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Foreword 

Although a willing member of the Spellings Commission on the Future of Higher Education, I became a somewhat 
disappointed signer of its 2006 final report, A Test of Leadership: Charting the Future of US. Higher Education. In 
crafting a call for fundamental change, the commission's chairman, Charles Miller, and his staff faced the same two 
challenges every effort to reform or recast American higher eduucation confronts: the need to state clearly and 
concisely the problems to be fixed, and the need to specify, again clearly and concisely, the mechanisms or processes 
by which the necessary change is to be accommplished. On both counts, A Test of Leadership comes up short. 

Historically, those who would reform our colleges and universities have been either exhorters or lamenters-the former 
focusing largely on the challenges that lie ahead, the latter on the failures of the past. The Spellings Commission report 
more often than not settled for mild lamentation, arguing that despite their notable successes American collleges and 
universities were in need of "urgent reform." The system's faillings were forthrightly catalogued: 

• Too many secondary students were not prepared to succeed in colllege. Too many students were shopping blind, 
having been denied adequate information. At the same time they faced costs they could not afford, while confronting a 
federal system of financial aid that was both "confusing" and "spends too little on those who need help the most" (p. 
vii). 

• Once in college, too many students wasted time- "and taxpayer dollars" (p. vii)-engaged in remedial education. Too 
many stuudents who started failed to finish a degree-or took too long musstering sufficient credits to graduate. 

• Particularly disadvantaged were those students from low-income families and from racial and ethnic minorities. 

• There was a fundamental absence of transparency and hence a scarcity of "reliable information about the cost and 
quality of postsecondary institutions, along with a remarkable absence of accountability mechanisms to ensure that 
colleges succeed in eduucating students" (p. vii). 
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A Test of Leadership continued: 

As if this weren't bad enough, there are also disturbing signs that many students who do earn degrees have not actually 
mastered the reading, writing, and thinking skills we expect of college graduates. Over the past decade, literacy among 
college graduates has actually declined. Unacceptable numbers of college graduates enter the workforce without the 
skills employers say they need in an economy where, as the truism holds correctly, knowledge matters more than ever. 
(p. vii) 

In leveling this charge, the report of the Spellings Commission faced a curious conundrum. Having declared that 
neither the Ameriican public writ large nor those responsible for the management of the nation's colleges and 
universities had sufficient information to judge the quality of the product, A Test of Leadership nonetheless came 
down four square on the side of "not good enough and getting worse." No doubt understanding that to lament the 
declining quality of American higher education without confirming evidence would, at best, appear quixotic, the 
commission's chairman had talked eagerly and willingly about the need for better tests of educational outcomes, 
provoking across higher education a renewed interest in standardized testing. There were even bad jokes about the 
chairman's penchant for testing. At The University of Pennsylvania one wag suggested the commission had as its 
mandate "No College Left Behind." 

But there was real give and take as well. Midway through the commmission's deliberations Derek Bok added his voice 
to the debate that Chairman Miller had provoked. Writing in The "Washington Post Bok began by noting that greater 
accountability on the part of higher eduucation was long overdue, partly at least because of a growing body of research 
that indicated American college students weren't really learnningwhat they needed to learn. Spending four years in 
college resulted in only a marginal improvement in one's critical thinking. "Tests of writting and ofliteracy in 
mathematics, statistics and computer technology suggest that many undergraduates improve these skills only slightly, 
while some actually regress" (Bok, 2006b, p. BO?). Bok and others were taking Miller and his commission seriously. 
They were joining Miller in 
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Foreword xv 

proclaiming that business as usual was no longer acceptable. They were lending their prestige to the search for a better 
understanding of learnning outcomes, and, in the process, were bestowing on Miller's quest a legitimacy it could not 
have otherwise claimed. 

Ironically, this linkage with Bok only highlighted the other probblem Miller faced in crafting A Test of Leadership: the 
need to specify a real strategy for getting large numbers of higher education institutions to do things differently. In his 
op-ed in the Post as in his book Our Underachieving Colleges (2006a), Bok had warned: 

Useful reforms can come only from within the universities. Academic leaders will have to work with their faculties to 
develop methods of assessing student learning that are appropriate to their institutions. They will need to provide funds 
to experiment and evaluate new teaching methods. They can offer more extensive training of graduate teaching 
assistants and young faculty members. Above all, they should try to emulate other well-run organizations by initiating 
a sustained process of improvement in which they continuously evaluate their educational programs, identify 
weaknesses and experiment with new ways to remedy their deficiencies. (p. BO?) 

Miller disagreed. In an em ail to members of the commission that called attention to Bok's op-ed in the Post, the 
commission's chairrman noted: 

While much of what is needed to improve student learning and improve assessment will have to be accepted at the 
academy, it is not likely that this will happen only if and when and how it is decided in the academy. Dr. Bok has 
made a great contribution to this issue overall, however most of the "pressure" for change has come from outside 
sources. (Email communication from Cheryl Oldham on behalf of Charles Miller, March 5, 2006) 
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Indeed, throughout the life of the commission, Miller would argue that no reform strategy would prove successful 
unless the proponents of change began by getting higher education's attention. The way to do that was to use what 
Miller called "strong language;' forcefully identifyying the enterprise's many flaws and broken parts-in short, a 
strategy of jolt and shame, roughly the educational equivalent of shock and awe. 

Which brings me at last to the volume you have before you. Acaademic Q!!.ality UIork: A Handbook fOr 
Improvement shares with the report of the Spellings Commission a belief that now is the time to sound the alarm: 
"American universities may be the envy of the world, but the world is passing us by in the areas of academic quality 
assurrance and improvement." But unlike the drafters of A Testo/Leadership, the authors of Academic Quality UIork 
know how to foster the kind of changes the Spellings Commission believed important. They have the same advantage 
over Derek Bok who, though he argues eloquently that meaningful change must begin and end with the faculty, has 
yet to foment the transformation he has called for. Professors Massy, Graaham, and Short, on the other hand, know of 
where they speak. They have been there and done that, working with two diverse, often underrfunded systems of 
public higher education. More importantly, they have taken seriously Bok's dictum that it is the faculty who are the key 
to meaningful reform. Only by making the conversation about quality a faculty conversation that focuses first on 
principles and educational purposes will change occur. Only by making quality faculty work will there be a systematic 
and documented improvement in the quality of educational processes and outcomes. What you have before you is in 
fact A Handbook for Improvement-a step-by-step process for getting and keeping faculty involved. The fundamental 
difference between this volume and the report of the Spellings Commission-and it is a diffference with a vengeance-is 
that Academic ~ality Work presents a fully tested mechanism for change. 

Robert Zemsky Professor and Chair 

The Learning Alliance for Higher Education The University of Pennsylvania 
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Preface 

The genesis for this book occurred in Missouri in February 2000 when Paula Short produced a report on academic 
program review. Paula at that time was associate vice president for academic affairs at the University of Missouri 
System, reporting to Vice President Steve Lehmkuhle. She had searched the literature, reviewed practices in diffferent 
states, and interviewed chief academic officers, deans, and departtment chairs from the university's four campuses. The 
main themes in her report were that the reviews tended to be retrospective and not focused on future planning, not 
participatory (the department chair often prepared them), done for someone else (hence with little ownerrship by 
faculty), and protective of the department rather than giving it direction and purpose for the future; and these reviews 
had little if any value added for the dean, the chief academic officer, the university system, or the state's Coordinating 
Board for Higher Education. 

Paula then invited David Dill to Columbia, Missouri, to give a talk on education quality. A professor of public policy 
at the University of North Carolina (UNC) at Chapel Hill, David is a world-renowned expert in the field. His talk 
described the alternative approaches to quallity assurance and improvement being practiced around the world. It 
included Hong Kong's Teaching and Learning ~ality Process Review (TLQPR), a variant of academic audit developed 
by Bill Massy and his colleagues on the region's University Grants Committee (UGC). David was familiar with the 
TLQPR from having served on an exterrnal panel appointed by UGC to review the process's first round. 

Paula and Steve Lehmkuhle became excited about the prospect of piloting academic audit at the University of 
Missouri. They asked David whether he would consult on such a project, but his responsiibilities at UNC precluded his 
accepting the assignment. He recommmended Bill, who had taken early retirement from Stanford University a few 
years earlier to found the Jackson Hole Higher Education Group (JHHEG, online at www.jhheg.com). Bill accepted, 
and the project began during the summer of 200 1. 

By this time, however, Paula had left Missouri to become vice channcellor for academic affairs at the Tennessee Board 
of Regents (TBR). Enter Steve Graham, who had been running the university's leaderrship development program for 
Steve Lehmkuhle and now received the 

XIX 
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assignment to manage the academic audit pilot project. Bill and Steve Graham approached each other with some 
apprehension-Bill worrried about the switch from PauIa and Steve, wondering, "Who is this dude, and will I be able to 
work with him?" All turned out well, howwever. Steve and Bill bonded during a road show across Missouri, during the 
early fall of200 1, to introduce the audit idea to the departments on each of the university's four campuses. As in so 
many good collaboraations, they found themselves reacting the same way to questions and even finishing each other's 
sentences. Steve became the university's champion of academic quality work and audit, and in a couple of years his 
expertise reached the point where he could operate independently. 

The first round of the Missouri audit project took place during 2001 and 2002. The initial task was to adapt Hong 
Kong's institutionnlevel TLQPR to the department level. Once this was accomplished, the next tasks were to bring the 
four pilot departments along on their self-studies and then to select, train, and deploy the auditors. Interesttingly, 
Missouri proceeded somewhat gingerly with respect to use of the word audit. The memo introducing the project used 
the word in the subject line but called it "a pilot review program referred to as academic audit." Discussions with 
departments and the materials developed that fall generally did not refer to "audit." 

The first-round project was judged to be successful, due in no small way to the dedication and energy of participating 
faculty. A second round was soon launched. That, too, was successful, but there was a groundswell of concern about 
excluding research and scholarship from the audit. Bill had resisted this idea because of his concern that research 
would overshadow teaching in the self-studies and site visit conversaations. Chapter 7 describes how we overcame this 
difficulty. The third round of audit at Missouri included research and scholarship and subbsequent rounds also will do 
so. The word audit has moved back into the university's vernacular as well. 

Meanwhile, Paul a was stirring the pot in Tennessee. She invited Bill to speak on education quality to the TBR during 
the fall of that year and then continued the conversation with the chancellor, her collleagues in the systems office, and 
academic officers on the campuses. Another talk by Bill, this time to the campus academic officers during 
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the fall of 2003, marked the beginning of the TBR Academic Audit Pilot Project. The program, which Paul a had 
decided to call "audit" unequivocally, involved volunteer departments and programs from 11 of the system's 19 
campuses. Paula decided to handle the hands-on work herself, and she soon became not only the champion but also the 
resident expert on quality work and audit. 

The TBR project presented two entirely new challenges. First, the program spanned the institutional range from a 
research university, to a variety of four-year colleges, to community colleges. (The programs in Missouri and Hong 
Kong had been limited to research universities and liberal arts colleges.) Sally Vaughn oOHHEG, one of Bill's 
colleagues, helped us surmount this difficulty by conducting interviews on a repreesentative sample of campuses. She 
brought back many good examples of education quality work and concluded that the audit approach could be applied 
across the spectrum of campuses without significant modiifications. Second, the sheer number of programs to be 
included raised the matter of logistics to a whole new level. TBR is the nation's sixthhlargest higher education system, 
and the pilot involved some 36 units spread across a very long state. We surmounted this difficulty by runnning our 
road shows in three locations (Memphis, Nashville, and Knoxxville), to which all participating campuses sent 
representatives, through a liberal use of conference calls, and by creating a team of Super Dudes (described in Chapter 
5) to serve as local resources in the regions. Steve Graham came from Missouri to assist with the road shows. 

The first-round program in Tennessee proved to be successful beyond expectations. The concepts of education quality 
work were embraced by all the participating units, and the audit methodology worked well in both large and small 
units on all types of campuses. Much of the credit for this goes to the many TBR faculty members and administrators, 
including but not limited to the Super Dudes, who devoted so much time and energy to mastering the ideas and 
making those ideas work in their units. Space doesn't permit us to cite each name individually. We do, however, want 
to acknowledge Harriette Bias-Insignares, Maxine Smith Fellow at the TBR central office, who compiled and edited 
Reflections on the TBR Academic Audit Pilot Projject (2005). The book contains many useful insights about quality 
work 
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and audit that have proved invaluable as the program proceeded. At this writing the program has completed its second 
round and is going into its third, for which Steve is assisting Paula on the addition of research and scholarship to the 
agenda. This latest round involves all the system's campuses and has been incorporated in the state's perforrmance 
funding program. 

Chapters 1, 2, and 3 present the motivation and conceptual basis for education quality work and academic audit. 
Chapter 4 describes how faculty members become engaged in the process. The examples come mainly from Missouri, 
but many similar ones exist in Tennessee. Chapters 5 and 6 present the nuts and bolts of an audit: how to prepare the 
self-study and how to handle the audit visit and report. Here most of the examples are from Tennessee. Chapter 7 
describes how Missouri extended quality work and audit to include research. Chapter 8 furrther extends the ideas to 
include institution- or campus-level auditssreviews that incorporate department-level audits on a sampling basis. 
Chapter 9 distills our experience into a set of policy recommendations that we believe are relevant for colleges and 
universities everywhere. 

The successful applications of audit in Missouri and Tennessee are what, literally, made this book possible. They drove 
the refineement of concepts and methods of application far beyond what Bill had described in Honoring the Trust 
(Massy, 2003c). Most important, though, they provided proof for the approach's practicality and useefulness in the 
United States and at the department level. The three of us came together on this conclusion at the Association for the 
Study of Higher Education conference in November 2005, where we gave a presentation. Out of that came this book. 

WiLliam F. Massy Jackson, WY 

Steven W Graham Columbia, MO 

Paula Myrick Short Nashville, TN 

September 2006 
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1 

Quality Matters 

The finger food had been consumed, and the deans and others attending the earlier session had returned to their 
offices. Now it was the advisory panel, the president, and the provost. The view from the window was of a vibrant and 
boundlessly optimistic Asian city, but it could have been America, Europe, Australia-any part of the world that takes 
its universities seriously. The panel's job was to advise on straategic issues, and this year the most strategic of all 
issues was the quality of undergraduate education. 

The recently retired vice chancellor of one of England's oldest and most famous universities spoke first. "They just 
don't get it;' he said of the professors he had interviewed earlier in the day. "There's no considderation of what 
undergraduate education is for. They think only of the academic discipline, not what the students need to take away 
from their studies-or, at least, the 99% who won't go on to get a PhD." "I found the same thing;' said the president of a 
major American university known for its scholarly orientation. "Faculty have no view about the outcomes of an 
undergraduate education. They never reflect on them-don't seem to care." "Everyone's caught up in research;' added the 
Australian vice chancellor emeritus. "They think their teaching is fine as long as no one complains." '~nd the research;' 
chimed in the president of an upstart eastern European university, "is too often divorced from context. Facculty talk 
about what will most easily qualify for an alpha journal, not what could be important for solving the world's 
problems." 

That such a conversation actually rook place in 2006 is important for several reasons. For the university in question, it 
led to some quick remedial action. This relatively new institution is well on its way to 
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becoming world-class in research, but it recognizes that undergraduate education is a central part of its mission-and 
that its future depends on doing, and being seen to do, an outstanding job with its underrgraduates. The president 
welcomed the feedback, not because it was something he wanted to hear, but because it confirmed his fears that the 
school the panel had visited was lagging behind the rest of the uniiversity in teaching. Stronger leadership was needed 
from the dean and the university's senior academic officers-leadership that he assured the panel would be forthcoming, 
starting with himself. 

But the conversation is noteworthy for a broader set of reasons. It reflects a growing worldwide impatience with the 
quality of education and, indeed, with university outcomes generally. And as the story reveals, the impatience comes 
from within the academy as well as from outside. It can no longer be dismissed as ranting from the uncaring or 
uninformed. It is not anti-intellectual, anti-research, or anti-academic in any way. What it does represent is a genuine 
and well-meaning effort, increasingly by insiders, to improve the university's contributions to society. 

This book is about how to bring such ideas to fruition-to reduce the theories to practice. It is about how the academy 
can reform itself from within while at the same time preserving its cherished and imporrtant freedoms. It describes 
lessons learned by the three of us while actually doing the job. We believe these lessons will be valuable in a number 
of ways: by demonstrating that change is possible, by providding a road map for how to organize the effort, by 
offering materials and templates that can be adapted to local circumstances, and by alerting change agents about the 
pitfalls and how to avoid or overcome them. This is a how-to book; it's literally a handbook for change agents. But we 
believe it is more, that it breaks new ground on what it means to be an academic in the 21st century. We invite the 
reader to share what has been an exciting journey for each of us. 

Could Quality Be Better? 

Faculty can be forgiven for asking the critics to justify their claims about shortfalls in teaching quality, let alone in 
academic quality in general. After all, higher education enjoys Strong and growing demand. 
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People want a college education, and most families are willing to pay for it. Students are not in revolt, and indeed 
course evaluations tend to be fairly good for most faculty most of the time. On the research side of the enterprise, 
many professors do get published, do go to conferences, and do achieve a certain amount of recognition. There is no 
crisis, no loud noises or smoking guns-just a slow drip, drip, drip of criticism that will not go away no matter how hard 
the academy tries to "eduucate" the nonbelievers. 

