/modified by a group of faculty   

X 4. Use rubric pilot-tested and refined by a group of faculty 
 5. UUssee  ootthheerr  mmeeaannss..  SSppeecciiffyy::    

 
Q4.3.5. What rubric/criterion was adopted to score/evaluate the above key 
assignments/projects/portfolio? [Select one only] 

 1. TThhee  VVAALLUUEE  rruubbrriicc((ss))    
 22..  MMooddiiffiieedd  VVAALLUUEE  rruubbrriicc((ss))   

X 3. AA  rruubbrriicc  tthhaatt  iiss  ttoottaallllyy  ddeevveellooppeedd  bbyy  llooccaall  ffaaccuullttyy   
 4. UUssee  ootthheerr  mmeeaannss..  SSppeecciiffyy::    

 
QQ44..33..66..  WWaass  tthhee  rruubbrriicc//ccrriitteerriioonn  aalliiggnneedd  ddiirreeccttllyy  wwiitthh  tthhee  PPLLOO?? 

  1. Yes   
XX  2. No 
  3. Don’t know 

  
QQ44..33..77..  WWeerree  tthhee  eevvaalluuaattoorrss  ((ee..gg..,,  ffaaccuullttyy  oorr  aaddvviissiinngg  bbooaarrdd  mmeemmbbeerrss))  wwhhoo  rreevviieewweedd  ssttuuddeenntt  wwoorrkk  
ccaalliibbrraatteedd  ttoo  aappppllyy  aasssseessssmmeenntt  ccrriitteerriiaa  iinn  tthhee  ssaammee  wwaayy??    

  1. Yes   
XX  2. No 
  3. Don’t know 
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QQ44..33..88..  WWeerree  tthheerree  cchheecckkss  ffoorr  iinntteerr--rraatteerr  rreelliiaabbiilliittyy??  
  1. Yes   

XX  2. No 
  3. Don’t know 

  
QQ44..33..99..  WWeerree  tthhee  ssaammppllee  ssiizzeess  ffoorr  tthhee  ddiirreecctt  mmeeaassuurree  aaddeeqquuaattee??  

XX  1. Yes   
  2. No 
  3. Don’t know 

  

  

QQ44..33..1100..  HHooww  ddiidd  yyoouu  sseelleecctt  tthhee  ssaammppllee  ooff  ssttuuddeenntt  wwoorrkk  ((ppaappeerrss,,  pprroojjeeccttss,,  ppoorrttffoolliiooss,,  eettcc))??  PPlleeaassee  bbrriieeffllyy  
ssppeecciiffyy  hheerree::  

We included all submitted evaluations of all graduate students who defended their theses in the 2013-
2014 academic year. 
 
IInnddiirreecctt  MMeeaassuurreess  
Q4.4. WWeerree  iinnddiirreecctt  mmeeaassuurreess  uusseedd  ttoo  aasssseessss  tthhee  PPLLOO??  

XX  1. Yes   
  2. No (If no, go to Q4.5) 

  
QQ44..44..11..  WWhhiicchh  ooff  tthhee  ffoolllloowwiinngg  iinnddiirreecctt  mmeeaassuurreess  wweerree  uusseedd?? 

  11..  NNaattiioonnaall  ssttuuddeenntt  ssuurrvveeyyss  ((ee..gg..,,  NNSSSSEE,,  eettcc..))  
  22..  UUnniivveerrssiittyy  ccoonndduucctteedd  ssttuuddeenntt  ssuurrvveeyyss  ((OOIIRR  ssuurrvveeyyss))      

XX  33..  CCoolllleeggee//DDeeppaarrttmmeenntt//pprrooggrraamm  ccoonndduucctteedd  ssttuuddeenntt  ssuurrvveeyyss  
  44..  AAlluummnnii  ssuurrvveeyyss,,  ffooccuuss  ggrroouuppss,,  oorr  iinntteerrvviieewwss    
  55..  EEmmppllooyyeerr  ssuurrvveeyyss,,  ffooccuuss  ggrroouuppss,,  oorr  iinntteerrvviieewwss  
  66..  AAddvviissoorryy  bbooaarrdd  ssuurrvveeyyss,,  ffooccuuss  ggrroouuppss,,  oorr  iinntteerrvviieewwss  
  77..  OOtthheerrss,,  ssppeecciiffyy::  

  
QQ44..44..22..  IIff  ssuurrvveeyyss  wweerree  uusseedd,,  wweerree  tthhee  ssaammppllee  ssiizzeess  aaddeeqquuaattee?? 

