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Standard Eight: Educational Effectiveness 

The	institution	demonstrates	its	effectiveness	by	ensuring	satisfactory	levels	of	student	achievement	on	
mission-appropriate	 student	 outcomes.	 Based	 on	 verifiable	 information,	 the	 institution	 understands	
what	its	students	have	gained	as	a	result	of	their	education	and	has	useful	evidence	about	the	success	of	
its	recent	graduates.	This	information	is	used	for	planning	and	improvement,	resource	allocation,	and	to	
inform	 the	 public	 about	 the	 institution.	 Student	 achievement	 is	 at	 a	 level	 appropriate	 for	 the	 degree	
awarded. 

The University of Massachusetts Amherst prioritizes the assessment of educational effectiveness across 
the varied components of the educational experience. The campus’s Strategic Plan emphasizes the 
centrality of evidence in informing decision making and substantial institutional attention has been placed 
in collecting and disseminating a wide range of evidence that academic departments and other units 
(curricular, co-curricular, and other functions), individual instructors, upper-level administrators, and 
external audiences can draw from to understand their own and broader institutional performance and 
identify areas of strength and areas for improvement.  Measures of student success and achievement are 
aligned with the University’s mission and are applied to all students at every level, both on campus and 
online.  

The Chancellor’s Office, Academic Affairs, and Student Affairs each have an administrative unit -- the 
Office of Institutional Research (OIR) in the Chancellor’s Office, the Office of Academic Planning and 
Assessment (OAPA) in Academic Affairs, and the Student Affairs Assessment Office (in Student Affairs) 
-- charged  to collect, analyze, and broadly disseminate evidence to relevant constituencies and inform 
educational effectiveness and institutional decision-making activities across the University. These offices 
each have unique foci and emphasize different forms of evidence (from the institution-wide database 
focus of OIR, to the mission-specific survey, qualitative evidence, and program review assessment of 
Student Affairs and OAPA, and direct student learning outcomes assessment managed through OAPA). 
However, these offices work closely with each other to coordinate data and analysis resources, 
disseminate findings, and respond to administrative, instructional, and student support assessment and 
evaluation priorities.  

Among the consistent consumers of evidence are the Senior Vice Provost for Undergraduate Education, 
the Vice Chancellor for Student Affairs and Campus Life, and instructional development and student 
support units like the Office of Student Success, Learning Resource Center, the Dean of Students Office, 
and the Institute for Teaching Effectiveness Faculty Development (TEFD). These offices are also 
important collaborators in these assessment and evaluation efforts and use results to inform their 
programming, identify new initiatives, and make improvements to current practices. Recent examples of 
these collaborations include: the cross unit focus on the retention of sophomores and juniors (Retention 
Working Group) which included a Student Affairs-sponsored survey of second- and third-year students, 
in-depth analysis of retention and progress conducted by OIR, and a multivariate analysis of student 
persistence outcomes incorporating survey data managed by OAPA and OIR institutional student 
database information .  These collaborations also include a focus on improving our understanding of 
graduates’ employment preparation and placement through the creation of the Working Group on Careers. 
Collaborations like these and related studies of students experiences at the University have led to 
restructuring and improvement of advising, clarified objectives for first year orientation and seminars, 
increased focus on the needs of specific student populations (like First Generation students), and renewed 
attention to collecting better information about alumni. 

Tenure Track faculty and lecturers participate in assessment activities through their department-based 
Educational Effectiveness Plan (EEP)/Unit Planning process, departmental Academic Quality Assessment 
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and Development (AQAD) Program Review, and as submitters of student work and/or scoring of student 
work as a part of our University-wide direct assessment initiatives. Faculty, staff, and in many instances 
undergraduate and graduate students together review and act upon assessment results through Faculty 
Senate Council participation, Working Groups on campus priorities like General Education revisions, and 
unit and innovative instruction planning.  

Administrative and Academic units’ use of evidence informs budget and planning decisions, through the 
Unit Planning process, AQAD and AdQAD process, and the annual budget and planning exercises with 
the Deans. The recently launched Educational Effectiveness Plan (EEP) process provides continuity and 
ongoing feedback mechanisms to regularize and improve departments’ collection, interpretation, and use 
of evidence to inform student learning and development.   

As suggested by this overview, there is broad participation in evidence-informed decision making and the 
University collects, analyzes, and uses evidence to determine institutional practices at multiple levels. In 
the following sections we highlight specific components of our assessment and evaluation approaches and 
activities as related to educational effectiveness.  