Critical Voices 

Three books describe higher education's current quality problems. Derek Bok's Our Underachieving Colleges (2006) 
takes "a candid look at how much students learn and why they should be learning more." We'll describe how his work 
relates to ours in this chapter and the next. Declining by Degrees (Hersh & Merrow, 2005; also a PBS documenntary) 
cites a range of ills, including weaknesses in curricula and stuudent engagement-"Caveat Lector: Unexamined 
Assumptions About ~ality:' the title of one of the essays in that book, could well have been a subtitle to our book. 
Brent Ruben's Pursuing Excellence in Higher Education: Eight Fundamental Challenges (2004) also resonates with our 
message. One of his challenges is that universities should become more effective learning organizations, particularly in 
regard to the development of environments that value and support student learnning. Another concerns the integration 
of assessment, planning, and improvement. Our proposals speak directly to both challenges. 

The latest expression of concern comes from the U.S. Secretary of Education's Commission on the Future of Higher 
Education (or Spellings Commission), which reported in September 2006. After an opening paragraph that lauds the 
past accomplishments of Americas colleges and universities, the commission sounds an alarm: 

Despite these achievements, however, this Commission believes U.S. higher education needs to improve in dramatic 
ways. As we enter the 21 S[ Century, it is no slight to the successes of America's colleges and universities thus far in 
our history to note the unfilled promise that remains. Our year-long examination 
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of the challenges facing higher education has brought us to the uneasy conclusion that the sector's past attainments 
have led our nation to unwarranted complacency about its future. (U.S. Department of Education, 2006, p. vi) 

Elaborating on this theme a few paragraphs later, the commission asserts that there are 

disturbing signs that many students who do earn degrees have not actually mastered the reading, writing, and thinking 
skills we expect of college graduates. Over the past decade, literacy among college graduates has actually declined. 
Unacceptable numbers of college graduates enter the workforce without the skills employers say they need in an 
economy where, as the truism holds correctly, knowledge matters more than ever .... 

Compounding all of these difficulties is a lack of clear, reliable information about the cost and quality of 
postsecondary institutions, along with a remarkable absence of accountability mechanisms to ensure that colleges 
succeed in educating students. (U.S. Department of Education, 2006, p. vii) 

While disagreeing with the commission's core recommendation about quality, we believe it was right to sound the 
alarm. American universities may be the envy of the world, but the world is passing us by in the areas of academic 
quality assurance and improvement. This book describes our proposals for remedying the situation-proposals that we 
believe will be much more effective than the ones put forward by the commission. 

Reports such as the commission's have the greatest impact among those who already believe there is a problem. 
Professors on the firing line don't see a problem, let alone perceive themselves as part of it. Many departments appear 
healthy; any malaise can easily be attributed to a lack of resources, poorly performing students, or some other exterrnal 
cause. The reaction to outside criticism, like that from the Spellings Commission, is most often to circle the wagons 
and search ever more urgently for ways to justify the academy's special circumstances and 
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privileges. There is also a growing lament that, like the late comedian Rodney Dangerfield, we get no respect. 

Which brings us to the matter of evidence. Much of the critics' evidence tends to be fragmented and anecdotal: 
"Students don't work hard enough"; "graduates don't know this or that." Such evidence isn't convincing, and efforts to 
get hard benchmarks like national tests have failed for practical and political reasons. So the skirmishes continue (and 
occasionally erupt into outright warfare), with neither side being able to mount a convincing argument for the merit of 
its position. 

The Way Forward 

We come from a different place, one that is rooted in hands-on experiience buttressed by a deep study of quality and 
what's required to produce it. Our experience is that, when departments address academic quality in a systematic way, 
they conclude fOr themselves that improvement is possiible. They develop their own evidence about what needs to be 
improved, evidence they simply cannot ignore. They experiment with change, study the results, and then use the new 
evidence to inform additional experiiments. And with such evidence they can convince others that quality is in fact 
improving. These "others" join with the department in celebratting the improvements, and a virtuous circle is 
established. We've seen this begin to happen-and indeed have been part of the process. Both the journey and the 
results are satisfying for everyone involved. 

Our Underachieving Colleges (Bok, 2006) calls for just such changes. It describes the purposes of undergraduate 
education, how schools fall short on achieving those purposes, and what should be done by way of improvement. As a 
former law professor and Harvard president, Bok cares deeply about the academy. But he also cares about evidence 
and logic, and the evidence and logic he presents are compellling. We recommend that everyone who cares about 
academic quality read his book from cover to cover. Our book is a handbook for raising the priority of academic 
quality improvement within departments and institutions-that is, for accomplishing the goals Bok sets out. 

We have yet to find a department where systematic quality im proveement efforts don't payoff. Often the 
improvements are substantial and come with expending few if any additional resources. This results in a 
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win for all concerned-for students, for faculty, for the institution, and even for the critics. Why the critics? Because by 
showing that improveement is possible without spending more, such outcomes demonstrate that the critics' concerns 
were in fact well founded. But before "we told you so" rings through the academy, let's all remind ourselves that 
although the concerns were right, the proposed interventions were wrong. To pursue its mission effectively the 
academy must reform itself from the inside, not have change imposed crudely from the outside. 

Smart academics can punch holes in any assertion by outsiders that teaching or research should be reformed in a 
particular way. What we can't do, at least if we're honest with ourselves, is to claim it's impossible to do better without 
having seriously tried to do so. It's honest to assert, as the three of us have heard often enough, that improving quality 
is too difficult or that it will take time away from other activities. But this speaks to trade-offs rather than facts. When 
one finishes haggling about priorities, the case for spending at least a little time on systematic quality improvement is 
very strong. 

We don't wish to suggest that universities are uniformly indifferent to quality improvement. There is progress in 
curricula, for exampleewitness the renewed attention to general education and greater emphaasis on science and 
mathematics at many schools. And of course research quality improves steadily as evidenced by advances in the 
sciences. Our point is that quality could be materially better if universities and departments gave it more systematic 
attention. This is especially true for undergraduate education, where attention to purposes, teaching methhods, 
assessment, and quality assurance often leaves much to be desired. It also applies to how research is approached in 
many departments. 

Bok (2006) puts it this way: 

Although the attacks on college professors seem clearly overblown, there is a subtler problem with faculty behavior. ... 
However much professors care about their teaching, nothing forces them or their academic leaders to go beyond 
normal conscientiousness in fulfilling their classroom duties. There is no compelling necessity to reexamine familiar 
forms of instruction and experiment with new pedagogic methods in an effort to help students accomplish more. (p. 
22) 
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"Good enough isn't" has become an axiom of the quality moveement. Yet Bok's characterization, which we agree is 
accurate, amounts to "good enough is." Once stated, such an attitude about education becomes indefensible. As the 
recipients oflarge societal investments and as objects of hope for so many people, universities have an obligation to be 
the best they can be. Doing so requires more than lofty rhetoric about quality. What is needed is for faculty to become 
more self-conscious about quality and more continuously involved in its improvement. 

The Importance of Mental Models 

The first step is to examine one's mental models of quality. Convenntional wisdom holds that quality is a black box-
opaque except for the "obvious" truth that spending more (e.g., raising faculty-student ratios) improves quality. 
Although more money certainly confers additional degrees of freedom, what's done with the money also is important. 
Other bits of conventional wisdom that don't stand scrutiny are that "good teachers are born, not made;' and that "good 
researchers aren't or need not be good teachers." On the research side, it's a mistake to believe that the best research is 
that which is most divorced from sociietal problems. Worthy problems addressed with the most advanced theories and 
tools can produce results that are just as exciting as "pure" research-results that include extensions to theory and 
methodollogy. The point is not that academics shouldn't be free to choose the problems on which they'll work, but that 
they should cast their net as widely as possible. 

What these problems have in common is the academy's tendency to narrow both the issues it believes can fruitfully be 
addressed and the range of stimuli that can be admitted into consideration. That such narrrowing may have in the past 
served a purpose is beside the point. No one doubts that more faculty lines can help a department improve educaation 
quality, but the quest for more money should not crowd out efforts to use what one has as effectively as possible. 
Focusing on immediate worldly problems can blind one to broader scientific and social issues, but that doesn't mean 
such problems shouldn't be a source of ideas or that the academy doesn't have a comparative advantage in solving 
them. We celebrate and protect basic research in the sciences, for example, but 
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important breakthroughs also come when scientists address problems, like AIDS and global warming, from outside 
their discipline. 

Another bad mental model is to assume one already knows everyything that's important about an issue. The purpose of 
an undergraduuate education is a case in point. Many professors, recalling their own undergraduate experiences and 
steeped in the values of their disciiplines, assume that undergraduates should learn from the perspective of a budding 
professional in the field-thinking of science as scientists do, economics as economists do, and so forth. The Holy Grail 
of teachhing is to interest and prepare a student to do graduate work in the disciipline. Unfortunately, this "mini-me" 
approach ignores the vast majority of undergraduates who never will go on to study science or economics, but who 
want or need to understand the subject for other reasons. A moment's reflection would reveal this fact, and a few 
moments more would begin to generate solutions. However, the moments never come because the answer is 
(uncritically) assumed to be known. 

Some would say the academy's quality problems lie in its culture and that convenient whipping boy, tenure. We don't 
see it that way. Most faculty want to do a good job with their teaching and, of course, with their research. Most are 
able and willing, indeed eager, to collabborate on finding solutions to difficult problems-witness the degree of 
collaboration on research projects. The academic culture supports these values, and tenure does not inhibit acting them 
out except in the case of a few people whom everyone recognizes as deadwood. Business firms and government 
agencies strive mightily to build workforces that have the self-starting capacity, not to mention the intellectual 
horseepower, of university faculty. The problem is not deadwood faculty, tenure, or an uncaring culture-as the most 
strident of the academy's critics would have it-but inappropriate mental models. 

This book presents mental models that, if internalized and acted on, will materially improve a department's teaching 
and research quallity. The models are informed by the so-called quality movement in business, government, health 
care, and the like, but their focus is on colleges and universities. They are rooted in the experience of real acaademics, 
not just ourselves, but the growing cadre of colleagues who "get it" when it comes to quality. 
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Our observations about mental models apply as much to academic leaders as to rank-and-file faculty. Because leaders 
in colleges and uni·· versities almost always come from the faculty, they share the faculty's mental models. Indeed, 
many department chairs, program directors, and deans see articulating, enforcing, and defending the standard menntal 
models as an important part of their job descriptions. It should come as no surprise, therefore, that the standard mental 
models are built into the academic incentive and reward system. This makes it harder to change the models, but once 
changed, the incentive and reward system will follow. It may also be possible for enterprising leaders to change 
incentives and rewards up front, as part of a broader system of quality reform. We strongly advocate such changes but 
do not believe they're a sine qua non. We have seen departments recast their mental models and effect significant 
quality improvement under the radar of a connventional incentive and reward system. 

One final word about academic culture: While agreeing that an organization's culture is the sum of its beliefs and 
values, we don't accept the idea that culture is exogenous or immutable. Too many researchers in higher education 
consider culture the end of the line-that one or another behavior results from culture and nothing can be done about it. 
But history shows that the most successful leaders are those who not only diagnose their organization's culture 
correctly but also figure out how to change it. For us those aspects of the academic culture that inhibit quallity 
improvement stem from defective mental models. We have enough faith in our colleagues to believe that the defects 
can be identified and corrected, and that changing the models will change the culture. 

Economic Considerations 

Although our primary concern is with improving departments' menntal models of quality and helping them apply the 
models effectively, we cannot ignore economic factors. It is widely believed, for example, that the only way to 
improve quality is through additional spending. But this mental model is not only wrong, it is self-defeating. To think 
only about getting more is to ignore possibilities for using the current resource base more effectively. Another model, 
widely held in political 
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circles, is that universities spend too much and that quality attained per dollar of tuition and state appropriation can be 
improved by puttting universities on a strict, even draconian, revenue diet. This view is dangerous because quality 
improvement becomes vastly more difficult when an institution is starving. We'll discuss the proper role of fundding-
based sticks and carrots in later chapters. 

The real problem lies in the markets' failure to reward academic quality, especially education quality, sufficiently 
enough to counter the proclivity of academics to pursue their own interests. These marrket failures, coupled with the 
university's nonprofit governance struccture, inhibit (but do not prevent) the application of quality principles. 
Institutions that take quality seriously will find ways to mitigate these difficulties. They will restructure their internal 
economies and cultures to reinforce quality improvement even when such actions aren't immeediately rewarded in the 
marketplace. And over the long run, one may hope that markets will become better informed so they can reward 
quality more effectively. 

Cost and Quality 

The idea that spending more will improve quality is deeply rooted in academe. The logic is straightforward. More 
money permits a departtment to hire more professors. More professors will cover the subject matter of the discipline 
more completely. (The growing importance of specialization in most disciplines and the desires of professors to teach 
their specialties means that more teachers will be required, over time, to achieve the same degree of coverage.) Having 
more professors also allows the department to offer more sections and thus cut average class size or, perhaps more 
likely, reduce teaching loads-two more actions that are believed to enhance education quality. 

The logic is correct as far as it goes, but it obscures two very imporrtant truths. First is the idea of cost-effectiveness. 
Take undergraduate education, for example. To what extent will the capacity created by new faculty hires be used to 
improve teaching as opposed to research? One shouldn't be optimistic on this score. Research on the "academic 
ratchet" (Massy & Zemsky, 1994) suggests that added capacity is used to reduce teaching loads across the department 
and that the time freed 
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up goes more to research than to education quality improvement. And does the time that does go to education result in 
quality improvement that's commensurate with the extra cost? Unfortunately, departments rarely consider these issues: 
They just want the extra faculty lines. 

The second truth is one we referred to earlier: that thinking first and foremost about resources-faculty lines in this 
example-blinds departments to how they use the resources they have. A member of the advisory panel whose story we 
recounted at the beginning of this chappter observed that faculty in the department he visited were amazed that his 
mission was not to find out what additional resources they needed, but rather to ask about their mental models. The 
obsession with resources has another, even more perverse, consequence. It makes quality improvement the 
responsibility of "someone else" -the keeper of the purse. If there's no new money, there's no quality improvement. 
The department is absolved of all responsibility except to make the case-some would say beg-for "more." 

Richard Vedder, in Going Broke by Degree (2004), juxtaposes higher education's unbounded appetite for spending 
with lagging eduucation quality. In other words, students are paying more and getting less. No one should be surprised 
by the appetite for spending. Not only is this appetite apparent from observation, it derives ineluctably from the 
intrinsic character of universities. Those who seek to blunt the appetite have it wrong. To succeed would be to kill the 
very essence of the academic enterprise. The challenge is to channel spending into uses that are most productive for 
society-and specifically into the kinds of quality improvement that matter for those who pay the bills. 

Nonprofit Enterprise Theory 

Understanding the university's appetite for spending requires its own mental model-the theory of nonprofit enterprises 
(Hopkins & Massy, 1981; Massy, 1996, 2003a; Zemsky, Wegner, & Massy, 200S). The theory holds that universities 
maximize what economists call a "utillity function" -that is, the value created by the enterprises' activities. Utility 
functions are abstractions, but useful ones. The inputs are lists of possible activities, each with an associated set of 
consequences. The outputs rank-order the consequences, from best to worst, according to 
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the institution's values. Value determination depends on governance processes-which are subjective, messy, and often 
controversial. For now it's enough to say the university does have values and that (one would hope) they reflect its 
mission and nonprofit status. 

Maximizing utility involves more than simply picking the alterrnative that has the highest-ranked consequence. Cost is 
also a factor because each alternative specifies a set of activities, and each activity incurs costs. The cost of the chosen 
activities can't exceed the funds available, on average over time, or the university will bankrupt itself And with cost 
comes the question of productivity. Why? Because it's the consequences produced by the activities that are important, 
and productivity is shorthand for the connections between inputs, activiities, and consequences. A productive 
department will produce more and better consequences than one that is less productive. Many acaademics mistrust the 
idea of productivity. They associate it with profittmaking and thus violations of the university's value system. The fact 
is, however, that productivity looms just as important for nonprofit as for-profit enterprises. Lower productivity means 
the best affordable alternative produces fewer good consequences and thus lower utility. 

University behavior also depends on markets. Again the reason is simple and inexorable: People pay universities for 
services like teaching and sponsored research. Universities sell their services in the markettplace and always have. 
Sales produce revenue, which helps defray the cost of activities. That universities are so heavily involved with markets 
threatens some academics, but it's clear that market success produces revenue that can be recycled into producing 
value. The challenge is not to constrict the institution's capacity to raise revenue, but to ensure that market success 
doesn't become an end in itself Economist and former Williams College provost Gordon Wins ton describes this 
tennsion as between "university as church" and "university as car dealer." It's a tension that will have to be managed 
indefinitely since the prospect that the modern university, with its manifold range of activities, will be funded entirely 
by generous benefactors and governments is nil. 