  1. Yes   
XX  2. No 
  3. Don’t know 

  

 

QQ44..44..33..  IIff  ssuurrvveeyyss  wweerree  uusseedd,,  pplleeaassee  bbrriieeffllyy  ssppeecciiffyy  hhooww  yyoouu  sseelleecctt  yyoouurr  ssaammppllee??  WWhhaatt  iiss  tthhee  rreessppoonnssee  
rraattee??      

We sent surveys to all graduates (N = 4) but received no surveys in return (response rate = 0%). 
 
 
OOtthheerr  MMeeaassuurreess  
Q4.5. WWeerree  eexxtteerrnnaall  bbeenncchhmmaarrkkiinngg  ddaattaa  uusseedd  ttoo  aasssseessss  tthhee  PPLLOO??  

  1. Yes   
XX  2. No (If no, go to Q4.6) 

  
QQ44..55..11..  WWhhiicchh  ooff  tthhee  ffoolllloowwiinngg  mmeeaassuurreess  wwaass  uusseedd?? 

  11..    NNaattiioonnaall  ddiisscciipplliinnaarryy  eexxaammss  oorr  ssttaattee//pprrooffeessssiioonnaall  lliicceennssuurree  eexxaammss  
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  22..  GGeenneerraall  kknnoowwlleeddggee  aanndd  sskkiillllss  mmeeaassuurreess  ((ee..gg..,,  CCLLAA,,  CCAAAAPP,,  EETTSS  PPPP,,  eettcc))  
  33..  OOtthheerr  ssttaannddaarrddiizzeedd  kknnoowwlleeddggee  aanndd  sskkiillll  eexxaammss  ((ee..gg..,,  EETTSS,,  GGRREE,,  eettcc))  
  44..  OOtthheerrss,,  ssppeecciiffyy::  

 
QQ44..66..  WWeerree  ootthheerr  mmeeaassuurreess  uusseedd  ttoo  aasssseessss  tthhee  PPLLOO?? 

  1. Yes 
XX  2. No (Go to Q4.7) 
  3. Don’t know (Go to Q4.7) 

  
QQ44..66..11..  IIff  yyeess,,  pplleeaassee  ssppeecciiffyy::  [[__________________________________]]  
 
 
 
AAlliiggnnmmeenntt  aanndd  QQuuaalliittyy  

 

Q4.7. Please describe how you collected the data? For example, in what course(s) (or by what means) 
were data collected? How reliable and valid is the data? [WORD LIMIT: 300 WORDS] 

The data collection procedures are described above. Because so few students graduate each year, the 
sample size is very small. For the assessment of critical thinking in the thesis, evaluators were not 
calibrated. However, evaluators are all experts in their field and familiar with what a good research report 
should include. Thus, the ratings that evaluators provide should be presumed valid. The similarities in 
scores provided by each rater also indicate that ratings are reliable. (There were too few ratings to conduct 
a meaningful reliability analyses. However, raters were always within one point of each other for each 
criterion on a 4-point scale.).  
 
For the indirect assessment of critical thinking skills and competence in the discipline, the exit survey, the 
sample size was non-existent. The department had initially intended for students to receive the exit survey 
upon defense of their thesis. Students would then need to submit their exit survey before the thesis chair 
would sign off on the thesis. Thus, each student would need to submit a survey in order to graduate. Due 
to a miscommunication in the department, students did not receive surveys in the manner intended. 
Instead, the assessment coordinator had to email thesis chairs after graduation. Thus, the response rate 
was lower than anticipated. This issue should be rectified in the 2014-2015 academic year. 
 
 
Q4.8. How many assessment tools/methods/measures in total did you use to assess this PLO?  2 
NOTE: IF IT IS ONLY ONE, GO TO Q5.1.  
  
QQ44..88..11..  Did the data (including all the assignments/projects/portfolios) from all the different assessment 
tools/measures/methods directly align with the PLO? 

XX  1. Yes   
  2. No 
  3. Don’t know 

  

QQ44..88..22..  WWeerree  AALLLL  tthhee  aasssseessssmmeenntt  tools/measures/methods  tthhaatt  wweerree  uusseedd  ggoooodd  mmeeaassuurreess  ffoorr  tthhee  PPLLOO?? 

  1. Yes   
XX  2. No 
  3. Don’t know 
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Question 5 (Q5): Use of Assessment Data. 
 