The University-Wide Focus on Student Learning and Success, and Campus Climate 
 
As described in Standard Four, the University adopted a set of essential qualities of a UMass Amherst 
education (see Standard Four for full discussion of the Community, Agency, Responsibility, and 
Proficiency Values statement). These essential qualities are introduced during New Student Orientation, 
and reinforced in School/College advising sessions. The campus also drew from these to articulate a set of 
learning objectives that the University intends for students to practice and develop in a variety of ways 
throughout their time at UMass Amherst. The relationship between the campus’s essential values and 
these campus-wide learning objectives is available here [INSERT TABLE --PENDING]. With a 
university of over fifty departments and nearly one hundred undergraduate majors, the idea of 
determining a small number of objectives that widely apply without being overly vague was daunting but 
necessary in fulfilling the stated goal of making UMass Amherst a destination of choice for undergraduate 
students. These campus-wide learning objectives are also addressed in students’ academic major 
experiences, as demonstrated in a mapping of department learning objectives with these campus 
objectives. [INSERT ANALYSIS OF DEPARTMENT EEP LEARNING OBJECTIVE REPORTING-- 
PENDING] And are further reinforced and practiced in students’ co-curricular activities and many 
campus jobs. Now that these campus-wide essential qualities and learning objectives have been developed 
and introduced, the challenge is to establish a comprehensive plan for communicating these to all 
members of the University community and fostering their infiltration throughout students’ curricular and 
co-curricular experiences.  
 
The strategic plan also identifies a number of student experience objectives—active learning, high impact 
practices, career guidance and support, effective advising—that align with the campus essential qualities 
and learning objectives. These priorities guide course and institutional innovations and department and 
unit planning priorities. Specifically, academic Unit Planning has incorporated departmental review of the 
evidence available on students’ participation in these experiences, and the quality of the offerings. 
Departmental projections focused in part on their plans for enhancing the opportunities their students are 
offered [INSERT SUMMARY OF DEPARTMENT ACTIONS TIED TO EVIDENCE, FROM EEP 
REPORTING – PENDING].  The campus also makes it a priority to conduct formative evaluation of 
many of these experiential innovations in the early stages to guide the design and broader implementation 
of these efforts. For example, OAPA partnered with TEFD and instructors to assess the early 
implementation of Team-Based Learning on campus [INSERT RESEARCH REPORT – PENDING] and 
campus Integrative Learning efforts [INSERT IE ASSESSMENT REPORTS]. These efforts informed 
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individual instructors’ approaches to the innovations as well as identified improvements to both TBL and 
IE support. The Associate Deans, Student Affairs Assessment, and OAPA worked together on a series of 
advising and first-year seminar assessments in the early stages of development [INSERT FYS REPORTS, 
ADVISING REPORTS]. These studies helped to clarify the goals for the new First Year Seminars and 
provided guidance to the School and College Associate Deans with responsibility for undergraduate 
education on the advising challenges they should address.  
 
Attention is also paid to the overall quality of the UMass Amherst climate for all members of the 
community. The results of the extensive Campus Climate survey (of all undergraduate and graduate 
students, faculty, and staff) [LINK] have been shared campus-wide and area-specific results shared with 
relevant Vice Chancellors and Deans. The results have helped campus leadership identify areas of 
strength and areas for improvement, and a number of organizational and other changes are result of this 
assessment. Results are also integrated into program planning requirements where both academic and 
non-academic units are being asked to identify action steps and priorities based on results. Diversity-
related actions are identified and progress on the strategic plan tracked on the Diversity Matters website 
https://www.umass.edu/diversity/data-policies/diversity-strategic-plan/our-progress.  
 
General Education 
 
The General Education program at UMass Amherst was established, in part, to create a structure that 
allows students to understand the value of the campus’s broad curricular options and to articulate the 
knowledge and skills that students are expected to learn—and faculty are expected to impart—in UMass 
Amherst’s General Education curriculum. Periodically, the General Education program’s learning 
objectives have been reviewed and revised to account for developments in content and pedagogy. During 
a thorough review taking place over the 2007-2008 and 2008-2009 academic years, the administration 
and the Faculty Senate Rules Committee created a General Education Task Force to “re-energize and 
improve this important component of undergraduate education.” The task force’s membership included 
faculty, students, and members of the administration. The task force developed a new, clearly articulated 
Statement of Purpose for the General Education program and organized those purposes within four 
learning objective categories: content, critical thinking, communication, and connections. These 
objectives are prominently displayed on the General Education website. Additionally, the General 
Education program has developed objectives specific to the designation that the course fulfills (e.g., 
Social World, Basic Mathematics and Analytic Reasoning, etc.). Writing courses, the Integrative 
Experience, and the newly-revised General Education Diversity requirement additionally have specific 
learning objectives.  
 