Nonprofit enterprise theory applied to universities proves what has become known as Bowen's Law: Universities will 
raise all the money they can and spend all the money they raise. Rooted in experi- 
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ence as well as theory, the law holds even for the most productive of institutions and those that are most successful in 
the marketplace. A productive institution always can put extra money to good use, and money saved by increasing 
productivity further will produce even more good consequences. Value generation is limited only by the ability of an 
institution's faculty to create exciting new alternatives, which in a good school is essentially unbounded. To ask a 
university to deny such aspirations as a matter of principle is to ask it to abandon its birthright. Universities will limit 
tuition increases as a result of market forces, and they will invest in need-based financial aid because access for 
lowwincome students is part of their value system, but they will never take a self-denying ordinance on spending. 

Market Failure 

So what do universities spend money on? Vedder and others have commplained that too much goes to things that don't 
contribute directly to quality-for example, administrative overhead and lavish amenities for students and faculty. 
Critics also complain that too much goes to faculty research and scholarship, which may boost research quality but not 
the quality of undergraduate education. Space does not permit an examination of these concerns, but we believe there's 
more than a grain of truth in them. The references in this book's bibliography provide a good overview. 

Why do universities spend money as they do? The short answer is, "Because they want to." In terms of nonprofit 
theory, they're spendding on things that weigh heavily in their utility functions. Although research and scholarship fall 
under that rubric, amenities like climbbing walls surely do not. In fact, most faculty and many others involved in 
university governance rail against such expenditures. Hence one must add another line to the short answer: " ... or the 
market makes them do it." 

The academic marketplace is unusual to say the least. First, it suffers from a dearth of relevant information about 
quality. Take prospective freshmen, for example. For them, the most relevant inforrmation would be how their 
investment of time and money will pay off in future income and quality of life. Such information is readily 
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available for the so-called medallion schools. Going to such a school increases expected future income (often through 
access to an elite graduate or professional school) and opens doors to certain kinds of personal and cultural 
associations. Indeed, the ability to confer these benefits is the defining feature of a medallion school-the quintesssential 
element of prestige. 

But beyond the medallion schools the key question is, how much value added is provided by one's college experience? 
What has been learned, inside and outside the classroom, that will boost one's chances in later life? Value added 
doesn't matter so much for the medallions because prestige creates its own rewards. (Cynics sometimes characterrize 
the medallions as observing the Hippocratic oath: "They get toppnotch students and do them no harm.") But for 
students who don't go to a medallion school, value added is all-important-not just in genneral terms, but in the degree 
to which the school caters to the student's particular objectives and capacities. That there are big differences from 
institution to institution seems intuitively obvious. So what kinds of information are available? 

Unfortunately, the huge industry that supplies information to proospective freshmen addresses value added indirectly 
or not at all. Data about inputs (faculty-student ratios, library holdings, endowment, and the like) exist in abundance, 
as do data on admissions selectivity, facculty research reputation, and athletic performance. One can even learn about 
an institution's ranking on the "party scale." But aside from lists of majors offered, which helps match the school to 
broadly defined stuudent interests, information about the value added through teaching is hard to obtain. 

It's no wonder that people choose schools on the basis of presstige and quality of student life rather than educational 
performance. What else can they do given the dataset? The students aren't at fault-neither are the suppliers of 
information. The problem is that data about value added don't exist. Even in fields with built-in perforrmance metrics 
(like pass rates on licensure exams), one can't control for incoming student quality-which makes the assessment of 
value added impossible. So where might data on value added be found? In the universities, of course-or more 
precisely, in their departments 
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and faculties. But here one runs into a brick wall. Colleges and uniiversities don't have the data either. Worse, the 
mental models about quality that inform today's academics provide no impetus for collectting such information. 

But we have yet to plumb the depths of market failure. Markets that depend heavily on prestige tend to be what's 
called "winnerall." Such markets array competitors on a single dimension, where to be second is to miss out on the 
best students and the ability to charge a premium price. Instead of differentiating themselves across the many 
dimensions of education quality, institutions concentrate on doing well in the prestige sweepstakes. And because 
prestige correlates with spendding, institutions are motivated to spend more ... and more ... and more. The biggest 
spending payoffs in terms of prestige lie in the areas of faculty research prowess, visible student amenities, and merit-
based financial aid that can be used to "buy" good students. The result is a classsic arms race where each gain is soon 
canceled by the gains of others. 

Little of the extra spending targets education quality. Better facculty-student ratios produce positive effects, but much 
of the benefit is realized in research and scholarship. Although better research also tends to improve education, it 
doesn't improve things as much as a more direct focus on academic quality would. Finally, the extra spendding does 
nothing to improve market information. R&D investment on measuring value added remains minuscule. Indeed, the 
institutions that could most afford such investments have no incentive to make them-such institutions have nowhere to 
go but down if prestige is supplanted by evidence about value added. 

These are strong assertions, and we have presented little evidence to support them. Our purpose is to improve 
academic quality, not doccument the current shortfalls. Readers who don't believe current pracctice needs 
improvement should consult Bok (2006), Massy (2003a), and Zemsky et al. (2005). Better, they should read on and 
then ask themselves why improvement would not be worthwhile even if current quality levels aren't as bad as the 
preceding discussion suggests. The same logic extends to schools on the upper end of the current quality distribution. 
We suggest they ask themselves why they shouldn't try to do even better. 
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A Program for Academic Quality Improvement 

Our program for academic quality improvement is at root straighttforward. Faculty reflect on how they can work 
collegially within their departmental or program units to improve teaching and research quality. Then they put their 
ideas into practice and track results. The combination of reflection, experimentation, and results-tracking is powerful, 
especially when practiced in a collegial way. It is even more powerful when repeated regularly. Reflection and the 
ability to act colllegially improve with practice, and each round of experimentation and performance data produces 
new insights. Finally, reflection, collegiallity, experimentation, and the collection of evidence are quintessential 
academic values. There is nothing in the process that poses the slightest threat to academic freedom. 

Of course, the devil is in the details. How does one get the proocess started? What conceptual structure can best aid 
reflection? How can potentially attractive initiatives be identified and impediments to their implementation overcome? 
What measures can be used to track results? How can the departmental efforts be brought to the attention of deans and 
higher-level administrators, and how can administrators be induced to reward exemplary performance? Perrhaps most 
important, how can the improvement effort be sustained and build momentum in the face of competing demands on 
faculty time-including professors' inexorable requirement to perform well on their own research? 

We offer answers to these questions and others that will arise as the program is put into practice. All answers are 
found in academic quality work, academic audit, and the quality improvement cycle. 

Academic Quality Work 

~ality doesn't just happen. The fundamental message of Deming and other quality pioneers is that sustaining, assuring, 
and improving quality requires systematic effort-effort we will call "quality work." ~ali ty work is distinguishable from 
the tasks required to produce the good or service whose quality is being addressed. In many consulting firms, for 
example, one group is responsible for doing an assignment while a separate group is charged with reviewing it. The 
first group per- 
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forms a primary task (doing the project), and the second does quality work (in this case providing a check on the 
methodology and results). This example illustrates what's called "quality assurance" -an afrerfact checking of 
performance. However, there are many other kinds of quality work. Mentoring young consultants is a type of quality 
work, as is reflecting on the team's experience with a project in an effort to make improvements with the next one. The 
quality assurance function itself also can be viewed as improvement oriented, since the reviewer is performing a 
teaching as well as checking role. 

The essential idea is that "doing the work" and "assuring and improving its quality" are distinguishable tasks-that is, 
academic quality work is not the same as teaching and research. Both are essenntial. The first great lesson from the 
now-famous quality movement was that being more conscientious on the doing side of an activity is no substitute for 
systematic quality work. Being conscientious will propel quality to a certain point, but getting past that point requires 
orgaanized effort and specialized skills. The other great lesson is that "good enough isn't" -which means no 
organization should be satisfied with the quality levels achievable simply by trying harder. 

Academic quality work (AQW) is our term for the systematic effort required if departments, programs, campuses, and 
institutions are to maximize teaching and research quality. We have noted that AQW is different from teaching and 
research. Faculty must be the prime movvers of AQW at the department level, but it's crucial that they think about the 
two roles separately. Failure to do so almost surely means that AQW will atrophy. 

Developing a conceptual structure and practical tools for AQW has loomed large in our work. We shall report these 
results in subseequent chapters. For now it is enough to say that AQW involves subject matter ("focal areas of 
activity"), normative principles for working with the subject matter ("quality principles"), and criteria for evaluating 
perrformance ("AQW maturity levels"). We have developed variants on the AQW tools to apply specifically to 
teaching and to research-hence the inclusive name "academic quality work." Finally, and in contrast to some quality 
programs elsewhere, our program is oriented toward quallity improvement rather than quality assurance. Nevertheless, 
energetic 
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AQW at multiple levels in a higher education system will satisfy most quality assurance goals. 

Academic Audit 

The question is, how do we get started? Faculty tend to like AQW once they get into it. They find the questions 
stimulating and the results satissfying. Because most of them care deeply about their students and their field, they can 
embrace the idea of working systematically to improve the delivered quality of their department's education and 
research. But these feelings lie fallow until a critical mass of people in a department actually begin working together 
on AQW tasks. 

AQW can be likened to a great wheel. The wheel is attached to an axle, which can be thought of as the administration. 
But most of the mass is near the circumference-that is, with the faculty. When the wheel is at rest (no AQW), a great 
deal of energy will be required to overcome inertia and get it moving. Transmitting this energy through the axle will be 
difficult, and trying to do so quickly may exceed the axle's capacity to handle stress, but applying the energy nearer the 
cirrcumference generates greater leverage. And once the wheel is moving, its inertia (now thought of as momentum) 
tends to keep it spinning. 

The challenge, then, is to apply energy near a department's "cirrcumference" -which means faculty member to faculty 
member rather than from administration to faculty. Academic audit provides a way to generate this kind of energy. 

To illustrate the chronology let's assume the university (or a cammpus, a school, or even a department chair) has 
decided to mount a campaign to improve AQW. The first step is to explain AQW to the campus community and ask 
for volunteer departments or programs to participate in a trial run. Faculty in the volunteer units are briefed on AQW 
concepts and discuss the ideas in a half- or full-day workshop. Then they're asked to do three things: 

• Reflect on their current AQW activities (such as they are), identify opportunities for improvement, and agree among 
themselves on which opportunities should be tackled first. 

• Write up their conclusions in a short self-study report. 
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• Discuss the report with an audit team, mostly made up of faculty from other departments, who will visit for a day in 
six to nine months. 

The audit team's job is to ask probing questions about AQW and act as a sounding board for the department, in much 
the same way as research seminars provide feedback for principal investigators and their teams. The auditors sum up 
their conclusions and recommendations in a report to the department. Sometimes the department invites team members 
to return in a year or two to discuss its progress in impleementing the agreed changes. 

Because the auditors don't assess a department's teaching or research, they don't have to come from the same 
discipline as the facculty members being visited. Indeed, it's helpful if most of them aren't steeped in the discipline 
because they're more likely to ask out-of-the box questions. The auditors receive a thorough briefing on AQW 
conncepts and what to look for in an audit visit. The workshops usually include a role-playing exercise on how to 
engage department faculty in meaningful conversation about AQW as opposed to the primary tasks of teaching and 
research. Experience shows that it's not hard to fill a day with meaningful conversation, and that a single day is enough 
to make a difference. 

To go back to our metaphor, the prospect of a visit from faculty peers provides the impetus needed to start the AQW 
wheel spinning. No professor wants to come across as foolish or unprepared in converrsations with peers. The 
timeframe for the audit visit is set at the time of the initial workshop, which introduces a deadline effect. 

Creation of audit teams greatly expands the number of people who become versed in AQW. It's not uncommon for 
auditors to introduce AQW concepts into their own departments and perhaps volunteer to be audited in subsequent 
rounds. Likewise, faculty in departments being audited frequently serve as auditors. 

Academic audit elicits structured conversations about how well the AQW concepts are understood and applied. 
Conversations are important because the complex issues of teaching and research quality are best addressed through 
dialogue. Structure is important because the conversations must cover all the relevant topics and allow the audit 
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team to produce a coherent report. Above all, the conversations must not be allowed to degenerate into bull sessions 
that reinforce prejuudices instead of stretching minds. 

Academic audit bears a superficial resemblance to the program reviews that have become familiar features of the 
academic landdscape. The department prepares a self-study, the report is discussed during a visit by the review team, 
and the team submits a report. But there the resemblance stops. Program reviews assess the departtment's primary 
activities-teaching and research-whereas an audit looks at its AQW. Program review teams are mostly populated by 
disciplinary experts from outside the university, whereas audit teams of the kind discussed here mostly are university 
insiders from other disciplines. Program review reports are addressed to deans, provosts, and presidents, whereas audit 
reports are addressed to the departtment. In short, program reviews are designed to help the administraation evaluate 
the quality of a department's teaching and research; academic audits are designed to help departments improve their 
quality work. 

Audits do not eliminate the need for program reviews. However, a robust program of academic audit and quality work 
may allow instituutions to reduce the frequency of program reviews. Later chapters will show how departments with 
good AQW are able to produce better evidence about quality than those with poor AQW. The availability of such 
evidence reduces the need for external review. Audits also have the advantage of focusing on what can be done with 
existing resources, whereas program reviews often focus on the perceived need for new resources. Finally, audits are 
much less expensive than program reviews because they rely on insiders and last only a single day. These 
considderations suggest that all departments should be audited regularly with program reviews being conducted less 
frequently or, perhaps, when there is reason to believe a problem exists. 

The Quality Improvement Cycle 

AQW needs to be part of an ongoing cycle of departmental activity. One-off efforts may produce flurries of 
improvement, but quality breakthroughs require sustained effort. This is more than a matter 
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of time on task. We have referred often to "systematic quality work;' where system implies a set of interconnected 
parts. Many forces work against quality. To counter them requires organized effort, a system in which the whole is 
greater than the sum of its parts. 

The quality improvement cycle depicted in Figure 1.1 is just such a system. As in our earlier metaphor, the cycle is 
represented by a wheel. AQW's objective is to keep the wheel spinning. The department moves from event to event 
(which are represented by type blocks on the wheel), with each event building on the ones before it. Completing the 
transit embeds a new increment of delivered quality, after which the cycle begins again. Another metaphor is that of an 
orbit. Not only does forward movement need to be maintained, there must be enough cenntripetal energy to counter 
inertial tendencies that, unchecked, would cause faculty to abandon the program. These inertial tendencies are shown 
as italicized blocks at the ends of arrows, which depict centrifuugal forces. The events are designed to mitigate the 
inertial tendencies. Failure to do so risks breaching the quality cycle-which would cause AQW to founder and quality 
improvement to stagnate. 

Figure 1.1 The ~ality Improvement Cycle 
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Starting at the top of the figure, we find inappropriate mental models to be the first problem. Faculty who believe that 
spending more is the only way to improve quality will be disinclined to engage in quallity work, for example. Another 
killer belief is that failure to learn is the student's fault, that there is little a faculty member can or should do to solve 
the problem. Although it's true that some students are badly motivated or find learning difficult, professors should see 
this as a challlenge rather than a reason to give up. Blaming the student should be a last resort, exercised only when all 
else has failed. 

Informed reflection, the first event in the quality cycle, provides the mitigation for inappropriate mental models. 
Faculty become informed about quality and quality work and use this information when reflecting on their 
department's behavior. But reflection without focus and closure is less than fully effective. Therefore, the second event 
is to produce a written report on the subject. As in all scholarly activiities, the act of writing focuses one's own mind as 
well as facilitates commmunication with others. Clear communication within the department is essential for a collegial 
activity like AQw' and of course it is required for the audit team as well. 

The next event, denoted by "Peer Review" at the bottom of the figgure, is the academic audit visit. The visit tests the 
department's thinkking through structured conversation. It also provides a deadline for completing the report. But even 
the most serious engagement will fail to produce improvement unless it leads to a commitment for action. Therefore, 
the next event is to agree on specific initiatives-actions the department will undertake to improve quality during the 
next year. And because initiatives that can't be tracked invite claims that success has been achieved when it hasn't and 
enable other defensive routines, it's essential to agree in advance about how the department will gauge success. 
Normally the initiatives and tracking measures will be identified in the self-study report and discussed with the audit 
team, but they're set out as separate events in the figure because of their importance. 

Now the dean comes into the picture. He or she should take a keen interest in the department's AQW, particularly in 
its initiatives and tracking measures. (Sharing the audit report with the dean will 
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stimulate interest and provide context for the initiatives and measures.) Although the faculty's intrinsic motivation can 
do much to drive quallity improvement, weak rewards and recognition can undermine the process. The dean is a 
pivotal figure in providing rewards and recogniition, so he or she plays a key role in getting closure on the quality 
cycle. Deans-or provosts or presidents, for that matter-who don't care about AQW are telling the faculty they shouldn't 
care either, which dooms the process to failure. 

We spoke earlier about the need to inject energy near the cirrcumference of the quality improvement wheel and 
academic audit's role in so doing. That accounts for the dotted arrow leading into the "Peer Review" event-that arrow 
represents the impetus needed to get AQW embedded in departmental routines. 

External impetus becomes less important once the quality wheel is spinning-once the department has developed a 
"culture of quallity." Such a culture spawns reflection spontaneously, and the reflecction leads directly to initiatives 
and tracking measures. This is what's meant by "continuous improvement;' the manna of the quality moveement. 
Continuous improvement is depicted by the interior arc that cuts across the figure. Rewards and recognition still are 
necessary, but quality improvement tends to proceed by itself without the formaliities of written reports and audit 
visits. Unfortunately, the friction of day-to-day events will cause even a mature AQW system to run down over time 
unless fresh injections of energy are forthcoming, so it is necessary to revisit the outer circle from time to time. We 
believe that written self-studies followed by academic audits should be repeated on approximately a five-year cycle, 
with decanal reinforcement of continuuous improvement in the intervening years. 