Q5.1. To what extent have the assessment results from 2012-2013 been used for? [CHECK ALL THAT 
APPLY]  

 Very 
Much 

(1) 

Quite a 
Bit 
(2) 

Some 
 

(3) 

Not at 
all 
(4) 

Not 
Applicable 

(9) 
1. Improving specific courses    X  
2. Modifying curriculum  X     
3. Improving advising and mentoring  X     
4. Revising learning outcomes/goals      X  
5. Revising rubrics and/or expectations     X    
6. Developing/updating assessment plan X     
7. Annual assessment reports X     
8. Program review X     
9. Prospective student and family information    X  
10. Alumni communication    X  
11. WASC accreditation (regional accreditation)     X  
12. Program accreditation    X  
13. External accountability reporting requirement     X 
14. Trustee/Governing Board deliberations     X 
15. Strategic planning    X  
16. Institutional benchmarking    X  
17. Academic policy development or modification    X  
18. Institutional Improvement    X  
19. Resource allocation and budgeting    X  
20. New faculty hiring     X  
21. Professional development for faculty and staff    X  
22. Other Specify:  

 

 
Q5.1.1. Please provide one or two best examples to show how you have used the assessment data above.   

Based on the assessment of graduate theses in the 2012-2013 academic year, we slightly revised the 
scoring rubric and established expectations/standards of performance. We also used the data to write our 
annual assessment report and for program review for our department’s self study. Most importantly, we 
re-evaluated our courses and mapped them on to the SIOP standards, ensuring that we continue to cover 
each learning outcome in our curriculum. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Q5.2. As a result of the assessment effort in 2013-2014 and based on the prior feedbacks from OAPA, 
do you anticipate making any changes for your program (e.g., course structure, course content, or 
modification of program learning outcomes)?  

  1. Yes   
  2. No (If no, go to Q5.3) 
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xx  3. Don’t know (Go to Q5.3) 
 
 
 
 

 

Q5.2.1. What changes are anticipated? By what mechanism will the changes be implemented? How and 
when will you assess the impact of proposed modifications? [WORD LIMIT: 300 WORDS] 

 
 
 
 
Q5.2.2. Is there a follow-up assessment on these areas that need improvement? 

  11..  YYeess      
XX  22..  NNoo  
  33..  DDoonn’’tt  kknnooww  

 

Question 6 (Q6). Which program learning outcome(s) do you plan to assess next year?  

Q5.3. Many academic units have collected assessment data on aspects of a program that are not related to 
program learning outcomes (i.e., impacts of an advising center, etc.).  If your program/academic unit has 
collected assessment data in this way, please briefly report your results here. [WORD LIMIT: 300 
WORDS] 

 
 1. Critical thinking (WASC 1) 1 

 2. Information literacy (WASC 2)  
 3. Written communication (WASC 3) 
 4. Oral communication (WASC 4) 
 5. Quantitative literacy (WASC 5) 

X 6. Inquiry and analysis  
 7. Creative thinking 
 8. Reading 
 9. Team work 
 10. Problem solving  
 11. Civic knowledge and engagement – local and global 
 12. Intercultural knowledge and competency 
 13. Ethical reasoning 
 14. Foundations and skills for lifelong learning 
 15. Global learning 
 16. Integrative and applied learning 
 17. Overall competencies for GE Knowledge  

X 18. Overall competencies in the major/discipline 
 19. Others. Specify any PLOs that the program is going to assess 

but not included above: 
a.  
b.  
c. 
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Part 3: Additional Information 
 
A1.  In which academic year did you develop the current assessment plan?  

  11..  BBeeffoorree  22000077--22000088  
  22..  22000077--22000088  
  33..  22000088--22000099  
  44..  22000099--22001100  
  55..  22001100--22001111  
  66..  22001111--22001122  

XX  77..  22001122--22001133  
XX  88..  22001133--22001144  
  99..  HHaavvee  nnoott  yyeett  ddeevveellooppeedd  aa  ffoorrmmaall  aasssseessssmmeenntt  ppllaann  

 
A2. In which academic year did you last update your assessment plan?  

  11..  BBeeffoorree  22000077--22000088  
  22..  22000077--22000088  
  33..  22000088--22000099  
  44..  22000099--22001100  
  55..  22001100--22001111  
  66..  22001111--22001122  
  77..  22001122--22001133  

XX  88..  22001133--22001144  
  99..  HHaavvee  nnoott  yyeett  uuppddaatteedd  tthhee  aasssseessssmmeenntt  ppllaann  

 
AA33..  HHaavvee  yyoouu  ddeevveellooppeedd  aa  ccuurrrriiccuulluumm  mmaapp  ffoorr  tthhiiss  pprrooggrraamm??  