The question of whether Gen Ed courses and the program as a whole addressed these objectives guides 
the Faculty Senate General Education Council’s (GEC) course approval and five-year (quinquennial) 
review process. General Education courses are subject to full course approval procedures (described in 
Standard Three). In addition, the General Education Council requires instructors or departments 
proposing new courses to indicate the learning objectives that the course will address and provide 
evidence on how it will do so. The quinquennial review requires instructors to describe how the course 
meets the overall learning objectives as well as those specific to the designation and requires instructors to 
supply all syllabi for the course as it has been taught in the previous year, stating: “It is important that 
course syllabi clearly communicate to students the ways in which the course fulfills overall Gen Ed 
learning objectives…and designation-specific objectives.” OAPA mapping of the General Education 
learning objectives emphasized in each Gen Ed course indicate that these courses address the learning 
objectives expected for the relevant Gen Ed designation. [INSERT RESULTS FROM MAPPING 
ANALYSIS]. The results support our expectation that students completing the General Education 
requirements will have had multiple opportunities to practice these objectives, although areas for further 
attention exist. For example, a lower proportion of courses address working effectively and 
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collaboratively in groups, communicating effectively orally, developing information literacy and 
developing technological literacy. Not surprisingly, these are the objectives that are not specifically tied to 
any of the designations and, therefore, would not be required of Gen Ed courses in any specific area.  
 
In spring 2015, as a part of Academic Affairs unit planning tied to the Strategic Plan, the Gen Ed Council 
conducted a review of Gen Ed which incorporated analysis and discussion of evidence from the range of 
Gen Ed assessment conducted during and after the Task Force. [INSERT LINK TO GEN ED UNIT 
PLAN SPRING 2015]. [INSERT BRIEF DISCUSSION OF PLAN RECOMMENDATIONS BASED 
ON REVIEW OF FINDINGS.] 
 
Following from the earlier Task Force and after the Unit Planning discussions, the GEC adopted 
substantial changes to the General Education program: the Integrative Experience (IE) upper-division 
requirement and revisions to the current US and Global diversity requirements. When these changes occur, 
the GEC invests in focused instructional development and assessment activities to ensure effective 
alignment of course offerings and instructional approaches to the requirement’s objectives. For example, 
following the implementation of the Integrative Experience requirement, the Office of Academic 
Planning and Assessment administered surveys of Integrative Experience students and instructors to 
assess the effectiveness, in terms of curriculum, pedagogy, and advising, of the new requirement. The 
office also conducted focus groups and one-on-one interviews with students about their IE experiences, 
and interviews with IE instructors about their experiences designing courses and teaching to the IE 
objectives. In addition, a direct assessment of students’ IE course work was conducted to explore students’ 
reflective and integrative thinking in IE. The results of these studies led to a number of actions, including 
a clarification of language in the Integrative Experience criteria and the administering of workshops on 
assignment and course structure design intended to help instructors develop their courses. The focus on 
the integration of learning across the UMass Amherst experience has also inspired the development of the 
freshmen seminars and student success initiatives in specific colleges, such as the College of Social and 
Behavioral Sciences Pathways to Success. Additionally, the experience mapping tools developed for 
Integrative Experience assessment have been adopted by a number of instructors to facilitate integrative 
thinking. [INSERT IE RESEARCH REPORTS, SUMMARY OF IE SURVEY RESULTS.]  
 
The changes to the diversity requirements are much more recent (fall 2017) but GEC has already 
sponsored workshops to help instructors adapt their courses and syllabi to meet the new learning 
objectives associated with the requirement. GEC is also working with OAPA to implement formative 
assessment tied to the introduction of some of these new courses in fall 2018.  
 
The Major 
 
Every department has posted learning objectives for their undergraduate majors and use a variety of 
methods to communicate and reinforce these objectives to their students throughout their careers (see 
specifics in the E-Series Forms). These objectives were developed in coordination with the Office of 
Academic Planning and Assessment in 2009, reviewed periodically as a part of AQAD program review 
and unit planning, and were most recently updated in the spring of 2018 as a part of the newly launched 
Educational Effectiveness Plan (EEP) [INSERT LINK TO EEP WEBSITE]. Additionally, each 
department recently developed learning objectives for graduate programs. As described earlier, analysis 
of these objectives in relationship to the campus-wide objectives show substantial reinforcement of 
campus-wide objectives.  
 