Plan for the Book 

As indicated earlier, our purpose is to provide a how-to guide for those who wish to introduce AQW at their 
institutions. Our main focus is on AQW at the department level. Beginning there has several advanntages. First-line 
quality work must take place at the grassroots, since faculty are the ones ultimately responsible for quality. (We speak 
of 
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departmental AQW because that's where most faculty have their appointments. However, the techniques work just as 
well for interdeepartmental programs.) Chapters 2-7 address department-level work. Work at higher organizational 
levels is covered in Chapter 8. 

Chapters 2 and 3 describe AQW as applied to education. The former elaborates on the purposes of quality work and its 
five focal areas, all of which need to be addressed if quality work is to be succcessful. Chapter 3 introduces a set of 
normative principles, such as the use of evidence, which should govern education quality work. Next we present a 
maturity scale for AQW; which can be used by department members and others to gauge progress toward an 
embedded culture of quality. The chapter concludes by considering quality work above the department level-that is, 
how deans, provosts, and others can spur improvement throughout the institution. 

The next three chapters address the practicalities of AQW for education. They elaborate on the principles discussed 
earlier with examples from the University of Missouri System and the Tennessee Board of Regents-entities with which 
we have hands-on experience. Chapter 4 describes the briefings and workshops used to introduce AQW and academic 
audit in these venues and the kinds of questions raised by faculty in the sessions. It presents sample questions that can 
be used to jump-start conversations about quality work and our ideas about rewarding faculty engagement in the 
process. Chapter 5 describes the development of self-studies: how to organize for the self-study and guidelines to 
facilitate the process. Chapter 6 addresses the audit and audit report. Topics include the selection and training of 
auditors, planning the audit day, and guidelines for reporting. Examples of self-studies and audit reports are provided 
in their respective chapters. 

Chapter 7 extends AQW to include research and scholarshippthat is, moving from education quality work to academic 
quality work. We begin with the University of Missouri's decision to make the change and the reasons for doing so. 
Revision of the quality principles and sample questions so they apply to research comes next. This is folllowed by the 
changes needed to audit research as well as education in a single day. 
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Chapter 8 describes how departmental audits can be extended to the campus level and how this is being done in 
overseas venues. The chapter ends with a discussion of the National Consortium for Conntinuous Improvement's 
program for advancing academic and adminisstrative excellence-a program that we believe offers opportunities to 
carry forward the ideas contained in this book. 

Chapter 9 provides a summary of the book, a discussion of return on investment in higher education, and the findings 
of the Spelling Commmission. We conclude with a set of policy recommendations-practical actions that can be taken 
to enhance quality in higher education. 
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Academic Quality Work 

Derek Bok, the long-time president ofHarvard whose book we cited in Chapter 1, asks why faculty should not 
regularly engage in cycles of education quality improvement: "Is something wrong with continuous evaluation and 
experimentation?" (Bok, 2006, p. 310). The answer, of course, is that there's nothing wrong with continuous 
improvement. The reasons it doesn't happen on most campuses stem from errors of omission rather than conscious 
decisions. It is one of those "good works" that just falls through the cracks. 

AQW provides the antidote for such errors of omission. Distinguishhing quality work from the "doing" of teaching 
and research gives it a separate focus and invites targeted time investments. Such focus and investment significantly 
increase the time spent on quality improvement tasks. But while time on task is important, the biggest benefits come 
from organizational learning, when faculty learn how to improve education quallity-a subject that is notoriously 
lacking in programs that train PhDs. 

A department's AQW is easier to observe than teaching and learnning. It may sound strange to "assess the quality of 
quality work;' but that's a perfectly sensible concept. Assessments of departmental AQW maturity can provide the 
impetus needed to sustain focus and spur organizational learning. 

AQW Defined 

AQW extends the idea of education quality work (Massy, 2003c, Chappters 6 & 7) to include research and 
scholarship. This term was coined by the Swedish Academic ~ality Agency in the early 1990s to describe 

26 
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the subject matter of its academic audits. Because the translation from Swedish to education quality work appeared 
awkward to some, there was considerable experimentation with alternatives-for example, teaching and learning quality 
processes and education quality processes. In the end, however, the original term seemed to sum up the idea best. 

Academic quality processes can be defined as follows (adapted from Massy, 2003c, p. 159): 

Academic quality processes are organized activities dedicated to improving and assuring education and research 
quality. They systematize a university's approach to quality instead of leaving it mainly to unmonitored individual 
initiative. They provide what higher education quality pioneers David Dill (1992) and Frans van Vught (1995, p. 13) 
call "a framework for quality management in higher education ... drawn from insights in Deming's approach, but 
grounded in the context of academic operations." 

We have already noted that academic quality processes should not be confused with the acts of teaching and research. 
Course devellopment is not the same as teaching, for example, nor is improving the department's research environment 
identical to doing one's own research. One might say that quality processes plan and govern the improvement and 
monitoring of teaching and research. 

This chapter describes the educational side of AQW-that is, eduucation quality work. The amount of application 
experience is greatest in this area, and one can argue that the problems are the hardest. To avoid the awkwardness of 
terms like educationalAQW; we'll simply use EQWThe ideas presented here will be extended to research and 
schollarship in Chapter 7. This chapter concludes with a discussion of how departments can apply the same kind of 
collegial thinking to cost issues as they do to AQW. 

Myths About Education Quality 

A less formal description of quality work, applicable especially in its early stages, is that of myth-busting. The myths 
at issue are unexamined 
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but widely held mental models about teaching and research. Such myths can kill a department's ability to improve 
quality. 

~ality work subjects the myths to scrutiny. The grains of truth can be retained, and the erroneous or misleading parts 
can be disscarded. And because quality work is a collegial activity, its mything benefits can touch a critical mass of 
department members. We will describe the teaching-related myths briefly to provide motivation for what comes later. 

Myth 1: Q!!ality depends mainly on spending. "Reducing class size and/ or teaching loads is the best if not the only 
ways to improve quality. Doing so requires more faculty lines or smaller enrollments. More lines also will enable us to 
cover the discipline better and concentrate on teaching our special ties." 

We introduced the quality-spending myth in Chapter 1. It belies the whole idea ofEQW by saying that what one does 
with the money (other than adding faculty) doesn't matter. It says, "Purposes and curricula don't matter. Teaching and 
assessment methods don't matter. ~ality assurance doesn't matter. Just get the faculty, and quality will follow." The 
truth is that what professors do does matter. "If you build it, they will come" worked in Field ojDreams, but it can't be 
counted on in the real world of education quality. Getting additional resources can be a worthy goal, especially if a 
department is understaffed, but getting the best from what one has also is important. 

Myth 2: Research automatically improves teaching. "Next to adding faculty, the best way to improve quality is to 
boost faculty research. As researchers we bring up-to-date facts and concepts to our teaching and involve 
undergraduates in the research itself. The vibrancy associated with a research-active faculty enriches the undergraduate 
curriculum and energizes the students. These benefits more than make up for the time we spend on research-which in 
any case is offset by the lower teaching loads afforded by a larger faculty." 
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The research myth has more than a grain of truth, but its uncritical accepptance obscures some very real issues (Massy, 
2003c, Chapter 5). Professors don't need to pubhsh at the cutting edge of their specialty to keep up with the field. 
Indeed, high degrees of speciahzation may make it harder to give undergraduates what they really need. Only small 
numbers of undergraduuates ever participate seriously in faculty research projects-for them the experience can be Me-
changing, but what of the vast majority of students ? How does the vibrancy of a research faculty trade off against the 
fact that research-active professors often are inaccessible to undergraduates? ~~ity work addresses such issues. It seeks 
to maximize the synergies between teaching and research instead ofleaving them to the vagaries of chance. 

Myth 3: Good teachers are born, not made. "Some professors are inherently good teachers, and others are not. The 
ability to teach well is more of a trait than a learned behavior-it's nice to have but not something to train for. And 
because being a master of subject matter is what counts in a professor, we don't hire or promote on the basis of 
teaching ability, especially the ability to teach students who lack preparation and/ or motivation." 

The born-not-made myth absolves professors from trying to improve their teaching skills and departments from 
pressing them to do so. But it has two big holes. First, teaching involves consideration of educational purpose, the 
design of curricula and pedagogies, and the assessment of student performance-none of which depend on stand-up 
personality characteristics. Second, the ability to empathize and communicate can be learned, at least to a point. The 
fact that graduate programs ignore such learning does not make it irrelevant to the faculty member's job. Once again, 
quality work can address these issues in a straightforward and compelling way. 

Myth 4: Its the best and most motivated students that matter. "Teaching is the professor's job; learning is the student's. 
It's not my fault if students lack preparation or don't study hard enough. My goal is to draw out the best students, 
uphold 
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standards for the rest, and not waste my time with the laggards. What's important is the degree of attainment at the top 
of the class, not what happens at the bottom." 

The issue here is, where do you draw the line? There's no doubt that some students are unwilling or unable to perform 
adequately in a uniiversity setting, and that arrer a certain point they're not the professor's problem. But it's easy to 
overextend the argument-to blame the stuudents for what in fact is the teacher's failure to impart motivation or present 
content in meaningful ways. We spoke of professors' desires to replicate themselves (the "mini-me" objective) in 
Chapter 1; this is another manifestation of the it's-the-best-students myth. ~ality work focuses on the value added by 
education for all students, not just the attainment of those in the top percentiles. 

Myth 5: Teaching is a lone-wolf activity. "What goes on behind the classroom door is a private matter between me and 
my students. I usually prepare alone and teach without peer presence. I may know or suspect that a certain colleague 
isn't teaching well, but it isn't my job to do anything about that. Academic freedom goes beyond the question of 
teaching controversial material. It includes my choice of teaching and assessment methods and rules out most forms of 
quality assurance." (And in extreme interpretations, "Academic freedom includes the freedom to teach badly.") 

Asserting that teaching is a private matter between teacher and stuudents is like saying medical care is a private matter 
between doctor and patient. That may have been true at one time, but modern medicine asserts an overarching 
professional responsibility to enhance and safeeguard the patient's interests. It is presumptuous to say that individual 
doctors can do their jobs effectively without input from colleagues. The doctor-patient consultation may remain one on 
one, but good doctors are quick to consult with one another about diagnoses, treatments, and outcomes. The same is 
true in virtually all professions-except higher education. ~ality work aims to correct that shortfall by making 
eduucation quality a departmental responsibility. 
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Myth 6: Quality is good absent evidence to the contrary. "The students aren't complaining, and the dean hasn't taken 
me to task about my course evaluations. Therefore, my teaching must be all right." 

Such attitudes reflect a passive approach to quality and one that focuses on achieving minimum standards instead of 
doing a truly good job. A proactive approach would be to seek out new evidence and then act on it energetically. The 
absence of complaints would be seen as the threshhold for minimum acceptable performance, not an indicator of good 
performance. A shortage of evidence would be seen as a danger sign rather than one that all is well-rather like driving 
at night with a poor set of headlights. 

Myth 7: Education quality can't be measured. "Teaching is too complicated for the results to be measured effectively. 
Besides, the outcomes won't be known until much later 

in the students' lives-many years from now. People who 

try to assess learning often come up with confusing or contradictory results. Measurement invites 'teaching to the test; 
which everyone knows is bad. 1 know quality when 1 see it, so why bother with less-than-perfect measurements?" 

Many externally mandated learning assessment programs have founndered on just such objections. ~ality work 
approaches measurement from the opposite perspective: "How do we, as faculty members, know whether we're 
achieving our goals?" The assertion "I know quality when 1 see it" is shown to be inadequate through probing 
conversaations with colleagues. Academic ingenuity can find ways to make sense of the evidence and uncover new 
evidence, if the process proceeds colllegially and the purposes of the educational task are clear. 

Design and Implementation Quality 

People who study quality have learned to distinguish between design quality and implementation quality (D. H. 
Maister, personal commuunication, February 1985). Design quality refers to the specifications for 
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the product or service: the way things are intended to work. Implemenntation quality, on the other hand, refers to how 
well a product or service actually works as compared to the intent. Sustaining and improving quality requires that both 
design and implementation be considered explicitly. It does little good to improve course design if teaching is 
lackluster. Likewise, the best teaching in the world may not be able to overcome a flawed design-for example, one that 
misses the purpose of the educational program. 

Outcomes may differ from intentions for two reasons. First, the design may simply be impractical to implement given 
the time and resources available. Cramming too much content into a course design, for example, is a common 
problem. The material may be in the syllaabus and even "taught" after a fashion, but it is not learned. The second 
reason is the quality of the implementation itself The teacher may be unprepared, or the classroom may be crowded 
and uncomfortable. The two reasons interact. A content-crammed syllabus may be teachable by the best instructors, for 
example, but not by those with lesser skills. It's obvious that solving such problems depends critically on finding the 
correct diagnosis. Confusing design and implementation quality leads one to look in the wrong place for solutions. 

High-quality designs are what experts call "fit for purpose." One starts with the functions the product or service is 
supposed to perform and the context or conditions in which the performance will take place. Doing so implies that 
beyond a certain minimum there is no absolute standard of what counts as design quality. Take cars, for example. All 
cars need to meet minimum standards of performance, safety, and durability. Beyond that, however, design quality 
should be gauged relaative to the car's target functionality and price. Although the design of a luxury sedan can be 
viewed as embodying more absolute quality (e.g., power and handling) than a subcompact, the latter's design quality 
may be just as high given its purpose (basic transportation) and target price (low). One lesson for universities is that 
building up the faculty's research prowess does not necessarily improve the design quality of its education. One must 
go further and ask whether the extra research would add value to the institution's particular student body. Universiities 
that can afford only low levels of expenditure per student can have high design quality if their offerings are truly fit for 
purpose. 
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Design quality also speaks to the difficulty of producing the prodduct or service. A device whose features cannot be 
manufactured reliiably is not said to have good design quality. In higher education the University of Phoenix prides 
itself on designing courses that can be taught effectively by adjunct faculty. (Phoenix also carefully matches its courses 
with the needs of its particular students.) How many traaditional universities can say the same? How many courses that 
would work well if taught by professors end up being taught by adjuncts or graduate students? 

Mature EQW might well identify such disconnects through a systematic analysis of design and implementation quality. 
It may also identify cases where implementation simply isn't up to reasonable stanndards. Anyone who has purchased a 
"lemon" knows that even a wellldesigned car can be produced poorly. High implementation quality requires that all 
cars be produced to specification, even when the workkforce may lack focus (e.g., on Monday morning) or when 
production levels strain capacity. In higher education the best course designs will produce poor outcomes if facilities 
and teaching standards aren't mainntained. Well-designed curricula taught by poorly trained and poorly motivated 
adjuncts or graduate students will not produce the desired learning outcomes. 

AQW Focal Areas for Education 

The definition of academic quality work speaks to systematizing a uniiversity's approach to quality. Systematizing 
implies a body of content that must be considered before an analysis can be accepted as complete. We call that body 
of content the "focal areas" of quality work. 

EQW covers five focal areas: 1) learning objectives; 2) curriculum; 3) teaching and learning methods; 4) student 
learning assessment; and 5) quality assurance. (The focal areas for research and scholarrship will be discussed in 
Chapter 7.) Failure to address all five means the work is incomplete and therefore flawed. For example, curricuular 
design can't be done effectively without explicit consideration of, and agreement on, the objectives of the learning 
experience. Teaching and student assessment methods should depend on learning objecctives as well as curricular 
content. And by omitting quality assurance 
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a department ignores the question of whether its intentions are being carried out as planned. 

We introduce each focal area with a short list of questions that faculty might ask themselves as they address EQW for 
the first time. These questions were used in Missouri and Tennessee to good effect. Subsequent commentary provides 
a framework for thinking about the focal area and some examples of how such thinking can improve teachhing and 
learning. The discussion only scratches the surface, however. We cite additional examples in later chapters, and Bok 
(2006) provides many more. 

Learning Objectives 

What knowledge, skills, and values should students acquire from their educational experience? How will this 
experience pay offin employment, societal contributions, and quality of lift? Are the objectives based on the needs of 
actual or potential students rather than some ideal student? 

This first area speaks to the purpose part of fitness for purpose. It's the question from which all else follows, yet too 
few departments connsider it systematically. Too often, learning objectives are assumed to be mastering the discipline's 
core facts and concepts. The all-important "why" question is never asked, so the facts and concepts are presented as 
self-evidently important. Worse, perhaps, which facts and concepts to present is dictated by the disciplinary 
professional rather than the needs of students-most of whom will never become professionals in the field. 

Derek Bok (2006) describes what he considers to be the eight core purposes of undergraduate education writ large. 
These purposes are relevant to every major, as well as to general education, in every undergraduate institution. In 
addition to their intrinsic importance, considering them will stretch one's mind beyond normal disciplinnary 
boundaries. The question should be, how can the facts and conncepts of our discipline contribute to learning with 
respect to these purposes? The eight purposes, together with brief expository phrases adapted from Bok, follow, 
although we encourage readers to consult the original: 
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• Learning to communicate: learning to write and speak. "Expressing oneself with clarity, precision, and, if possible, 
style and grace." 