XX  11..  YYeess      
  22..  NNoo  
  33..  DDoonn’’tt  kknnooww  

  
AA44..  HHaass  tthhee  pprrooggrraamm  iinnddiiccaatteedd  eexxpplliicciittllyy  wwhheerree  tthhee  aasssseessssmmeenntt  ooff  ssttuuddeenntt  lleeaarrnniinngg  ooccccuurrss  iinn  tthhee  
ccuurrrriiccuulluumm??  

XX  11..  YYeess      
  22..  NNoo  
  33..  DDoonn’’tt  kknnooww  

 
A5. Does the program have any capstone class? 

XX  11..  YYeess      
  22..  NNoo  
  33..  DDoonn’’tt  kknnooww  

       
A5.1. If yes, please list the course number for each capstone class: PSYC 102, 107, 190, and 194 
(undergraduate BA) and PSYC 500a, 500b (Graduate MA) 
 
A6. Does the program have ANY capstone project? 

XX  11..  YYeess    ((GGrraadd::  tthheessiiss))  
XX  22..  NNoo    ((UUnnddeerrggrraadd))  
  33..  DDoonn’’tt  kknnooww  
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AA77..  NNaammee  ooff  tthhee  aaccaaddeemmiicc  uunniitt::    Psychology  
  
AA88..  DDeeppaarrttmmeenntt  iinn  wwhhiicchh  tthhee  aaccaaddeemmiicc  uunniitt  iiss  llooccaatteedd::  Psychology 
  
AA99..  DDeeppaarrttmmeenntt  CChhaaiirr’’ss  NNaammee::  Marya Endriga 
 
A10. Total number of annual assessment reports submitted by your academic unit for 2013-2014:  44  
((PPssyycchhoollooggyy  mmaajjoorr,,  MMAA  iinn  AABBAA  ppssyycchhoollooggyy,,  MMAA  iinn  ggeenneerraall  ppssyycchhoollooggyy,,  aanndd  MMAA  iinn  II//OO  ppssyycchhoollooggyy)) 
  
AA1111..  CCoolllleeggee  iinn  wwhhiicchh  tthhee  aaccaaddeemmiicc  uunniitt  iiss  llooccaatteedd::  

  11..  AArrttss  aanndd  LLeetttteerrss  
  22..  BBuussiinneessss  AAddmmiinniissttrraattiioonn  
  33..  EEdduuccaattiioonn  
  44..  EEnnggiinneeeerriinngg  aanndd  CCoommppuutteerr  SScciieennccee  
  55..  HHeeaalltthh  aanndd  HHuummaann  SSeerrvviicceess  
  66..  NNaattuurraall  SScciieennccee  aanndd  MMaatthheemmaattiiccss  

XX  77..  SSoocciiaall  SScciieenncceess  aanndd  IInntteerrddiisscciipplliinnaarryy  SSttuuddiieess  
  88..  CCoonnttiinnuuiinngg  EEdduuccaattiioonn  ((CCCCEE))  
  99..  OOtthheerr,,  ssppeecciiffyy::  

  
  
UUnnddeerrggrraadduuaattee  DDeeggrreeee  PPrrooggrraamm((ss))::  
AA1122..  NNuummbbeerr  ooff  uunnddeerrggrraadduuaattee  ddeeggrreeee  pprrooggrraammss  tthhee  aaccaaddeemmiicc  uunniitt  hhaass::  33 
AA1122..11..  LLiisstt  aallll  tthhee  nnaammee((ss))::  BBAA  iinn  PPssyycchhoollooggyy,,  MMiinnoorr  iinn  PPssyycchhoollooggyy,,  CCeerrttiiffiiccaattee  iinn  AApppplliieedd  BBeehhaavviioorraall  
AAnnaallyyssiiss  
A12.2. How many concentrations appear on the diploma for this undergraduate program?  00 
  