The EEP approach comes directly out of the Strategic Plan’s imperative to enhance evidence-based 
decision making and develop an increasingly systematic student learning assessment program. It draws 
from departmental feedback and other lessons learned from earlier efforts to systematically incorporate 
the use of evidence into program planning, improvement, and decision making. In this way, EEP itself 
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reflects our campus’s ongoing efforts to improve practice, informed by evidence. The departmental 
feedback indicated that earlier Unit Planning processes felt repetitive (with multiple requests through 
slightly different processes asking the same kinds of questions about use of evidence and intended 
changes), departments had little feedback on their responses making it hard to know if they were 
adequately meeting expectations, and, while centralized data was provided for departments to use, 
centralized support and guidance on how to use this evidence was limited. (See Standard Two for 
additional information about this process and the centralized data made available to departments.) 
 
The EEP process addresses these earlier challenges by designating one undergraduate education 
effectiveness reporting and inquiry process where departments develop and report their learning and 
experiential objectives for students, their student assessment approaches, and their results. They are asked 
to draw from this ongoing inquiry for all reporting requirements (budget planning, strategic unit planning, 
AQAD program review, and disciplinary accreditation).  
 
In addition to streamlining and coordinating departments’ assessment efforts, the EEP focuses on 
departmental inquiry into the quality of their students’ learning and experiences, providing them with the 
impetus to address those questions that are primary in departmental faculty members’ minds. While 
currently available evidence (some provided centrally by OAPA and OIR) may help inform these 
questions, departments are also asked to consider what other forms of evidence would be most useful to 
them in answering their lines of inquiry. OAPA works with departments to develop assessment 
approaches that will be most useful to them in offering insights.  
 
With the EEP, Academic Affairs moves from an episodic and unconnected student learning assessment 
reporting process to an ongoing, department driven inquiry process that offers ongoing feedback to 
departments about their efforts and coordination across the Provost’s Office, the Office of Academic 
Planning and Assessment, the departments, and their School or College Dean.  It also focuses on 
departmental inquiry – where faculty themselves identify the questions and assessment approaches of 
greatest value to them. [INSERT SUMMARY OF EEP RESULTS – PENDING SUBMISSION FROM 
DEPARTMENTS.]  
 
Co-Curricular Assessment  
 
In Spring 2012, a full-time Director of Assessment was hired to coordinate emerging assessment efforts 
in Student Affairs and Campus Life (SACL).  Student Affairs and Campus Life Assessment develops, 
leads and delivers ongoing assessment in support of university, SACL, and departmental goals, activities 
and success.  SACL focuses considerable attention on investigating, understanding the needs of the 
student population, and using that knowledge to inform initiatives and programs, and improve policies 
and practices. Large-scale assessment activities have focused largely on three areas: assessment of student 
stages and support during their transition to campus; assessment of student experiences and the quality of 
student life; and program assessment.   
 
In spring 2012, SACL reactivated its focus on assessing the quality of student life on campus, for both 
undergraduate and graduate students.  Annual Spring Surveys assess issues identified as timely concerns 
and specific data needs within Student Affairs and Campus Life.  Since 2012, Spring Surveys have 
focused on a wide range of student life topics including student engagement in co-curricular and high 
impact practices, specific campus climate foci and issues related to Title IX, economic resiliency, student 
commitment and connection to the University, and the quality of residential life experiences. Large-scale 
initiatives have been informed by these studies including the adoption of the “UMatter@UMass” that 
promoted active bystander practices and support and safety networks for students, introduction of a 
program to assist students facing financial emergencies (e.g., Student Care Supply Closets), and policies 
and practices associated with Title IX accountability.  
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With increasing frequency, Student Affairs Assessment and Academic Affairs Assessment join forces to 
explore common questions surrounding the quality of student experiences and student success. These 
have included a longitudinal study of students’ use of peer advising in the residence halls, the results of 
which informed academic advising programs and revisions to peer-to-peer advising in the residence halls 
and collaboration on a survey of students' co-curricular and curricular experiences in the first six weeks of 
life on campus.  
 