• Learning to think: critical thinking, quantitative reasoning. "Askking pertinent questions, recognizing and defining 
problems, idenntifying the arguments on all sides of an issue, searching for and using relevant data, and arriving in the 
end at carefully reasoned judgments." 

• Building character: teaching moral reasoning, strengthening the will to act morally. "Teaching students to think more 
carefully about ethical problems by having them discuss dilemmas that arise frequently in personal and professional 
life." 

• Preparation fOr citizenship: countering apathy, developing informed choices. "The distinctive role of civic education 
is to give students enough knowledge to make the thoughtful, informed choices that enlightened citizenship requires." 

• Living with diversity: race, ethnicity, and gender. "Broadening experience and improving critical thinking through 
response to different values and perspectives. A successful democracy demands tolerance and mutual respect." 

• PreparingfOr a global society: international subjects, foreign lannguages, international students, education abroad. 
"Building the groundwork for international expertise, responsible citizenship, travel abroad, and understanding one's 
own country." 

• Acquiring broader interests: general education, extracurricular activities. "Awakening intellectual interests and 
helping students understand the world and their place in it with greater underrstanding than achievable through study in 
a single area." 

• Preparing fOr a career: choosing a career, acquiring work-related knowledge and skills. "Reconciling study in liberal 
arts subjects with the need to prepare for life-shaping work." 

50 many colleges and universities cite career preparation as an important goal, and so many professors lament this 
fact, that it is worthwhile to consider the subject in slightly greater depth. John 5eely Brown, former chief scientist of 
Xerox and director of the Xerox Palo Alto Research Center, and his colleague Paul Duguid put the matter of career 
preparation into perspective by citing two critical distinctions: 
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between "learning to be" and "learning about" and between "know how" and "know that" (Brown & Duguid, 
2000,p.128). The best career preparation is to learn to be successful in the relevant areas. This is much broader than 
learning about career-oriented subject matter. Indeed, for most careers it's no stretch to incorporate many of the liberal 
arts values into learning to be. Brown and Duguid also point to the need for learnning through practice, that know-how 
does not come simply through accumulating information. "And, similarly;' they say, "through practice, we learn to be" 
(p. 128). We take these arguments as supporting not only the need for carefully thought-out purposes in higher 
education but also the need for active learning, as will be discussed later. 

Higher education's repertory of purposes applies differentially across majors and, of course, to general education. But 
while not every department will subscribe to all of these purposes or find ways to further each in its discipline, 
everyone should consider them when setting the learning objectives for its major. It's one thing to consider and decide 
that certain objectives are more important. It's another to assume that without any analysis. 

One can imagine going even further-that a school or campus will work pro actively to ensure that each purpose is 
achieved in the aggreegate for students in every major. Such consideration would emphasize that all faculty bear a 
degree of responsibility for all the purposes, not just the faculty teaching general education courses. Bok (2006, 
Chappter 12) makes a point of recommending this. We'll recommend a way of accomplishing it in Chapter 8. 

Curriculum 

How does the curriculum relate to the programs learning objectives? What is being taught, in what order; and from 
what perspective? Does the curriculum build cumulatively on student/prior knowledge and capacity? To what extent 
does the cocurriculum support the curriculum and the programs learning objectives generally? 

No department is without experience in curricular design, and few proofessors have never put together a course 
syllabus. (We include course 
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development under the rubric of curriculum.) Unfortunately, however, curricula that are informed by detailed learning 
objectives are more the exception than the rule. Deeper reflection on the mapping of objecctives to curriculum is 
needed. 

The purpose of a curriculum is to convert learning objectives, which by nature are fairly abstract, to specific and 
tangible content. For example, the develop-critical-thinking objective could be mapped into lists of required courses 
or, at the course level, sets of problems and the facts and concepts needed to solve them. The communication 
objecctive might be implemented through a writing-across-the-curriculum program. The character-building objective 
might lead course designners to identify sets of ethical dilemmas and collections of readings that illuminate those 
dilemmas from various perspectives. Learning objecctives and subject matter knowledge provide the input to curricular 
design. Specification of the content to be taught and the materials to be assigned to students provide the output. 

Curriculum designers always suffer from an embarrassment of riches. There's never enough space in the course or 
program to include everything with a reasonable claim to importance. Designers must select from the range of 
alternatives. But how? One way is to use the established canon of the discipline. Obviously the level must be 
approopriate to the student's preparation, but the criteria for importance come from the discipline itself. We, however, 
advocate a different approach. Start with the learning objectives-student needs-and see how the discipline's 
armamentarium can help. Maybe the results turn out to folllow the canon, but maybe not. 

Cramming the available space with content while ignoring skill development is a common problem. Maybe this occurs 
because so many designers start with lists of content items rather than clear-cut skill development goals: 

Although almost all faculty members claim to give highest priority to helping students learn to think critically, they 
spend most of the time in their curricular reviews arguing over which courses to offer and which to require. 
[Educational] researchers, on the other hand, find that the arrangement of 
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courses, per se, has little effect on the development of critical thinking. What matters more is the way in which courses 
are taught and the effort the students and faculty devote to the educational process. (Bok, 2006, p. 144) 

The same point applies to the design of individual courses. 

The best designers carry the mapping of objectives one step furrther. Every item oflearning content should serve not 
one but a number of objectives. Operations researchers call this a "knapsack problem." Suppose you'll be in the 
wilderness for a long time with nothing more than what you can carry on your back. The things you might take vary in 
size and value, and an item's value increases if it can serve multiple purposes. Finding the collection that maximizes 
value while fitting into the available space isn't easy, but it pays dividends when camping. Thinking about how a given 
curricular element can serve multiple purrposes also can pay dividends for one's students. 

Teaching and Learning Methods 

What teaching methods are used-for example, for first exposure to materials, for interpreting materials and answering 
questions, for stimulating student involvement, and for providingfeedback on student work? Is learning active? Is it 
collaborative? Is technology being used, and ifso, is it exploited effectively ? 

It's surprising that so many courses are taught by the lecture methoddsome 80% by some estimates. Lectures do little to 
stimulate critiical thinking, and research has shown them to be ineffective even for imparting content. For example, 
one study reports that "students retain only 42 percent of the information when [a lecture] ends and only 20 percent 
one week later" (Bok, 2006, p. 123). So much for the idea, widely held in academe, that "once I, as the lecturer, state 
the material clearly, my job is done." This is an example of poor design quality. It's fine to say that learning is up to 
the students, but it's the professor's job to create situations where learning can be effective. Study after study shows 
that sitting passively is a poor way to learn content and no way at all to learn critical thinking skills. 
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So what works better? The short answer is "active learning:' but th~t -e.C\u' 'e el~b 'at' () cot' e lea' ':\!b ·e.<\u\.re. tudc 
t t think about the material from a variety of perspectives and to apply it in a variety of contexts. Students need 
stimulation and reinforcement. They need substantive feedback while the material, and what they did with it, is fresh in 
their minds. These things can be accomplished through class discussion, collaborative work on assignments, and 
provision of timely comments on student work-anything but passive lectures folllowed by memory tests at midterm 
and end of term. 

Barbara Walvoord, professor of English at Notre Dame and a nationally recognized expert on teaching and assessment, 
offers a good example of how professors can improve t&ir course designs. (Bok, 2006, Chapter 5, provides additional 
examples.) She organizes educational tasks according to phase oflearning and type of "faculty-student space" involved, 
not just by units of content (Walvoord & Pool, 1998, p. 38): 

Phase oflearning: 

• First exposure: when students first encounter new informaation, concepts, or procedures 

• Process: when students analyze the material. ;ynmesize it, use it to soLve probLems, appLy it to actual situations, and 
so on 

• Response: when the teacher or peers respond to a student's attempts at synthesis, analysis, problem solving, or 
application 

Faculty-student space: 

• Synchronous space: simultaneous effort by students and teachers, either face-to-face as in a conventional class or 
through telecommunications 

• Student space: activities like studying and paper-writing, done alone or in groups but without real-time input from 
the teacher 

• Teacher space: preparation, grading, and other activities performed by professors and course assistants while not in 
direct contact with students 

Walvoord advises professors to organize their courses so each assignnment can be handled in its own uniquely 
effective way. Some assign- 
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ments would cover first exposure, others would stimulate and facilitate process-related activities, and still others would 
provide the responses students need to solidify their learning. Each assignment should use the space that is most cost 
effective for that phase oflearning. 

Because most students either don't read the textbook before class or don't get what they need from it, traditional 
lectures rely on professsors to handle first exposure in synchronous space. Then students are sent home to perform the 
all-important process activities in student space-that is, to synthesize their notes, write papers, solve homework 
problems, and read or reread the course materials. (Discussion sections may facilitate these activities, but such sections 
often are delegated to teaching assistants.) Responses in the form of grades and comments on papers are prepared in 
teacher space, one student at a time, and often returned to students only after considerable delay. 

Although outstanding lecturers can inspire and motivate students, thus creating active learning in what otherwise 
would be a passive settting, most lecturing is more mundane. Such lecturing puts the cart before the horse: 

It uses the time of the most highly paid and experienced person-the faculty member-for first-exposure lecture and 
leaves the more difficult process part of learning to students alone or to students in recitation sections with less 
experienced teaching assistants .... It requires the faculty member or teaching assistant to mark and comment on one 
paper at a time to one student alone, in an exchange that takes place without the benefit of face-to-face contact .... 

Because teachers and teaching assistants are so pressed by sheer numbers of student papers, responses may be "hasty, 
unreadable, truncated, or hostile." Because response must be made one on one on the teacher's own time, any increase 
in class size or number of assignments exerts a heavy price in teacher or teaching assistant time. (Walvoord & Pool, 
1998, p. 39) 

Student time commitments to first exposure and processing often .u:e. kim'ry-te s than six hours of preparation a week 
for all da e, 
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according to one study (Warren, 1997). Class time often can't be used for interactive processing or responding to 
student work because stuudents are poorly prepared or teachers feel they must lecture on new material. 

Walvoord's work illustrates the results of thinking seriously about teaching and learning methods. That most 
departments don't engage in such thinking evidences the immaturity of their quality work. It's easier to continue along 
the familiar path, but that path is becoming less defensible as research on learning effectiveness accumulates. One 
objective of EQW is to bring the same standards of scholarship to teaching and learning that are insisted on for 
disciplinary content. 

Student Learning Assessment 

What measures are used to assess student learning? Are they constructively aligned with your learning objectives? Do 
they compare beginning and ending perftrmance to ascertain value added? Who is responsible for student learning 
assessment? Are the assessment results trending upward or downward? Do they inform quality improvement effOrts, 
and ifso, how? 

Assessment serves three purposes. The first is formative: providing feedback to students-the "response" function in 
Walvoord's scheme. The second is summative: grading students' performance. The third is diagnostic: providing 
teachers with feedback about the learning proocess. The first and second functions fall under the rubric of teaching 
itself, not EQW. The third is a key element, some might say the key element, of quality work. Unfortunately, few 
departments or faculty think about it that way. 

That faculty should experiment with new teaching and learnning methods, and evaluate those methods'results, is one of 
Bok's main points. The idea of evaluation taps one of the quality movement's cenntral themes: "If you can't measure it, 
you can't improve it." In other words, the feedback provided by diagnostic assessment is essential. Although value-
added assessment is controversial, the idea is beginnning to take root. For example, the National Association of State 
Uniiversities and Land-Grant Colleges and the American Association of 
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State Colleges and Universities have called for the use of value-added assessment measures (McPherson, 2006). They 
also note that although externally normed tests have many advantages, being able to observe trends within one's own 
unit may be just as important as comparisons with external benchmarks. 

Why is such assessment the exception rather than the rule? It's partly a matter of time on task. Faculty are busy with 
other things and aren't thinking about diagnostic assessment. But it's more than that. As Bok points out (2006), too 
often "the best ... is the enemy of the good" (p. 310). Applying rigorous experimental procedures like matchc::.d 
control groups and randomized selection is difficult or impossible in the educational setting. It's similarly hard to get 
agreement on ways to measure, say, improvements in writing and critical thinking. Seeing how hard it is to achieve 
standards like those they apply in research, most faculty abandon the effort to obtain systematic diagnostic 
assesssments. But that throws the baby out with the bathwater. Our EQW experience fully supports Bok's 
characterization of the matter: 

The proper test for universities to apply is not whether their assessments meet the most rigorous scholarly standards 
but whether they can provide more reliable information than the hunches, random experiences, and personal opinions 
that currently guide most faculty decisions about educational issues. By this standard, there are surely many important 
forms of intellectual development that can be described and measured well enough to conJuct useful studies to 
evaluate existing educational programs and assess new methods of instruction. If faculties are willing to examine their 
students and record the results on official transcripts, it is hard for them to argue that they are incapable of devising 
methods of assessment reliable enough to evaluate the effects of their teaching on student learning. (p. 310) 

Many states and all six regional accreditation associations have instituted requirements for universities to assess 
student learning. However, the so-called assessment movement has produced only lim- 
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ited results. In 1999, for example, the National Center for Postseconddary Improvement queried 1,393 public-sector 
chief academic officers about how their institutions "support, promote, and use studentment data to improve student 
learning and institutional performance" ("Revolution or Evolution?;' 1999, p. 53). The results were not encourraging. 
Many academics feel the development of such measures is too difficult and "resistance at the institutional and/or 
faculty levels hinndered the effectiveness of states' assessment policies" (Nettles & Cole, 1999, p. 11). Things are no 
better in the private sector. Institutions have learned to meet accreditation requirements, but efforts to embed and use 
assessment have not been successful. Charles Cook, director of the New England Association of Schools and Colleges' 
Commisssion on Institutions of Higher Education (a regional accreditation association), summed things up this way: 
"Millions have been spent by thousands going to hundreds of assessment workshops, and you need a microscope to 
find the stuff" (qtd. in McMurtrie, 2000, p. A31). 

The problem is that an external requirement for assessment puts institutions and faculty in a compliance mode. 
Assessment is viewed as something to "get out of the way" rather than to diagnose and meet the faculty's own 
objectives. Embedding assessment in a regimen ofEQW makes all the difference. Faculty will find ways to get 
feedback on stuudent learning once the need for doing so becomes internalized. 

Quality Assurance 

How do faculty and departments assure themselves and others that the designs fOr curricula, teaching and learning 
methods, and student assessments are beijzg implemented as intended? How do they assure themselves that other 
priorities don't push the education quality to the sidelines? 

Teaching matters, no matter how well designed a course or curriculum may be. Most faculty members want to do a 
good job of teaching, but good performance depends on more than good intentions. To hone and, where necessary, 
develop one's teaching skills requires systematic effort. So does resistance to the dulling effects of routine and 
competting demands on one's time. These efforts should be viewed as the shared 
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responsibility of individual professors and the department as a whole. This is what we mean by quality assurance. 

The term quality assurance (QA) evokes images of inspection or in higher education perhaps intrusive external 
evaluations or standardized tests. But this view is too narrow. One of the lessons from the quality movement is that 
you can't inspect quality in at the end of a process. QA should be viewed as an ongoing process of getting feedback to 
detect the problems that crop up during any complex activity. Such feedback is essential for making midcourse 
corrections; even when it's too late for midcourse corrections, one can avoid repeating the problems the next time 
around. Without systematic QA processes, faculty members are likely to repeat the same errors semester after 
semester. Indeed, without feedback the problems are likely to get worse over time. 

Student course evaluations are the most prevalent form of QA, and most campuses and departments require some kind 
of end-of-term evaluation. This represents a good start, but it's not sufficient. Students can evaluate certain aspects of 
teaching-whether explanations seem clear to them, for example-but they lack the expertise to make deeper judgments. 
End-of-term evaluations are too late to allow for midcourse corrections. Students don't always take the evaluations 
seriously, and even when they do the inherent limitations of written evaluations connstrain their ability to 
communicate. 

Professors who take their QA re;ponsibilities seriously have a variety of methods at their disposal. They may assign 
so-called minnute quizzes, perhaps several times in a class session, to gain feedback about how particular concepts are 
being understood. Technology has extended this idea: students respond with handheld wireless devices, and results are 
displayed on the professor's console or a classroom video display. To get at broader or deeper issues, faculty can meet 
with small groups of students several times during the semester for a conversation about how things are going in the 
course. Such actions not only produce good feedback, they signal that the professor cares about students' learning. 
Professors responsible for large courses can insist that their teaching assistants (TAs) seek such feedback and meet 
with them weekly to process the results. (Such actions have the added advantage of passing the techniques to the next 
generation of teachhers.) Perhaps more ambitiously, professors who teach multiple sections 
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of a given course can agree to get feedback and then meet regularly to compare notes. 

Departments that take their QA responsibilities seriously can encourage faculty members to take the actions just 
described and schedule time at department meetings to discuss lessons learned and to effect improvements. They can 
create formal faculty-student consultaative committees for large introductory courses and for students in the major. 
They can encourage, or perhaps even require, the peer evaluaation of teaching for junior and even for senior faculty. 
(Such evaluaations should not be viewed as threatening when conducted collegially for formative purposes.) They can 
mentor junior faculty on teaching skills and encourage faculty at all ranks to seek help if the feedback being obtained 
indicates a recurrent problem. 