MMaasstteerr  DDeeggrreeee  PPrrooggrraamm((ss))::  
AA1133..  NNuummbbeerr  ooff  MMaasstteerr’’ss  ddeeggrreeee  pprrooggrraammss  tthhee  aaccaaddeemmiicc  uunniitt  hhaass::  44 
AA1133..11..  LLiisstt  aallll  tthhee  nnaammee((ss))::  MMAA  iinn  AABBAA  PPssyycchhoollooggyy,,  MMAA  iinn  CCoouunnsseelliinngg  PPssyycchhoollooggyy,,  MMAA  iinn  GGeenneerraall  
PPssyycchhoollooggyy//PPrreeddooccttoorraall  PPrreeppaarraattiioonn,,  MMAA  iinn  II//OO  PPssyycchhoollooggyy..  TThhee  MMAA  iinn  CCoouunnsseelliinngg  PPssyycchhoollooggyy  pprrooggrraamm  
iiss  ccuurrrreennttllyy  bbeeiinngg  pphhaasseedd  oouutt..  CCoouurrsseess  nnoo  lloonnggeerr  aappppeeaarr  iinn  tthhee  ccaattaalloogg  oorr  sscchheedduullee  ooff  ccllaasssseess,,  aanndd  tthheerree  
rreemmaaiinn  jjuusstt  aa  ffeeww  ssttuuddeennttss  wwhhoo  nneeeedd  ttoo  ccoommpplleettee  tthheeiirr  tthheessiiss  bbeeffoorree  tthhee  pprrooggrraamm  wwiillll  bbee  ooffffiicciiaallllyy  cclloosseedd..  
A13.2. How many concentrations appear on the diploma for this master program?  00 
  
CCrreeddeennttiiaall  PPrrooggrraamm((ss))::    
AA1144..  NNuummbbeerr  ooff  ccrreeddeennttiiaall  ddeeggrreeee  pprrooggrraammss  tthhee  aaccaaddeemmiicc  uunniitt  hhaass::  00 
AA1144..11..  LLiisstt  aallll  tthhee  nnaammeess::    
  
DDooccttoorraattee  PPrrooggrraamm((ss))    
AA1155..  NNuummbbeerr  ooff  ddooccttoorraattee  ddeeggrreeee  pprrooggrraammss  tthhee  aaccaaddeemmiicc  uunniitt  hhaass::  00 
AA1155..11..  LLiisstt  tthhee  nnaammee((ss))::     

 
 



Appendix 
 

Map of Measurement Facets 
The table below shows the scaling of each measurement facet onto the same latent scale. Students’ abilities are distinguished with an adequate degree of 
reliability (.77), and differences between question and dimension difficulties are distinguished with a high degree of reliability (.92 and .93, respectively). 
These are all positive findings. However, the moderate (.72) reliability in distinguishing among degrees of rater leniency/severity is a potential issue, in 
that interchangeable raters should be indistinguishable with a reliability close to zero. If rater bias is not an issue and the “fair averages” are used for 
students so that consistent rater differences are accounted for, then the rater differences are not a problem. 
 
+---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------+ 
|Measr|+Students                |-Questions                                      |-Raters              |-Dimensions                             |CRITTHINK| 
|-----+-------------------------+------------------------------------------------+---------------------+----------------------------------------+---------| 
| Rel |       rel = .77         |                 rel = .92                      |      rel = .72      |              rel = .93                 |         | 
+---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------+ 
|   2 +    Higher Ability       +               More Difficult                   +     More Severe     +           More Challenging
|     |                         |                                                |                     |                                        |4capstone| 