SACL units deliver and assess a wide range of co-curricular programs linking to both campus-wide and 
department-specific learning objectives. Co-curricular learning is delivered in various manners, including 
digital courses, in-person training activities, and ongoing supervision and advising.  Systematic learning 
activities are concentrated most heavily in four categories of co-curricular learning and outcomes:  

• Compliance-related education and other training programs targeted to large populations of 
students (e.g., all entering students, all residential students, all students living off-campus) and 
focusing particularly on key transition points of entering the university, living in a campus 
residence hall, and moving to an off-campus residence; 

• Employee training programs designed and required for SACL student staff, who range in 
responsibility and scope from Resident Assistants and peer advisors to office/administrative 
support and residence hall security staff;  

• Leadership training programs (mandatory and voluntary) and preparation support for students 
holding leadership roles in co-curricular organizations and other groups; and  

• Learning outcomes linked to support programs for rising-risk or high-risk students, such as 
mandatory programs associated with conduct sanctions, and voluntary opportunities to engage in 
individual therapy, support groups.  
 

Systematic assessment of these learning outcomes varies, in ways appropriate to the program, such as: 
completion activities embedded within digital courses and online training modules; direct observation of 
successful demonstration of knowledge/skills; successful completion of sanction requirements and 
student conduct recidivism rates; self-reported and observed improvements in students’ wellbeing. SACL 
units lacking strong learning outcomes assessment tend to measure co-curricular learning in 
programmatic terms.  Departments track the numbers of training/development programs they provide, 
attendance, and participant satisfaction.  Our continued efforts will focus on identifying, developing and 
implementing strong, additional direct and indirect assessments of student learning throughout SACL.  
 
Student Affairs and Campus Life began implementing a seven-year cycle of departmental program review 
in 2012, using the Council for the Advancement of Standards in Higher Education (CAS) Self-
Assessment Guides, or comparable recognized industry protocols, to guide their self-study review process. 
The program review process is a formal and meaningful assessment of how well a department achieves its 
stated mission, goals and outcomes, and identification of ways to sustain and create program excellence.  
Through a process of purposeful, reflective self-study, external peer review, and strategic action planning, 
program reviews ensure that departments continue to meet the educational and developmental needs of 
students, and the goals of the university and Student Affairs and Campus Life.  Reviews involve students, 
departmental staff members, and other campus units. Since Fall 2012, twenty SACL departments and 
programs have completed a comprehensive self-study and external review.  SACL units that undergo 
external accreditation also are invited but not required to conduct a program review (e.g., UMPD, CCPH, 
CEEC). Both accreditations and program reviews address and assure that staff responsible for providing 
student services meet their respective professional standards regarding education, training, work 
experience and ongoing development.  Each review has informed changes and/or enhancements ranging 
from relatively minor adjustments to major reorganizations and realignments of resources.   
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Student Outcomes Assessment: Progress, Retention, and Graduation 
 
The Chancellor has highlighted the four-year graduation rate of students as a key indicator of student 
success that can additionally be used to assess the impact of specific interventions. Although rates of first-
year retention and four- and six-year graduation have been rising, UMass Amherst still lags behind peer 
institutions in these indicators. Leading up to the previous comprehensive evaluation, the first-year 
retention rate (the proportion of students who continue into their second year) was 87.2 percent. That 
number rose to a high of 91.3 percent for the entering class of 2015 before declining slightly to 90.6 
percent for the entering class of 2016. In the same time span, the four-year graduation rate rose from 52 
percent (fall 2005 cohort) to 73.7 percent (fall 2013 cohort). The six-year graduation rate, the data for 
which necessarily is lagging, has risen less dramatically, from 66 percent (fall 2003 cohort) to 77.4 
percent (fall 2011 cohort). Parallel increases can be observed for underrepresented minority students: in 
the same time period, the four-year graduation rate has nearly doubled from 33% to 61%, and the six-year 
rate has increased from 56% to 67%. The gap between all students and URM students has narrowed for 
the four-year rate, and given the observed increase in retention and continuation rates of more recent 
URM cohorts, we expect the six-year graduation rate gap to decrease as well.  The rates for Pell students 
have increased in a similar pattern. 
 
In addition to tracking these rates, the campus also analyses the potential factors that influence these rates. 
These efforts include a cross-campus team exploring the factors that affect attrition in the sophomore and 
junior year, and multi-variate analyses to identify the key predictors of retention. An array of factors 
relate to persistence to graduation—demographic characteristics, academic preparation, finances, 
residency, et cetera—and can overlap in complex ways. With the robust evidence related to the quality of 
the campus climate, we are also exploring the impact of climate on student commitment to and retention 
at the University, and how this impact may vary by student identities. The wealth of data that the campus 
has gathered pertaining to student characteristics, circumstances, and university experience place UMass 
Amherst in a strong position to determine the most predictive indicators and indicator combinations and 
continue to improve retention and graduation rates going forward.  
 