QA is not a punitive proposition. When used in the context of EQW', it is inherently formative. However, there is no 
denying that data produced in the process of assuring and improving quality can be used for purposes beyond the 
department's purview. The most imporrtant use is to provide eviden'ce to deans and provosts (and by extension, 
accreditors and oversight boards) that the department cares about implementation quality. The key questions pertaining 
to such evidence are 1) whether the department is collecting QA information, and 2) whether it is acting on the 
information. Negative feedback is no cause for alarm unless there is a failure to act. However, failing to generate the 
feedback to begin with does represent cause for alarm. The myth that no news is good news should not obscure the 
need for transparrency with respect to departmental and faculty QA efforts. 

Balancing Cost and Quality 

The myth that education quality can be improved only by spending more isn't consistent with the facts of quality work. 
~ality can almost always be improved by making better uses of current resources. But what about the idea of spending 
less? Might a department economize in certain courses and still maintain their quality? Might quality actuually be 
improved while spending less? The answer to both questions is yes. It's not unrealistic for departments to set savings 
goals sufficient to offset the cost of their quality work-or perhaps to go even further. 
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Activity-Based Costing at the Course Level 

The approach is to extend EQW's teaching-methods focal areas to include a variant of activity-based costing (ABC). 
Businesses use ABC to model the cost of all kinds of processes. The idea of applyying it to college courses seems to 
have originated in the early 1990s with Jack Wilson at Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute (Wilson, 1997). It was picked 
up by EDUCOM (a predecessor to EDUCAUSE) soon afterward (Massy & Zemsky, 1994) and since then has been 
adopted widely-for example, through the Pew-funded Program in Course Redesign; the Teaching, Learning, and 
Technology Group (Ehrmann & Milam, 1999; Milam, 2000); the National Center for Higher Eduucation Management 
Systems (Jones, 2004); and the BRIDGE cost simulation model developed by Frank Jewett of the California State 
University System. In Britain, the methodology has been used as part of institutional costing programs by the higher 
education funding councils of England, Scotland, and Wales. Northwest Missouri State University has run a successful 
pilot program linking ABC directly to its quality work. 

Course-level ABC involves four commonsense steps (Massy, 2003c, Chapter 9). The steps can be applied to one of 
the department's current teaching methods or to a method that has been proposed but not yet adopted: 

1) Identify the activities needed to teach the course using the 

current or proposed method. 

2) Describe the resources consumed by each activity. 

3) Find out how much the resources cost. 

4) Cost out the resources consumed by each activity, and add the results to get the total cost of the process. 

Steps 1,2, and 4 can easily be accomplished within departments as part of their EQW Step 3 can be done by a staff 
group, and the results can be supplied to the department in the form of standardized unit cost data. 

We'll illustrate the steps by applying them to a conventionalleccture-discussion course of the kind used at many 
colleges and universiities. Figure 2.1 identifies the activities required to teach the course (Step 1). The shaded boxes 
depict what happens during each of the semester's 
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Figure 2.1 Activity Schedule for a Conventional Lecture-Discussion 

Pre-Semester (e.g., syllabus, preparation, seledion of 

TAs) 

Office Hours 

PosttSemester (e.g., exam preparation it grading, 

course grading) 

15 weeks: two lectures followed by a breakour discussion section, plus office hours. (~zzes, papers, and midterm 
exams are ignored for the sake of simplicity, but they easily could be added.) Other activiities, including syllabus 
preparation and the selection ofTAs, take place before the start of the semester. Still others-including exam 
prepaaration, grading, and the finalization of course grades-occur after the semester is over. Taken together, the 
activities compose the course's activity schedule. 

Figure 2.2 fulfills Step 2 by describing the resources needed for each activity. Let's assume that each class is one hour 
long, and that tenure-line professors teach the lectures and TAs teach the discussion sections. Professors estimate that 
on average they spend three hours of preparation for each lecture (six for the whole week) and that they provide two 
office hours a week for each section they teach. Economies in preparation accrue if a given professor teaches two 
sections. Similar 

Figure 2.2 Weekly Resource Requirements for a Conventional Lecture- Discussion Course 

A. Assumptions             
    Hours per activity     Max. sections   
Gross hours/section   Lecture   Discussion   Office hours   Preparation   per teacher   
Professor   2   0   2   6   2   
Teaching assistant   0   1   4   2   3   
Normal class size   110   20     Total enrollment   500   

B. Results 

- 

Number of sections Facilities hours 

Lecture 5 10 

Discussion 30 

10 

Max. hours Min. hours 

Professors 50 

38 
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assumptions apply to TAs and to pre- and post-semester activities, but the latter are not included in the table. 

Next comes the question of how many professors and TAs will be required to teach the course. This depends on the 
number of students enrolled (the so-called driver variable), which we assume equals 500. Suppose the lecture room 
assigned to the course holds 110 students and that this number is judged by the faculty to be acceptable from a quality 
perspective. Suppose also that the faculty wants no more than 20 students per discussion group and that all the students 
in a given group must come from the same lecture section. 

Doing the math shows that 5 lecture sections and 30 discussion sections will be required. This translates to 38 faculty 
hours and 170 TA hours a week if maximum preparation economies are achieved (if there are no such economies, the 
requirements would be 50 faculty hours and 210 TA hours). In addition the lecture room will be tied up for 10 hours a 
week, and breakout rooms will be occupied for 30 hours a week. 

Step 3 requires cost accounting judgments that need not concern us here. The numbers can be supplied by university 
planners. These costs should reflect the department's particular circumstances, and they should be updated every year, 
but they need not be accurate to the penny. 

Step 4 involves simple spreadsheet calculations. The result, given in Figure 2.3, shows total cost to be $144,507, or 
$289 per enrolllment. (Pre- and post-semester costs aren't included, but they would be built up from their own activity 
analysis if this had been a real case.) Simple sensitivity analysis can provide additional insight. Interestingly, the 
largest element of cost in this case is not faculty, but rather TAs. Department members might wonder whether the 
financial aid compoonent of such a cost is worth preserving, but they will have learned that TAs aren't exactly free 
goods. 

Rensselaer pioneered the application of course-based ABC when considering whether to adopt its new Studio Physics 
course in place of the conventional lecture-discussion format (Wilson, 1997). Although the motivation behind Studio 
Physics was quality improvement, the change achieved a 33% reduction in the faculty's contact time with 
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Figure 2.3 Total Cost and What-If Analysis for a Conventional Lecture- Discussion Course 

Faculty cost TA cost 

Ledure hall cost Breakout room cost Pre and post cost Total cost 

Cost per enrollment 

Base case 

(Based on maximum preparation hours) 

Hours Total 

750 $ 50,000 

3,150 $ 75,674 

150 $ 5,521 

450 $ 3,313 

$ 10,000 $144,507 $ 289 

Variations from the base case (Alternatives for reducing cost per enrol/ment) Total cost Cost/enr. 

Min. preparation hours $118,093 $236 

Incr. lecture size by 25% $128,137 $256 

Incr. breakout size by 25% $131,343 $263 

Cut office hours by 25% Incr. enrollment by 25% 

$131,197 $171,409 

$262 $274 

classes-which saved between $10,000 and $20,000 per semester. On the quality side, more topics were covered, and 
students performed as well as or better than students in the traditional courses. Student response was enthusiastic. 
Faculty evaluations in the studio format were far higher than in the traditional mode, and, when asked whether the 
course should be taught in the studio format versus some other way, 91 % of students voted for the studio format. 
Class attendance increased from 50%-75% to 75%-80%, pre-semester test scores improved by 10%-13% compared to 
post-semester scores, and retenntion increased from 70% to 80%. Similar successes were achieved with other studio 
courses. 

Faculty Time 

Rensselaer's experience illustrates the importance of including facculty time when doing course-level ABC. But 
including faculty time raises two important questions. First, how should one estimate the time required for particular 
teaching and learning processes? Second, what happens to any time saved by adopting a more cost-effective 
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approach? 

Time estimation should be viewed as a judgmental exercise, not as something that requires detailed measurement. 
We're not talking about time logs, which are anathema to most professors. Rough averages usuually suffice-for 
example, "How much time per session, on average, do I spend preparing for my Econ 101 lectures?" Indeed, when 
Zemsky 
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et al. (1999) asked professors to provide time estimates at about middsemester, those professors provided stable and 
consistent data and felt that the exercise was meaningful. 

What to do with time saved presents a thornier set of issues. Peoople often view faculty resources as fixed because 
tenure and other conntractual commitments prevent time saved during a given semester from being turned into cash. 
However, it's the scarcity of faculty time rather than its financial fungibility that makes course-level costing work. 

Most faculty members are, or at least feel, overworked. Faculty time is the university's scarcest resource, so it 
behooves departments to make the best possible use of it. Teaching processes that require less faculty time are better 
than those that require more, if other factors are equal. It doesn't matter that the savings can't be cashed out-most 
professors will redeploy their effort to worthwhile uses, including other education-related tasks, EQ"W; and research. 
To ignore the faculty time input to educational processes is to miss an important opportunity for disproving the 
quality-spending myth. It also ignores opportunities for mitigating the workload pressures associated with the 
improvement ofEQW. 
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Quality Principles and Their Application 

~en the idea of EQW was first introduced in Hong Kong and Sweden in the early 1990s, decisions about what 
represented good performance were left to the universities and their departments. This stemmed more from practicality 
than conviction. The protagonists of quality work didn't really know what to look for, but they felt they would know 
good work when they saw it. It was enough to devote attention to the newly defined EQW focal areas. Reflecting on 
the department's work in each area would illuminate shortfalls and spawn ideas for improvement. 

Nondirected reflection served well enough as a first step, but requests for guidance didn't take long to emerge. Now, 
more than a decade later, the guidance notes and discussion questions prepared to facilitate various academic audits 
have been reduced to a set of prinnciples of good practice for quality work. The principles can guide a department in 
its reflection and improvement efforts; they also can guide auditors in evaluating a department's work. An analogy 
with financial auditing is apt: The people who manage a company's accounts and those who audit them operate from a 
single set of generally accepted accounting principles (GAAP). Although the principles that govern AQW are 
necessarily more subjective than GAAP, their role is the same. In time higher education may come to think of them as 
"gennerally accepted academic quality principles" -or the unpronounceable acronym GAAQP. 

This chapter introduces principles of best practice for quality work, followed by a discussion of AQW maturity, the 
degree to which 

51 
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departments apply the principles daily. The chapter concludes by examining quality work above the department level-
that is, by deans, provosts, system-wide administrators, trustees and regents, oversight boards, and accreditors. 

Quality Principles 

Research at Stanford University's National Center for Postseconddary Improvement identified seven principles of good 
practice for quality work. The principles have their roots in business, governnment, and health care, but they have been 
adapted to and tested in academe (Massy 2003a; Massy & French, 2001). They are consistent with the preponderance 
of ideas expressed in the literature on quallity in higher education (cf. Ruben, 1995). We state each principle first and 
then discuss it using language adapted from the business literature. Applications to higher education will be elaborated 
in later chapters. 

Define Quality in Terms of Outcomes 

Learning outcomes should pertain to what is or will become important fOr the departments students. Exemplary 
departtments carefully determine their students' needs and then work to meet those needs. They know that student 
learning, not teaching per se, is what ultimately matters. 

Defining quality in terms of outcomes brings the fitness-for-purpose principle, from Chapter 2, to life in higher 
education. Outcomes means student learning and its consequences. Therefore, education quality means the extent of 
learning and its relevance to what is or will become important for the student. Put more provocatively, eduucation 
quality should be defined as meeting "customer" needs and wants. Doing so provides purpose and direction for the 
organization, improves competitiveness and goodwill, and contributes to long-term institutional success. 

In the business literature, a customer is anyone who receives the benefits of the output from another individual or 
organization. The 
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definition includes both external and internal customers. Surely stuudents qualify as customers by this definition: 

There can be little doubt that there are many "customers" of higher education .... At the origin of the views of quality 
there is ... a student: a researcher being prepared for science and industry, a new teacher being prepared for ... our 
schools, a city manager completing a master's program in public adminnistration, an attorney returning to learn about 
computers, or a farmer or plant manager being served by an agricultural or manufacturing extension service. (Bogue & 
Saunders, 1992, p.270) 

~ality champions believe that making customer focus the defining aspect of all jobs can play an important role in 
shaping and changing organizational culture. Customer focus provides an exterrnal purpose for an activity. It 
encourages people to move from being inwardly directed to being externally directed. Customer focus also helps instill 
values of cooperation and service, both of which improve products and services and boost operational efficiency. The 
notion of customer focus has taken hold not only in business but also in governnment and other nonprofit 
organizations such as health care (Rosennbluth & Peters, 1992; Whiteley, 1991; Zeithaml, Parasuraman, & Berry, 
1990; Zemke & Schaaf, 1989). ~ality-disciplined enterprises satisfy customers by exceeding their needs and 
expectations, or even by providing products and services they did not know they needed but end up appreciating 
(Berry, 1991; Deming, 1986; Joiner, 1994; Juran, 1989; Senge, 1990; Whiteley, 1991). Such enterprises call this 
"customer delight." 

In education customer focus doesn't imply that the customer is always right. Anyone who has graded an exam or paper 
knows that the student is not always right. Most academics resist using customer for exactly this reason. Yet the idea 
of being externally focused transcends this interpretation. It stands in sharp contrast to the more inwarddfocused 
definition of quality so often espoused by academics-that is, "mastering the academic discipline." 
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We prefer to describe students as "clients" rather than "custommers." The clients oflawyers, accountants, and 
consultants are not always right. In fact, such clients usually know relatively little about the subbject in question. It is 
the professional's job to study the client's problem and apply his or her knowledge and skills to provide the best 
possible solution. Is it any different with professors? The fitness-for-purpose principle holds that professors should 
ascertain the needs of their stuudents and then apply their expertise to meet those needs. 

Focus on How Things Get Done 

Departments should carefully analyze how teachers teach, how students learn, and how they all approach learning 
assessment. Departments should consult their disciplines pedagogical litterature and collect data on what works well 
and what doesn't. They should stress active learning, exploit infOrmation technollogy, and not hesitate to experiment 
with new teaching and learning methods. Faculty should be quick to adopt their collleagues'succes1ul innovations, 
which should become part of the departments modus operandi and fOrm the baseline fOr future experimentation and 
improvement. 

All activity is process, and teaching, learning, and assessment are activiities. Yet professors view education quality 
mostly in terms of content, not activity (Stark & Lattuca, 1997). They take process more or less for granted-believing, 
for example, that content is the responsibility of professors and learning is the responsibility of students. But even if 
this view was valid when access to higher education was limited to a select few, increased participation has made it 
obsolete. Today's average undergraduate has neither the preparation nor the inclination to "sit at the feet of scholars;' as 
academic tradition would have it. The second quality principle, then, is to stop taking process for granted and give it 
equal status with content. 

In the business literature, a process is any activity or group of activiities that takes inputs, transforms and adds value to 
them, and delivers an output to an internal or external customer (Davenport, 1993; Demming, 1986; Harrington, 
1991;]oiner, 1994; Lareau, 1991; Melan, 1993; Scholtes, 1988). Processes have specific purposes that produce value 
for 
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customers or stakeholders. Effective processes have distinct start and end points, and they consist of actions that are 
definable, repeatable, predicttable, and measurable. One begins thinking about quality improvement by studying how 
processes work and how their elements interact. Then one identifies the causes of quality defects and figures out how 
to mitiigate them. As Einstein said about physics, "God is in the details." 

Process design refers to the specifics of determining how variious resources-people, materials, and machines-can be 
brought together to produce the desired outcomes with minimal defects. Proocess design also refers to the redesign or 
reengineering of an existing set of activities. 

Process design tends to involve certain identifiable steps (Davennport, 1993; Hammer & Champy, 1993;Juran & 
Gryna, 1993; Scholtes, 1988). First, one uses flowcharting and other analytical techniques to develop a clear 
understanding of the current process and what might be wrong with it. Second, one develops ideas for design or 
redesign in response to clearly defined requirements for the new process. Such requirements might include improved 
effectiveness or accuracy, reduced cycle time (the elapsed time between key process steps), fewer failures, or the use 
of technology to leverage people's time. Once a new process is up and running, someone can benchmark its 
performance against similar processes in other enterprises. 

In the production of services, tight process design does not imply the loss of humanity or spontaneity. Key process 
elements are conntrolled, but people can act independently within these limits when such independence benefits the 
customer. For example, Nordstrom employees are encouraged to interact with customers in a spontaneeous and 
friendly way even as they maintain the rigorous standards needed for process integrity, including provision of accurate 
informaation about products and enforcement of store policies. In education professors can interact spontaneously and 
pro actively with students even as they maintain design standards for content coverage and timing, provision of skill 
development experiences, and assessment. Without process design standards, on the other hand, providers can do 
whatever they wish whenever they wish. This makes it hard to commpare results with expectations, refine the process 
through systematic analysis, and build cumulatively on successful experience. 
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Work Collaboratively 

Professors should demonstrate collegiality in education-related work, just as they do in research. For example, working 
in teams brings an array of talent to bear on difficult problems, disseminates insight, and allows members to hold each 
other accountable fir team assignments. This makes the department a learning organization not only fir disciplinary 
content but also fir education quality processes. 