             +   (4)   | 

|     |                         |                                                |                     |                                        |         | 
|     |                         |                                                |                     |                                        |         | 
|     |                         |                                                |                     |                                        |         | 
|     |                         |                                                |                     |                                        |         | 
|     |                         |                                                |                     |                                        |         | 
|     |                         |                                                |                     |                                        |    3    | 
|     | S11                     |                                                |                     |                                        |3mileston| 
|     | S26                     |                                                |                     |                                        |         | 
|   1 +                         +                                                +                     +                                        +         | 
|     | S25                     |                                                |                     |                                        |         | 
|     |                         |                                                |                     |                                        |         | 
|     |                         |                                                |                     |                                        |         | 
|     | S30                     |                                                |                     | 6.4(FormPosition)                      |         | 
|     | S18  S5                 |                                                | GREG   JJ     KIM   |                                        |   ---   | 
|     | S17                     |                                                |                     |                                        |         | 
|     |                         | ExampleCritThinkApprch  JrnlArticleAdressContr |                     |                                        |         | 
|     | S15  S21  S24  S9       |                                                | JEFF                | 6.5(LogicalConcl)                      |         | 
|     | S22  S28  S6            |                                                | KELLY               |                                        |         | 
*   0 * S10                     *                                                *                     * 6.1(ProbDesc)                          *         * 
|     | S1   S19  S23  S27  S7  | WhichEssayStrongerCase                         |                     |                                        |    2    | 
|     | S20                     |                                                |                     |                                        |2mileston| 
|     |                         |                                                |                     |                                        |         | 
|     | S12  S13  S2            | DesignOwnHypothStudy                           |                     | 6.2(AnalyzeInfo)    6.3(AnalyzeAssump) |         | 
|     | S14  S8                 |                                                |                     |                                        |         | 
|     | S16                     |                                                |                     |                                        |         | 
|     |                         |                                                |                     |                                        |   ---   | 
|     |                         |                                                |                     |                                        |         | 
|     | S29  S3                 |                                                |                     |                                        |         | 
|  -1 +                         +                                                +                     +                                        +         | 
|     | S4                      |                                                |                     |                                        |         | 
|     |                         |                                                |                     |                                        |         | 
|     |                         |                                                |                     |                                        |    1    | 
|     |                         |                                                |                     |                                        |1benchmar| 
|     |                         |                                                |                     |                                        |         | 
|     |                         |                                                |                     |                                        |         | 
|     |                         |                                                |                     |                                        |         | 
|     |                         |                                                |                     |                                        |         | 
|     |                         |                                                |                     |                                        |   (0)   | 
|  -2 +     Lower Ability       +               Less Difficult                   +     More Lenient    +           Less Challenging
|-----+-------------------------+------------------------------------------------+---------------------+----------------------------------------+---------| 

             +0offtopic| 

|Measr|+Students                |-Questions                                      |-Raters              |-Dimensions                             |CRITTHINK| 
+---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------+ 
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Student Differences: 
Student papers in this set are separated with a moderate degree of reliability (.77). The table below shows various statistics related to each student’s 
score. The observed average is the mean of raters’ ratings, while the fair average is adjusted for rater effects. 
 