Student Outcomes Assessment: Student Learning and Experiences  
Since the last full accreditation visit, UMass has continued to enhance its approach to student learning 
assessment. While we have always supported a relatively robust set of assessment tools and sources of 
evidence, we have made substantial progress in enhancing the availability and accessibility of the results 
of these tools and analyses to members of the University community for their own use (see, for example, 
evidence tables provided for Unit Planning, Climate Study results, formative assessments of advising and 
first year seminars, and assessments of instructional innovations—TBL, IE). Also noteworthy is our 
emphasis on using the evidence we have available not only for more summative (i.e., is the 
program/initiative “working”) assessment purposes but also our formative use of evidence to inform 
developmental opportunities and areas for improvement.  
 
Perhaps nowhere is this emphasis on formative as well as summative assessment more important than in 
our increasingly sophisticated student learning assessment efforts. With respect to summative indicators, 
both our indirect (NSSE) and direct (VALUE Institute) student learning assessment benchmarks suggest 
UMass students’ development and performance is similar to that of our Research University peers and is 
higher than that of students at four year institutions generally. The following graph shows UMass 
Amherst seniors' reports of the contributions their University experience has made on a range of learning 
outcomes, showing comparisons over five NSSE survey administrations (in various shades of maroon) 
and with the most recent results from seniors at other Research Universities (shown in gray). These 
results show an increase in seniors' ratings of the University contribution over time on all items and, for 
the most recent year demonstrate that our students' ratings are comparable to those of students at other 
Research Universities. 
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In addition to these NSSE self-reported learning outcomes, we have information from our participation in 
a direct assessment of rising seniors critical thinking performance, compared to that of students at other 
four year institutions. Graph One below provides a summary of overall results for each Critical Thinking 
criterion from the first two years of our participation in the national direct assessment project, the 
VALUE Institute. The results from the most recent year (2017) are on the left, starting with the UMass 
internal scoring means shown in maroon, followed by the external scoring means shown in dark blue, and 
then the national benchmark means, representing the results for all four-year colleges and universities 
who participated in 2017, shown in dark green. The final three bars show the results for 2016 (our first 
year of participation). For 2016-2017, the UMass Amherst results were substantially higher than those for 
the national four-year institution results on all criteria. 
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The University has invested in these forms of assessment for many years, providing the opportunity for 
cohort comparisons. While both these sets of evidence have methodological challenges associated with 
them that necessitate caution in drawing broad inferences about student learning and development at 
UMass Amherst, they do offer valuable benchmarks for considering how our results in these studies 
compare to those at other four-year and research Universities.  
 
At the same time, these aggregated and summative views of student performance can gloss over the many 
complexities in the measurement of student learning. Discussions with faculty, students, and 
administrators of these findings quickly open the door for more formative assessment inquiry, both in 
terms of how student learning may vary by academic program and/or experiences on campus and how to 
better help students develop the skills, knowledge, and dispositions we value as an institution. For 
example, as a part of our participation in the national direct assessment project we have instructors on our 
own campus score the same artifacts scored externally. The discussions among our campus scoring teams, 
and the discussions they then generate in their own departments, are also important contributors to our use 
of assessment results and processes.  
Faculty engagement in the systematic assessment of student artifacts, and our studies that explore how to 
help students develop their own agency and active bystandership, instructor workshops focused on how to 
teach for integration or intergroup competencies, and comparative studies of students’ experiences with 
advising are just some examples of the kinds of formative assessment questions we continue to pursue 
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even as we track the answers to the summative questions about overall performance. [INSERT IE 
RESEARCH BRIEFS, ADVISING RESULTS.] 
 
With the introduction of our EEP process, departments have made strides in pursuing the questions about 
student learning that are of essential interest to them. Since 2016, departments have been able to use 
major-based student self-reported learning evidence from the campus-wide Senior Survey to compare 
students’ views of their learning progress, by objective, across academic majors. [INSERT LINK TO 
STUDENT SELF-REPORTED LEARNING RESEARCH BRIEF, UNIT PLANNING DATA WITH 
SLOS.] AS the EEP summary shows, departments are also pursuing their own direct assessments of 
student performance around the objectives of immediate interest to them. [INSERT LINK TO PENDING 
SUMMARY OF DEPARTMENT INQUIRY].   
 
In recent years the University has focused increased attention in understanding the outcomes and long 
term satisfaction of its alumni. In both 2013 and 2017 the University surveyed recent alumni (those 
graduating between one and five years ago). While response rates have been lower than optimal, (around 
19 percent for each administration) the results have provided important insights into graduates’ careers 
and job placement, their retrospective views on the University’s contributions to their learning and 
development, and the types of skills and knowledge they use most often in their work environments.  
 