Strange as it may seem in light of the academy's stated emphasis on collegiality, professors rarely work together on the 
design, implemenntation, and QA of teaching and learning. This is consistent with the so-called organized anarchy that 
many authors associate with acaademic processes (Cohen, March, & Olsen, 1972). One experienced commentator put 
it this way: "Academic specialists retreat into the forts of their specialized knowledge-fields and they are no longer 
conncerned with the relationships of their work to that of colleagues" (van Vught, 1995, p. 10). 

The resulting isolation and fragmentation has a chilling effect on education quality. Former Cornell president Frank 
Rhodes described the problem as follows: 

Without community, knowledge becomes idiosyncratic: the lone learner, studying in isolation, is vulnerable to 
narrowness, dogmatism, and untested assumption, and learning misses out on being expansive and informed, contested 
by opposing interpretations, leavened by differing experience, and refined by alternative viewpoints. (qtd. in Vedder, 
2004, p. 118) 

Substitute quality work for learning, and one sees the overwhelming importance of collegiality in EQW 

Working collegially implies what's called "teamwork" in the literaature on quality-that is, working together in groups 
to achieve a commmon objective. Teams provide mutual involvement and support, aid communication, and minimize 
duplication of effort. Teamwork helps eliminate destructive internal competition and contributes to a culture where 
everyone works together to benefit stakeholders. Effective team- 
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work requires training in a variety of skills-for example, interpersonal communication, organizing meetings, group 
decision-making, using improvement tools, and handling difficult people. Surprising progress can be achieved when 
people work in teams (Manz & Sims, 1993; Orssburn, Moran, Musselwhite, & Zenger, 1990; Scholtes, 1988). To 
quote Bill Creech in The Five Pillars ofTQM (1994), "Organizational change is imperative, and the team approach is 
the most effective way to reorrganize" (p. 12). It's ironic that although many faculty work together effectively in 
research, they rarely do so in education-related tasks. 

Some may argue that universities already have too many teamssexcept that we call them "committees." Most schools 
do have too many committees, but there is a fundamental difference between a team and a committee. A committee 
usually is charged with policy-making or advice-giving-that is, directing others' activities. In a team, members already 
are committed to achieving some important outcome. The team's purpose is to help its members do a better job or do 
the job in less time. This changes the dynamics dramatically. It's hard to hold a committee accountable for results, but 
team members already have accepted responsibility. 

Base Decisions on Evidence 

Departments should monitor outcomes systematically-for example, by collecting data .from students, graduates, and 
employers. Data on student preparation and learning styles 

can be helpful as well. The data should be analyzed carefully 

in light of disciplinary standards and the faculty's professional experience, and findings should be incorporated in the 
design of curricula, learning processes, and assessment methods. 

People who study quality believe that information should drive deciision-making. Information serves a number of 
important purposes. It provides knowledge about external circumstances that may affect perrformance. It provides 
feedback on the results of process changes, withhout which processes cannot be controlled or improved. Information 
also focuses discussion and helps team members develop a common view of reality. For example, it may call out 
discrepancies between the team's current view of reality and the external environment-discrepancies 
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that invite constructive reinterpretation and problem solving. Finally, data in the form of trends can help a team assess 
progress toward goals, identify areas that need greater attention, confer a sense of challenge or closure, and provide a 
basis for extrinsic rewards. 

Visit a quality-oriented manufacturing facility, and you will see evidence of "fact-based management." Production 
teams routinely track output levels, machine performance, defect rates, attendance, time lost due to accidents, and 
other measures they deem important in their circumstances. They may collect the data themselves or they may track 
data collected or processed by others, but in every case the team members "own" the data and believe that information 
is essenntial for day-to-day effectiveness. Team members continuously improve the data sources and displays as part 
of their overall responsibility for quality (Deming, 1986; Harrington, 1991; Joiner, 1994; Juran, 1989; Miller & 
Krumm, 1992; Pitt, 1994; Senge, 1990; Sonnenberg, 1994). If fact-based management can work on the shop floor-and 
it doessone can expect even greater success with highly trained professionals. 

Making better use of evidence has become the most widely disscussed idea for improving teaching and learning since 
the publication of Scholarship Reconsidered (Boyer, 1990). Applying the quality principles requires using evidence 
effectively. Indeed, evidence usage lies at the heart of process effectiveness. Simply put, evidence supports a belief that 
something is true. The Evidence Guide published in 2002 by the Westtern Association of Schools and Colleges, a 
regional accreditor, describes how people responsible for quality processes can improve their use of evidence. It starts 
by listing five characteristics of good evidence: 

• Evidence should be intentional and purposeful. Evidence should be advanced to address deliberately posed questions 
that are imporrtant to the department. It should stimulate dialogue among deciision makers, ideally in a way that helps 
them achieve consensus. 

• Evidence entails interpretation and reflection. Because evidence does not speak for itself, presenters should do more 
than list the facts. They should reflect on the evidence's meaning and interpret it appropriately to support conclusions. 



file:///I|/FC13~1/scan0075.txt[05/21/2015 09:10:11 ...]

Quality Principles and Their Application 59 

• Good evidence is integrated and holistic. The best evidence involves information drawn from disparate sources that 
reinforce one another. Hence judgments need to be made about a body of evidence as a whole-the "weight of the 
evidence;' in common parlance. 

• Evidence can be both quantitative and qualitative. What is connsidered as evidence need not be confined to numbers. 
Relevant quantitative data is powerful, but measurement is not the be all and end all. It is better for evidence to be 
meaningful than for it to be numeric. 

• Good evidence can be either direct or indirect. Evidence does not necessarily depend on specially designed 
instruments and samples. Indirect evidence based on existing data-for example, from ongooing institutional processes-
can be more powerful than direct eviidence, and it usually is less expensive to obtain. 

Figure 3.1 provides an example of how the evidentiary principles can be applied in quality work-in this case, to 
student assessment. 

Although few faculty members would dream of violating the eviidentiary guidelines when doing research, such 
violations occur all too often in education. Like other aspects of quality work, better use of eviidence requires a degree 
of systematization that has yet to be embraced by most departments. 

Strive for Coherence 

Departments should view learning through the lens of the stuudents' entire educational experience. Courses should 
build on one another to provide the desired depth and breadth. Students' portftlios of educational experiences also 
should reflect coherence. For example, a mix of large lectures and small seminars may produce better learning than a 
succession of medium-size classes that consume the same amount of ftculty time. 

W. Edwards Deming's theory of profound knowledge underpinned his entire view of quality. The concept of coherence 
between activities was one of the cornerstones. Two of the requirements for coherence are that the activities must have 
an aim or purpose and that they must 
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Figure 3.1 Applications of Evidentiary Principles to Student Assessment 

Cover knowledge and skills taught throughout the program's curriculum. 

The unit of analysis should be the cumulative experience of the student at the time of graduation, not simply averages 
based on work done in individual courses. 

Include multiple judgments of student performance. Departmental assessments should represent the considered 
judgment of a faculty team, not a single individual. They should be discussed by the team members before finalization.  

Provide information on multiple dimensions of student performance. 

There should be more than a single summative performance measure. Information should instead be collected on a 
variety of performance dimensions. Reports should include profiles of the relevant student population, not simply 
averages or data for the top few percent of the class. 

Include more than surveys or self-reports of competence or growth by students. 

Surveys asking students to rate their satisfaction, strengths and weaknesses, and/or areas of perceived growth, though 
helpful, are not adequate as the primary metric for education quality. 

Source: Western Association of Schools and Colleges, 2002 

be managed. The secret to that management is "cooperation between components toward the aim of the organization" 
(Deming, 1986, p. 54). Coherence requires that processes be viewed as systems. Designers should concentrate less on 
what the separate parts are doing and more on how interactions between the parts affect overall perrformance. They 
should enhance synergies between elements, reduce redundancies and complexity, and mitigate negative interactions 
that impede performance. 
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Peter Senge, author of The Fifth Discipline: The Art and Practice of the Learning Organization (1990), also puts the 
systems view at the heart of his thinking. He developed a series of archetypes that characcterize critical behavior 
patterns in organizations. For example, certain feedback loops and choice points can enhance or undermine efforts to 
produce quality. By focusing on these archetypes, one can more effecctively diagnose organizational problems and 
discover what changes will have the greatest leverage for improvement. 

Coherence has been a hot topic in academe since the curricular destructuring that took place in the 1960s (Zemsky, 
1989; see also Bok, 2006, p. 41; Sykes, 1988, pp. 79-82). Although student demands for choice triggered the initial 
destructuring movement, they were not the only cause. In the 1980s, for example, the Association of American 
Collleges and Universities (1985) stated thatlack of a clear sense of mission in many colleges and universities had led 
to a "marketplace philosophy ... a supermarket where students are shoppers and professors are merchants of learning" 
(p. 2). The report placed much of the blame on faculty who had become "protectors and advocates" (p. 4) of their 
interests (includding the desire to protect jobs and teach their specialties) at the expense of institutional responsibilities 
and curricular coherence. Although there has been some increase in coherence in recent years, many commentators 
believe that today's curricula are still unduly fragmented (cf Bok, 2006). 

Less discussed is what one might call "learning process coherrence" -the juxtaposition of activities within a student's 
program. For example, having students learn a statistical tool in one course and then immediately apply it in another 
reduces cycle time and boosts learning. Situations like this one do occur, but high levels of student choice and the rigid 
structure of semester-long courses make it hard to coordinate assignments. The problem also stems, however, from 
faculty inattenntion to process-coherence issues. 

The ~ality Assurance Agency for Higher Education (2000), a UK organization, works with a code of practice that 
provides some good standards for coherence: 

[Faculty should consider] the overall coherence and intelllectual integrity of the programme, ... [which] should be 
designed in a way that will ensure the student's experience has 



file:///I|/FC13~1/scan0078.txt[05/21/2015 09:10:12 ...]

62 Academic Quality Work 

a logic and integrity that are clearly linked to the purpose of the programme. (p. 14) 

[The curriculum should promote] an organised progresssion so that the demands on the learner in intellectual 
challlenge, skills, knowledge, conceptualization, and learning autonomy increase. (p. 13) 

Departments that adopt these standards would significantly improve the quality of teaching and learning. The same is 
true for programs like general education. 

Learn From Best Practice 

Faculty should identify and analyze good practices in compaarable departments and institutions and then adapt the best 
to their own circumstances. They should compare good versus averrage or poor practices within their own 
departments, assess the causes of the differences, and seek ways to improve the subpar perftrmers. 

Searching out best practice and adapting its lessons to the local situation is called "benchmarking." By identifying best 
practice one is, in effect, setting up a goal. Studying how others achieve that goal provides insights into how to achieve 
it oneself. The idea is not, as some skeptics put it, to force-fit others' work to the local situation. It is to think outside 
the box, to 'l;ain.1>t\mu\u1> and \m\~ht. Such \iot\mu\Ul> and i.n1>i.~ht need not come 

from the same type of institution or even the same nela. "For example, the learning of certain skills may have invariant 
elements across disciplines and types of universities. One should consider the process itself, not neccessarily the entity 
or context in which it is applied. 

When properly done, benchmarking follows a srructured set of steps. These steps include 1) identifying precisely what 
the organizaation will benchmark; 2) creating a list of benchmarking candidates; 3) comparing data that highlights 
differences between the organization's activity and the benchmark; and 4) establishing goals and action plans for 
improvement based on what the organization has learned from the benchmarking project. Without such discipline, 
benchmarking can degenerate into "industrial tourism." 
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Benchmarking dates from the dawn of the quality movement. 

Originally it was used in engineering, manufacturing, and scientific research, but it is being applied to service 
functions with similarly good results (Bogan & English, 1994; Boxwell, 1994; Camp, 1989; Spenndolini, 1992; 
Watson, 1993). Entities like the American Productivity and ~ality Center, which brings together groups of clients to 
achieve economies of scale in benchmarking, have honed the methodology to a fine art. Universities like Northwest 
Missouri State, a pioneer in applyying quality concepts to higher education, will not launch a significant quality 
improvement initiative without systematic benchmarking. 

Learning from best practice also involves the analysis of quality variations within one's own area of responsibility. The 
idea is simple: 

Find the best-performing entity and then work to bring others to the same standard. Reinforcing the causes of positive 
variation and mitigatting the negative ones will allow average performance to move upward. This should be a central 
goal of quality work (Deming, 1994; Joiner, 1994; Miller & Krumm, 1992). 

The idea that variations in learning performance present quality improvement opportunities seems foreign to academics 
who believe such variations stem from differences in students' ability or motivaation. We have already seen, however, 
that many of these variations are in fact controllable by the teacher. This opens the possibility that facculty can learn 
from the variations in performance that are bound to occur among teachers as well as students. 

Make Continuous Improvement a Priority 

Departments should strive to improve teaching and learn- 

ing regularly. Although many proftssors will continue to place strong emphasis on research, they should spend enough 
discreetionary time on EQ W to maintain an impetus fOr improveement. Personnel committees should consider the 
results ofsuch work, along with research and teaching perfOrmance, as imporrtant evidence fOr promotion and tenure. 

~ality experts believe that all processes present opportunities for incremental improvement. Indeed, continuous quality 
improvement (CQI) has become a cornerstone of the business quality movement. 
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Known as kaizen in Japan, CQI holds that organizations can continuuously improve all processes and activities 
through the application of systematic techniques. This requires a disciplined process that includes, first, a commitment 
to excellence and, second, ongoing efforts to idenntify and eliminate all defects, inefficiencies, and nonconformance to 
stakeholders' needs and legitimate expectations. 

Continuous incremental improvement contrasts with episodic change, in which the current process is replaced with a 
new and improved design. (Such changes are sometimes called "process reenngineering.") Although episodic change 
can pay dividends in some situations-as when curricula are being reformed or radically differrent technology options 
are being considered, for example-it's not the only option. Indeed, because re engineering rarely gets things right the 
first time, follow-on incremental improvement becomes essenntial. Sometimes the cumulative effect of CQI eliminates 
the need for disruptive episodic change. Organizations that allow the quality and utility of their offerings to become 
static will become targets for commpeting organizations. Competitors may add benefits or find new ways to deliver the 
benefits. Or they may reduce costs and lower prices, which boosts value for money. 

Despite these obvious advantages, many in higher education regard continuous quality improvement as irrelevant or 
offensive jargon. They feel that education quality is fine as it is and resent assertions that it can and should be 
improved. The root problem, however, is that CQI takes time-time that many faculty, and their departments and 
institutions, would rather spend on research. CQI is threatening because it exposes a contradiction in the work lives of 
many professors. 

Most professors care deeply about their teaching and their stuudents. Even at institutions where teaching is less 
important than research, teaching is not unimportant. Many professors feel caught between wanting to do a better job 
teaching and mentoring students, and what it takes to further their own careers. They resolve this tennsion by 1) 
placing their first priority on teaching until they've achieved "good" or at least "acceptable" performance, and 2) then 
turning their attention to research (Massy & Wilger, 1995). 

Richard Cyert and James March (1963) coined "satisficing" as the descriptor for this tension-reducing strategy. Rather 
than trying to 
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do the best job possible (e.g., on teaching), a satisficer commits only enough effort to attain an acceptable threshold of 
performance. The threshold may be fairly high, but in effect it puts an upper limit on quality. Satisficing is a fancy way 
of saying, "Good enough is OK." This contradicts the CQI mantra, "Good enough isn't." 

But that's not the worst of it. Unless one is careful or lucky, the press of other priorities may cause the quality 
threshold itself to erode over time. Such erosion is most likely when, as in teaching, the threshhold is more a personal 
standard than an externally driven one. Even the strongest wills find it hard to resist the pressures for publication 
asserted by their universities, departments, and colleagues-not to mention their own intrinsic interests. A corner may 
be cut here and another there, and if no demonstrably negative consequences accrue, such behavior may become the 
new standard. Erosion of the satisficing threshold for teaching exemplifies what has come to be called the "acaademic 
ratchet": the steady irreversible shift of faculty allegiance away from broad institutional goals toward those of an 
academic specialty and from teaching toward research (Zemsky & Massy, 1990). 

Calls for continuous improvement in education quality escalate the faculty's job stress because, instead of accepting the 
ratchet as an implicit fact of academic life, they drive up the definitions of "good" and "acceptable" teaching, usually 
without diminishing the expectaations for research. But while CQI requires effort over and above what it takes to 
achieve acceptable quality, such efforts need not be overrwhelming. Because it is collegial, quality work distributes the 
burden among department members. It also makes the job intellectually stimuulating and satisfying so it becomes less 
of a burden. Universities should provide rewards for quality work and recognize that, for some faculty some of the 
time, it requires trade-offs against other activities. They should do this because it's hard to sustain CQI when most or 
all of the responsible people are satisficing on educational tasks. 

Maturity of AQW 

Although primarily intended to improve practice, the principles also can be used to mark progress toward quality 
process improvement. For example, one might note a lack of attention to outcomes, inadequate use 
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of facts, lack of coherence, or indifference to best practice. Or one might see great collegiality, strong focus on 
teaching and learning, effective learning assessment, and commitment to continuous improvement. Few who reflect 
seriously about education quality have difficulty distinguishhing between the good, the bad, and the ugly when it 
comes to the appliication of these principles. Likewise, it isn't difficult to discern whether the principles are being 
applied in all the focal areas of quality work. 