+-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------+ 
|  Total   Total   Obsvd  Fair(M)|        Model | Infit      Outfit    |Estim.| Correlation |                     | 
|  Score   Count  Average Average|Measure  S.E. | MnSq ZStd  MnSq ZStd |Discrm| PtMea PtExp | Nu Students         | 
|--------------------------------+--------------+----------------------+------+-------------+---------------------| 
|    30      16      1.88   1.74 |   -.05   .28 |  .53 -1.5   .53 -1.6 | 1.60 |   .61   .29 |  1 S1               | 
|    25      16      1.56   1.42 |   -.43   .27 |  .88  -.2   .88  -.2 | 1.37 |   .16   .29 |  2 S2               | 
|    19      16      1.19   1.04 |   -.88   .28 |  .93  -.1   .93  -.1 | 1.28 |   .46   .28 |  3 S3               | 
|    37      40       .93    .85 |  -1.14   .19 |  .80 -1.0   .77 -1.2 | 1.24 |   .37   .25 |  4 S4               | 
|    90      40      2.25   2.19 |    .50   .18 | 1.07   .3  1.08   .4 |  .93 |   .16   .25 |  5 S5               | 
|    76      40      1.90   1.83 |    .06   .17 |  .77 -1.1   .77 -1.1 | 1.18 |   .30   .26 |  6 S6               | 
|    70      40      1.75   1.68 |   -.13   .17 | 1.21  1.0  1.22  1.0 |  .72 |   .18   .26 |  7 S7               | 
|    37      24      1.54   1.38 |   -.48   .22 |  .96   .0   .95  -.1 | 1.17 |   .00   .26 |  8 S8               | 
|    32      16      2.00   1.92 |    .17   .28 |  .82  -.4   .82  -.4 | 1.23 |   .38   .24 |  9 S9               | 
|    30      16      1.88   1.80 |    .02   .28 |  .49 -1.8   .49 -1.7 | 1.53 |   .45   .25 | 10 S10              | 
|    44      16      2.75   2.69 |   1.19   .31 | 1.60  1.5  1.58  1.5 |  .26 |   .09   .22 | 11 S11              | 
|    25      16      1.56   1.48 |   -.36   .27 | 1.09   .3  1.09   .3 | 1.07 |   .53   .25 | 12 S12              | 
|    25      16      1.56   1.48 |   -.36   .27 |  .69 -1.0   .70 -1.0 | 1.36 |  -.13   .25 | 13 S13              | 
|    34      24      1.42   1.38 |   -.48   .22 | 1.21   .8  1.20   .8 |  .82 |   .57   .24 | 14 S14              | 
|    30      16      1.88   1.92 |    .16   .28 | 1.14   .5  1.14   .5 |  .92 |   .22   .21 | 15 S15              | 
|    20      16      1.25   1.29 |   -.58   .27 |  .79  -.6   .80  -.6 | 1.25 |   .22   .21 | 16 S16              | 
|    33      16      2.06   2.10 |    .40   .28 |  .89  -.2   .88  -.2 | 1.05 |   .04   .21 | 17 S17              | 
|    34      16      2.13   2.17 |    .47   .28 | 1.56  1.4  1.56  1.4 |  .46 |   .39   .21 | 18 S18              | 
|    27      16      1.69   1.73 |   -.06   .27 |  .89  -.2   .89  -.2 |  .99 |   .37   .21 | 19 S19              | 
|    38      24      1.58   1.63 |   -.18   .22 | 1.84  2.7  1.85  2.7 | -.26 |   .28   .21 | 20 S20              | 
|    30      16      1.88   1.92 |    .17   .28 |  .37 -2.3   .38 -2.3 | 1.71 |   .39   .21 | 21 S21              | 
|    29      16      1.81   1.86 |    .09   .27 |  .46 -1.9   .45 -2.0 | 1.59 |   .24   .21 | 22 S22              | 
|    26      16      1.63   1.67 |   -.13   .27 | 1.77  2.1  1.76  2.0 |  .01 |  -.24   .21 | 23 S23              | 
|    31      16      1.94   1.98 |    .25   .28 |  .65 -1.0   .65 -1.0 | 1.47 |   .23   .21 | 24 S24              | 
|    39      16      2.44   2.48 |    .89   .29 | 1.16   .5  1.14   .5 |  .79 |  -.25   .20 | 25 S25              | 
|    64      24      2.67   2.64 |   1.12   .25 | 1.33  1.1  1.30  1.0 |  .59 |   .44   .27 | 26 S26              | 
|    30      16      1.88   1.74 |   -.05   .28 |  .89  -.2   .89  -.2 | 1.16 |  -.13   .29 | 27 S27              | 
|    32      16      2.00   1.87 |    .10   .28 | 1.09   .3  1.12   .4 |  .87 |   .39   .28 | 28 S28              | 
|    19      16      1.19   1.04 |   -.88   .28 | 1.06   .3  1.09   .3 | 1.07 |  -.05   .28 | 29 S29              | 
|    38      16      2.38   2.25 |    .59   .29 |  .64 -1.0   .65 -1.0 | 1.36 |   .19   .27 | 30 S30              | 
|--------------------------------+--------------+----------------------+------+-------------+---------------------| 
|    36.5    20.3    1.82   1.77 |    .00   .26 |  .99  -.1   .99  -.1 |      |   .23       | Mean (Count: 30)    | 
|    16.5     8.2     .42    .44 |    .54   .04 |  .36  1.2   .36  1.2 |      |   .23       | S.D. (Population)   | 
|    16.8     8.3     .42    .44 |    .55   .04 |  .37  1.2   .37  1.2 |      |   .23       | S.D. (Sample)       | 
+-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------+ 
Model, Sample: RMSE .26  Adj (True) S.D. .48  Separation 1.85  Strata 2.80  Reliability .77 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
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Rater Effects: 
While interchangeable raters would yield separation reliability near zero, raters in this set are separated with a moderate degree of reliability (.72). As 
seen in the table below, fair averages for JJ, Greg, and Kim were relatively lower (they were more severe) at approximately 1.7 while the fair averages for 
Jeff and Kelly were relatively higher (they were more lenient) at approximately 1.9-2.0. These fair averages are the mean ratings for each rater after 
adjustment for differences in the abilities of the students whose papers they evaluated. If differences in rater means are consistent (akin to main effects in 
ANOVA) then the model adequately adjusts for them when computing fair averages. However, if rater bias is found (rater interactions with other 
measurement facets) then the model may not adequately adjust for these differences. 
 