 
[INSERT GRAPH COMPARISON OF SKILLS USED AT WORK, UMASS CONTRIBUTION TO 
THOSE SKILLS]. These results document the skills, knowledge, and dispositions our graduates find 
important once they are in the workforce (and reinforce the campus-wide values and learning objectives 
the University promotes). And, when comparing the knowledge and skills our graduates use in the 
workplace with their ratings of the contributions UMass Amherst made, they also suggest areas where 
greater emphasis and attention could be placed during students' time on campus (for example, critical and 
analytical thinking, working effectively with others, oral communication).  
 
Career services also uses the results of the Senior Survey reports on student placement and feedback from 
employers to inform career support programs. These results have generated discussions both at the 
individual department level, in career support units, and across Schools and Colleges about how to 
enhance UMass Amherst’s contributions to students’ preparation for life after college. Graduates’ civic 
engagements and other societal contributions are also highlighted in the results. [INSERT LINK TO 
ALUMNI SURVEY REPORT WHEN READY.]  
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Use of Evidence to Inform Improvement  
 
Clearly the collection and analysis of evidence means little if the information does not inform decision 
making, departmental support, course design, instructional choices, the support and services we offer 
students, and the methods we advance to prompt students’ agency in taking full advantage of the 
opportunities and connections available to them at UMass Amherst. Table XX provides an overview of 
the variety of decisions and actions around educational effectiveness that have been informed, at least in 
part, by the evidence, analysis, and broad constituent consideration of results described throughout this 
standard.  
 
While we continue to identify ever more effective ways to collect, communicate, and share the 
information we collect, this table demonstrates that we have already made substantial inroads in 
empowering members of the University community to harness and use available evidence. Results 
focused on student learning and satisfaction inform instructional design, curricular decisions, and 
academic support structures in individual courses, in departments, in the General Education program, and 
in first year programming. For example, the evidence informs instructional development and student 
success workshop content and design, providing participating faculty and advisors with information on 
how to best teach and support out students. In addition, individual instructors use their course-specific 
results (from TBL and IE assessments, participation in the VALUE Initiative, participation in the ExCEL 
Peer-to-Peer supplemental instruction program, for example) and their own course-based assessment 
information to adapt course design and pedagogy. The learning objectives for the First Year seminars 
were revised based on feedback from the formative assessment of the seminars in the early years of 
implementation. Advising processes continue to evolve based on EAB analytics and student feedback. 
The Gen Ed Council draws from student and instructor feedback, and Gen Ed Course syllabi and 
proposals, to enhance course alignment with Gen Ed goals and make needed adaptations to the Gen Ed 
program itself.   
 
Student Affairs and Campus Life Program Assessment has led to improvements in unit-specific services 
and their student surveys have informed campus-wide initiatives like UMatter@UMass to support student 
agency and active bystandership. Academic Affairs’ initial Unit Planning efforts set the ground work for 
departments’ use of university-wide and department-specific evidence to inform department priorities. As 
the EEP process moves forward, academic departments are using students’ self-reported learning 
development (from the senior survey) and their own inquiry into student learning to guide department-
based pedagogical decisions.  
 
Assessment and Evaluation Methodologies 
 
The foundational values and campus-wide and general education learning objectives described earlier 
provide the framework for a range of indirect, direct, and process assessment activities. Assessment of 
these objectives occurs at the course level, through course-based learning assessment; at the program 
level, through the Educational Effectiveness Plan and SACL Program Review, where departments and 
units develop lines of inquiry to address their essential questions about the quality of student learning and 
experience; and at the institutional level, through systematic indirect assessment of learning objectives 
and experiences at key stages in the student’s time at UMass (e.g., NSSE, senior survey), direct 
assessment of critical thinking, written communication, and integrative learning, and a host of direct and 
indirect studies about students’ experiences. 
 

As Table XX illustrates, the institution collects and uses a robust set of evidence to inform its practices. 
These include both quantitative and qualitative evidence, direct and indirect assessment of student 
learning and experiences, and evidence that provides internal cross-department comparisons as well as 
evidence that provides comparisons and benchmarks with other research universities.  
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The University ensures the validity of the tools used to collect evidence of performance. We do this in a 
number of ways, including: using national tools thoroughly vetted by external researchers (e.g., ACE-
CIRP, NSSE, VALUE Rubrics, ASQ, EBI), applying best practices and in-house expertise to the 
development of local tools (both qualitative and quantitative), conducting face and content validity 
research with users, tracking response rates and response bias in both the surveys we administer and 
external surveys we contract, and conducting statistical analyses to affirm the reliability and validity of 
long-standing instruments like the student course evaluation instrument (Student Response to Instruction, 
or SRTI).  
 