+--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------+ 
|  Total   Total   Obsvd  Fair(M)|        Model | Infit      Outfit    |Estim.| Correlation | Exact Agree. |                     | 
|  Score   Count  Average Average|Measure  S.E. | MnSq ZStd  MnSq ZStd |Discrm| PtMea PtExp | Obs %  Exp % | N Judges            | 
|--------------------------------+--------------+----------------------+------+-------------+--------------+---------------------| 
|   161      88      1.83   1.65 |    .55   .12 | 1.17  1.2  1.17  1.1 |  .73 |   .48   .48 |  46.7   31.8 | 5 JJ                | 
|   146      88      1.66   1.66 |    .53   .12 | 1.16  1.1  1.15  1.0 |  .72 |   .50   .43 |  45.5   31.5 | 4 GREG              | 
|   417     240      1.74   1.67 |    .52   .07 |  .79 -2.6   .80 -2.5 | 1.31 |   .43   .47 |  40.1   31.3 | 2 KIM               | 
|   166      88      1.89   1.90 |    .24   .12 |  .96  -.2   .97  -.1 | 1.03 |   .52   .48 |  47.5   31.3 | 1 JEFF              | 
|   204     104      1.96   2.02 |    .10   .11 | 1.23  1.6  1.22  1.6 |  .78 |   .48   .50 |  46.7   31.0 | 3 KELLY             | 
|--------------------------------+--------------+----------------------+------+-------------+--------------+---------------------| 
|   218.8   121.6    1.81   1.78 |    .39   .11 | 1.06   .2  1.06   .2 |      |   .48       |              | Mean (Count: 5)     | 
|   100.9    59.5     .11    .15 |    .18   .02 |  .16  1.6   .16  1.5 |      |   .03       |              | S.D. (Population)   | 
|   112.8    66.5     .12    .17 |    .21   .02 |  .18  1.8   .17  1.7 |      |   .03       |              | S.D. (Sample)       | 
+--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------+ 
Model, Sample: RMSE .11  Adj (True) S.D. .17  Separation 1.59  Strata 2.46  Reliability (not inter-rater) .72 
Model, Fixed (all same) chi-square:  14.7  d.f.: 4  significance (probability): .01 
Inter-Rater agreement opportunities: 590  Exact agreements: 263 =  44.6%  Expected:  184.9 =  31.3% 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 

Measurement bias: 
Measurement bias (including rater bias) was explored by estimating the percentage of variance in scores that is attributed to interactions among facets of 
the rating system. Initially, an omnibus test of all interactions was estimated. As shown below, 77% of the raw score variance is residual variance, after 
the “main effect only” model has been accounted for. When all interactions are specified, the residual variance is reduced to only 2%. This suggests that 
interactions among facets of the measurement system are explaining a substantial amount of the variance among student scores. 
 
--------------------------------------------------------- 

Count of measurable responses           = 608 
Omnibus Bias/Interaction Test: 

Raw-score variance of observations      =   1.04 100.00% 
Variance explained by Rasch measures    =   0.24  22.92% 
Variance of residuals                   =   0.80  77.08% 
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Variance explained by bias/interactions =   0.77  74.75% 
Variance remaining in residuals         =   0.02   2.33% 
--------------------------------------------------------- 
 
 

But only some of these interactions are potentially problematic---namely, those that involve raters. Further exploration of residuals revealed that the 
following percentages of residual variance are explained by each two-way interaction: 
 
 
--------------------------------------------------------- 

Raters X Questions: 4% 
Interactions involving raters: 

Raters X Students: 9% 
Raters X Dimensions: 5% 
 

Students X Questions: 31% 
Interactions involving non-rater measurement facets: 

Students X Dimensions: 35% 
Questions X Dimensions: 5% 
--------------------------------------------------------- 
 
Because interactions involving raters are among the smaller sources of residual variance, rater bias is not the major contributor to the overall finding of 
interactions among measurement elements. For the most part, the variance explained by interactions comes from different students finding different 
questions more/less difficult, and different students performing better/worse across different critical thinking dimensions. These are perfectly legitimate 
sources of variance, simply suggesting that different students have different performance profiles. In addition, since all students answered all questions 
and were evaluated along all dimensions, these sources of residual variance are not “biasing” the measurement system. If some students answered easier 
questions while others answered harder questions, this would be an example of a situation that could produce bias. As it stands, each student’s score in 
the “main effect” model is averaged across the same questions and dimensions, so this is not a problem. 
 
Since all students are not evaluated by the same set of raters, the potential for influential rater bias is present; however, from the finding of relatively 
small rater interactions we can conclude that there is little rater bias. The differences in rater leniency/severity are therefore fairly consistent across 
questions, dimensions, and students, and therefore the fair averages reported for student papers can be assumed to adequately account for these 
consistent differences in rater leniency/severity. 

 