Appraisal and Projection 
 
The University has made substantial progress in the collection, dissemination, and use of evidence to 
inform educational effectiveness in the period since our last accreditation visit. Building a culture of 
evidence and enhanced student learning assessment is embedded in the campus structure and processes 
through the priorities in our strategic plan. We have invested expertise and resources into a collaborative 
approach to assessment that engages faculty, staff, and upper level administrators in these efforts. While 
less frequent (and an area where we could enhance our efforts) students participate in the review of 
evidence through faculty senate councils and discussions with student government.  
 
With campus-wide essential qualities and learning objectives identified, we will now work on effective 
ways to not only communicate these objectives to all members of the campus community, but also ensure 
their use in curricular and co-curricular planning, and in our ongoing assessment foci. Early results from 
EEP and from the General Education reviews reinforce the need for academic departments and individual 
instructors to revisit how they communicate these expectations to their students, and how their curricular 
and course designs reinforce these objectives throughout students’ UMass Amherst experience.   
 
The campus will continue to develop its collection and use of evidence with an eye to improving 
departments’ and units’ direct access to institutional data and building their capacity to conduct their own 
analyses. As the EEP process proceeds, we will need to clarify the kinds of additional support 
departments need to conduct their Inquiry Plans and make adjustments to timelines and requirements as 
needed. Priorities for evidence collection and for direct assessment will be further informed by the 
academic departments’ lines of inquiry, the heart of the EEP process. We anticipate sharing creative and 
useful practices across departments and using this information to enhance and perhaps alter some of the 
centralized collection of evidence currently in place. 
 
With respect to Student Affairs Program Review and Assessment, SACL is committed to continuing 
Program Reviews and using results to inform operational, resource alignment, and planning decisions.  
One recurring theme has been identification of gaps in departments’ attention to assessing their 
contributions to student learning. Many departments have responded in their action plans. 
 
The 2018-23 campus strategic plan emphasizes the importance of using “analytics” to inform our efforts. 
Both Academic and Student Affairs have begun identifying and incorporating data analytics into our 
assessment of student experiences and participation. This will be an ongoing priority, as we focus 
attention on better understanding the myriad ways and places that we gather data, and possibilities for 
gaining deeper and more nuanced knowledge about the experiences and services that connect to and 
support student retention and learning.   As indicated in Standard 2, more generally, we must continue to 
improve and monitor the extent to which individual units and general decision making fully utilizes and 
attends to the results of our evidence. As a part of this effort we will need to build improved 
comprehension of and communication about results.  
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Since AY2016, SACL has increased attention and effort to building a cross-departmental, representative 
infrastructure for tracking, coordinating, inventorying, sharing and supporting assessment activities, 
findings, news and updates. Additional key accomplishments to date include: initial stages of 
departmental data audits; compilation of department-level student participation, satisfaction and learning 
outcomes data for university self-study. Through these efforts, we have begun building a foundation to 
better enable SACL to identify and incorporate data analytics into our assessment of student life 
experiences and participation; this will be an ongoing priority, as we focus attention on better 
understanding the myriad ways and places that we gather data, and possibilities for gaining deeper and 
more nuanced knowledge about the experiences and services that connect to and support student learning, 
retention and graduation.   
 
Following from the lessons learned from our current direct assessment efforts at the campus-wide level 
(having used CLA in the past, conducted our own in-house assessment of Integrative Learning as part of 
the IE assessment, and our current participation in the national VALUE Institute) the campus will need to 
determine the trajectory for our ongoing approach to direct assessment. Our experience in developing a 
cadre of UMass Amherst faculty with experience providing student work and scoring student work with a 
standard rubric provides us with an informed group of faculty members and administrators who can help 
determine these next steps.  
 
In SACL’s student learning assessment efforts, the SACL Assessment Boot Camp 2.0 initiated a 
programmatic focus on the student employee experience within SACL, as an opportunity for student 
learning & career growth. We plan to continue developing a systematic learning paradigm and structure 
for our roles as supervisor-educators to student employees, and building student employment as a unified 
student learning focus throughout SACL. We will also continue focusing on building direct and indirect 
assessment of student learning outcomes throughout SACL. 
 