The capability maturity model developed at Carnegie Mellon University provides a useful set of categories for gauging 
quality proocesses' maturity. Developed to track the prowess of advanced software development teams, the maturity 
idea applies equally well to educaation quality. High maturity implies strong understanding and committment, and vice 
versa. Chairs and their executive committees can use the maturity categories as benchmarks for evaluating their 
progress. So can deans, presidents and provosts, boards, and oversight agencies. 

Our model lays out five levels of quality process maturity at the department level (Massy, 2003c, p. 228). It was tested 
in Hong Kong during 2002 and 2003 (a similar model applies to decanal and instituutional quality process maturity): 

• No effort. The department asserts little responsibility for educaation quality and does not have systematic quality 
processes. ~allity improvement and assurance are unmonitored and approached mostly in traditional ways. 

• Firefighting. The department responds to problems, but mostly with ad hoc methods. The five focal areas are not 
covered systemmatically, and the quality and evidentiary principles receive little attention. 

• Inftrmal effort. Individual professors experiment with the prinnciples, but few colleagues pay much attention. 
Coverage of the focal areas remains spotty, and the department has yet to become a learning organization with respect 
to the quality and evidentiary principles. 

• Organized effort. Departments plan and track quality process iniitiatives in all five focal areas. Emergent norms 
encourage considderation of the quality and evidentiary principles, and methods for gauging performance are under 
development. 
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• Mature effort. The quality and evidentiary principles have become embedded in the department's culture and the idea 
of regular improvement in all five focal areas is a well-accepted way of life. The department has accepted planning, 
tracking, and performance evaluation of quality processes as important elements of peer accountability and has 
developed effective methods for doing so. 

The categories can be assigned numerical scores, but quantification is not necessary for most purposes. Suppose a 
dean, president or proovost, board, or oversight agency has made it clear that quality process improvement is a high 
priority. Now imagine the tough-minded discusssions that could occur between department chairs and deans, or 
between chairs and professors, if performance has been evaluated as unsatisfacctory. What chair would feel 
comfortable defending "no effort" or "fireefighting" to the dean? What dean would like to defend poor maturity ratings 
to the provost? What institution would like to defend them to the coordinating board or accreditors, students, and the 
public? 

We'll see in later chapters how mature EQW demonstrably changes how faculty approach teaching and learning. 
Indeed, the maturity of a department's EQW will be readily apparent to anyone who bothers to look. EQW cannot be 
faked. Engaged faculty will be able to describe their activities in detail and present evidence about outcomes, whereas 
those who are not engaged will soon sputter into silence or empty rhettoric. Deans, provosts, and auditors can learn to 
distinguish between the maturity levels, a fact that underpins quality work above the level of the department and the 
academic audit at all levels. 

Quality Work Above the Department Level 

Our descriptions of quality work to this point have focused on departtments because they "work at the coal face" (as 
the British would say). But that's not where the idea originated. The first academic quality audits-in the United 
Kingdom, Hong Kong, Sweden, and New Zeaaland-covered whole campuses. Why? Auditors represented oversight 
bodies like Hong Kong's University Grants Committee. Such bodies focus on institutions first and departments second. 
(U.S. academic audit applications, in contrast, were initiated by individual institutions 
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and thus focused on departments.) The fact that such audits have been successful at the higher level, however, implies 
that it's possible to define quality work above the department level. 

A Tiered System of Quality Work 

The basic idea is simple: Each tier seeks to spur improvement in quallity work at the level directly beneath it. Deans 
spur the quality work of departments, provosts spur that of schools or faculties, and so on right up to the level of 
oversight boards. A well-functioning system will demonstrate good quality work at all levels. The efforts at each level 
will reinforce the level below and be reinforced by the one above. The whole will be greater than the sum of its parts. 

In contrast to department-level quality work, which begins with reflection, work at higher levels begins with fact-
finding. Deans need to learn the facts about quality work in their departments, for example. They need to know 
whether departments are addressing all five focal areas and whether the principles of good practice are being applied. 
If not, it is the deans' responsibility to get departments to improve their performance. 

Provosts should learn whether the deans give quality work a high priority and what they're doing to assure and 
improve it. And because the role of the deans is pivotal, provosts should intervene where necesssary to cure shortfalls 
in decanal performance. The same can be said for system-wide chief academic officers. They should stay informed 
about the provosts' quality work and intervene to improve it where necessary. The role of trustees and regents, and 
oversight boards, is similar-with one caveat. They need to insist that institutional heads and chief acaademic officers 
pay sufficient attention to quality work, but their interrventions should be made at arm's length, befitting their oversight 
role. Indeed, efforts by external entities to micromanage academic quality almost always turn out badly (Massy, 2003c, 
Chapter 7). 

Applying the Quality Principles 

Deans, provosts, and others will find the seven quality principles to be useful touchstones for their work. For one 
thing, they can inquire about how the principles are being applied in the units for which they 
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are responsible. A dean might ask departments to describe how their curricula are informed by learning objectives, for 
example, and what kinds of evidence they use to gauge success. They might ask about colllegiality-who is involved in 
quality work and with what intensity? Coherence questions might focus on the linkages between assesssment and 
learning objectives. Probing the faculty's knowledge of best practice and what's been done to expand it gets at the 
question of benchmarking. 

All these are legitimate academic questions. Although resistance may be encountered, it can be overcome by 
approaching questions in a conversational rather than inquisitional way. Deans who take a real interest in such 
questions will encourage departments to do likewise. Unfortunately, the converse also is true. Topics that don't arise in 
conversations with the dean are less likely to be seen as important. In addition to their benefits for quality work, such 
conversations put the relationship between deans and departments on a stronger and more academic footing than the 
usual back-and-forth over administrative details and resources. 

We have already noted that it's impossible to fake the answers to questions about quality work. A rich set of examples 
will come to mind if the principle is being applied seriously. Such examples simply cannot be made up, and if one 
attempts to do so, the lie will easily be exposed. Deans should insist on transparency in their conversations about 
quallity work and take appropriate steps if that isn't forthcoming. 

Provosts might ask how deans respond to interdepartmental variaations in the effectiveness of quality work. Significant 
variation was observed when such questions were asked in Hong Kong's first round of academic audits, for example. 
Certain deans knew that some departtments were better than others and were helping the laggards improve their 
performance. Other deans were blissfully ignorant of the variaations but accepted responsibility when the differences 
were pointed out by the audit team. Still others were aware of the variations but were doing nothing to address them. 
This last group said yes when asked whether departments with effective quality work delivered better value to students 
but accepted no responsibility in the matter. The idea that performance variations within their schools represented a call 
for 
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action hadn't sunk in. Such views illustrate a common though critical lapse in EQW above the department level. 

The Quality Improvement Cycle Revisited 

The quality improvement cycle presented in Figure 1.1 of Chapter 1 applies to deans, provosts, and so forth, with only 
minor variations. First substitute "Fact-Finding" for "Informed Reflection:' "Consideration and Consultation" for "Self-
Study Report:' and "Intervention" for "Peer Review" in the figure's right-hand hemisphere. Fact-finding performs the 
dual role of informing the dean (or other officer) and sending siggnals down the line. Such signals may be sufficient to 
spur improvement once a culture of quality has become embedded, but the dean should not take that for granted. He or 
she also should consider the evidence and perhaps consult with faculty advisors or the provost about it. The result may 
be a decision to intervene-for example, by urging the chair and faculty to give higher priority to quality work or to 
correct a parrticular problem. This provides the external impetus for change shown at the bottom of the figure, one that 
may include the possibility of conseequences. (We'll discuss these possibilities in Chapter 8.) The rest of the cycle 
works as before: from interventions to initiatives to performance measures to (one would hope) embedded 
improvement. 

That cycle describes what might be called a "line-responsibility approach" to quality work. Because the dean bears 
ultimate responnsibility for departmental performance, he or she needs to stay well informed and intervene directly and 
forcibly when shortfalls become apparent. Likewise, provosts should know about quality work at the decanal level and 
take steps to cure shortfalls where necessary. Although a dean or department may resist such interventions, to assert 
they have no place in university governance is an extreme view of academic autonomy. 

Arm's-length relationships like those involving oversight boards, trustees and regents, and system-wide officers 
provide neither the information nor legitimacy required to intervene directly at the local level. (Provosts in large 
institutions may be reluctant to intervene at the department level for similar reasons.) Yet such officers need to assure 
themselves that the quality work at all levels below them is being perrformed satisfactorily. Academic audit at the level 
of the whole institu- 
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tion provides a way to accomplish this, a topic that will be taken up in Chapter 8. 

Appendix: Context-Defining Questions for Teaching 

Learning Objectives 

What knowledge, skills, and values should students acquire from their educational experience? How will this 
experience pay offin employment, societal contributions, and quality oflife? Are the objectives based on the needs of 
actual or potential students rather than some ideal student? 

• Define quality in terms of outcomes. Have you systematically connsidered what students need to be successful in 
their chosen field and lead meaningful lives ? 

• Focus on how things get done. Are your learning objectives consisstent with the processes you're actually using? If 
not, is it the objecctives or the processes that need to be changed? 

• Tf/ork collaboratively. To what extent do you collaborate effectively on the determination of learning objectives? 

• Base decisions on Juts. Do you look beyond the standards of your discipline to seek input on learning objectives? For 
example, do you use surveys or focus group interviews with employers or forrmer students? Are the results 
documented so you can learn from the experience? 

• Strive for coherence. Do your learning objectives reinforce one another? Do they appear coherent to colleagues, 
students, and employers, or do they appear discrete and disconnected? 

• Learn ftom best practice. Do you identify and evaluate the learning objectives of comparable departments in other 
institutions? 

• Make continuous improvement a priority. Do you reconsider your learning objectives regularly? Does anyone else in 
the university encourage you to do so? 

Curriculum and Cocurriculum 

How does the curriculum relate to the program's learning objectives? What is being taught, in what order, and from 
what perspective? Does the curriculum build cumulatively on students' prior knowledge and 
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capacity? To what extent does the co curriculum support the curricuulum and the program's learning objectives in 
general? 

• Define quality in terms of outcomes. How effectively does the currriculum reflect your learning objectives? 

• Focus on how things get done. Is the curriculum well aligned with your chosen teaching and learning assessment 
methods? For example, do assigned materials facilitate active learning, or do they mainly involve conventional 
reading? Do they invite the behavior you seek to assess? 

• U70rk collaboratively. Do colleagues collaborate effectively on currricular design? Are you able to reach agreement 
on the essential elements of design, or does the design represent a compromise of ~X\l~ :tl\C • 

• Base decisions on facts. Do you look beyond the content tandanl 

£ ut d\ ci?ti.ne to seek input on curriculum? For example, do you consult curricular experts to help align the 
curncu\um'l lID the needs of your students? 

• Strive for coherence. Do the various parts of the curriculum reinnforce each other? Does the curriculum appear 
coherent to students, or does it look like a smorgasbord? 

• Learn from best practice. Do you seek out and evaluate the curriicula of comparable departments in other 
institutions? 

• Make continuous improvement a priority. Do you reconsider your curricular decisions regularly? Does anyone else in 
the university encourage you to do so? 

Teaching and Learning Methods 

What teaching methods are used-for example, for first exposure to materials, for interpreting materials and answering 
questions, for stimmulating student involvement, and for providing feedback on student work? Is learning active? Is it 
collaborative? Is technology being used, and if so, is it exploited effectively? 

• Define quality in terms of outcomes. Do you evaluate teaching methods in terms of their effects on student learning 
as well as on 
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your own workload? Do you analyze learning outcomes and use the results to revise teaching and learning processes? 

• Focus on how things get done. Do you try to understand how your students learn? Do you systematically examine 
your teaching and assessment methods-for example, by developing flowcharts and debating what-if options? Do you 
solicit ideas for change and act promptly on them? 

• U70rk collaboratively. Do you work together on teaching method design? Do your designs represent consensus or 
expedient commpromise? Do you achieve organizational learning, or is teaching method improvement a lone-wolf 
activity? 

• Base decisions on pets. Do you research the teaching literature in your discipline and related areas? Do you actively 
solicit inputs from students about their experience with alternative teaching methods? Do you run tryouts or 
experiments to test alternatives and then document the results? 

• Strive for coherence. Do teaching activities reinforce each other? 

Do teaching and learning processes appear coherent to students? 

• Learn .from best practice. Do you push beyond the familiar methhods of your discipline to examine exemplary 
processes within and outside your institution? 

• Make continuous improvement a priority. Do you reconsider teachhing and learning processes systematically and 
regularly? Does anyone else in the university encourage you to do so? 

Student Learning Assessment 

What measures are used to assess student learning? Are they connstructively aligned with your learning objectives? 
Do they compare beginning and ending performance to ascertain value added? Who is responsible for student learning 
assessment? Are the assessment results trending upward or downward? Do they inform quality improvement efforts, 
and if so, how? 

• Define quality in terms of outcomes. Have you defined key quality indicators based on your educational objectives? 
Do your assesssment measures provide the data needed to track these indicators? 
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Do they measure the value obtained from your course or program as opposed to the student's talent and preparation? 

• Focus on how things get done. Do you focus on the way assessment is conducted? Do your methods avoid 
measurement noise and bias? Do they work smoothly and connect seamlessly with the processes of teaching and 
learning? 

• Jil/ork collaboratively. Do you work together on the design of assesssment methods? Is there collective action on 
program-wide assesssment results? 

• Base decisions on facts. Are your assessment processes grounded in the literature wherever possible? Can you defend 
your choice of assessment measures by some appropriate combination of theory, experience, and experimentation? 

• Strive for coherence. Are your assessment measures aligned with your learning objectives? Are they consistent with 
each other? Do they reinforce teaching and learning? Does assessment appear coherent to students? 

• Learn from best practice. Do you identify and evaluate the assesssment practices of comparable departments at other 
institutions? 

• Make continuous improvement a priority. Do you reconsider your learning assessment methods systematically and 
regularly? Does anyone else in the university encourage you to do so? 

Quality Assurance 

How do department and program leaders assure themselves and othhers that the designs for curricula, teaching and 
learning activities, and student assessments are being implemented as intended? How is teacher performance 
evaluated? 

• Define quality in terms of outcomes. Does QA focus on student outtcomes as well as curriculum and teaching 
methods-for example, by tracking student learning and the history of graduates? 

• Focus on how things get done. Have QA methods been thought through with the same intensity as curriculum and 
teaching methods? 
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• WOrk collaboratively. Do you collaborate effectively on the design of QA methods? Do you work with colleagues to 
interpret the results and follow up on issues? 

• Base decisions on pcts. Do QA methods go beyond student course evaluations to include more intense and objective 
factfor example, peer evaluation of teaching and student-faculty connsultative committees? 

• Strive fOr coherence. Do the various QA methods reinforce each other? To what extent does implementation QA 
appear coherent to students and staff? 

• Learn from best practice. Do you identify and evaluate the QA practices of comparable departments in other 
institutions? 

• Make continuous improvement a priority. Do you reconsider your QA processes systematically and regularly? Does 
anyone else in the university encourage you to do so? 
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Engaging Faculty in Education Quality Work 

Lday's discussions about higher education often focus on the high costs of attending college and providing access to 
students, learning through distance education, and the competition between traditional institutions and the private for-
profit institutions that are becoming important on the national and global scenes. Although such issues are important, 
addressing them will make little difference if America's traditional colleges and universities do not deliver high-quality 
educaation and scholarly performance. All the resources in the world will not promote better quality without 
purposeful and focused thinking on 

how we can do this better. /' 

Colleges and universities employ many of the brightest and most talented people available in the workforce, but 
usually they're not trained to think about teaching as a professional activity. Most faculty want to do a good job on 
their teaching, but many feel frustrated by the issues they confront each year. Often they get little support from their 
institutions or even their departmental colleagues (Massy, 2003c). For college professors most teaching is a private 
activity that occurs behind closed doors. Faculty conversations about teaching often focus on the core curriculum rather 
than the purposes of education, how to improve the quality of what's taught, or ways to address the needs of different 
types of students. Faculty research activities may be more collaboraative, although in many fields scholarship is still 
considered an indepenndent accomplishment that can best be described as a lone-wolf activity. Faculty members may 
see themselves as independent entrepreneurs, and most do not focus on strategic campus goals-mind-sets that can 
distract from the ability to focus energy on the common campus pur- 

76 
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poses. This culture is becoming more problematic. Some even suggest that America's ability to maintain its world-
class standing depends on raising the priority of quality improvement across a broad spectrum of teaching-related 
activities (Lovett, 2002). 

When chairs, deans, and provosts discuss ways to improve the quality of teaching and learning, the typical response 
from faculty members is to argue for smaller class sizes, lower teaching loads, and fewer adjunct faculty. Most of 
these recommendations come without careful scrutiny and often require hiring more tenure-track faculty or additional 
operating funds. Such suggestions are likely to be disreegarded because of limited resources, inflexible administrators, 
or even skepticism stemming from a lack of concrete evidence_that such strateegies have worked in the past to 
improve the quality of education. 

Many institutions have tried to use traditional program reviews as a device for improving education quality, but 
they've often failed. For example, an assessment of the program review process at the Uniiversity of Missouri found 
that such reviews tend to focus on research, departmental resources, governance opportunities for faculty, and 
curricula; they do not address educational purposes and methods or practices for improving scholarship. Moreover, the 
reviews' concluusions too often were predictable. Typically they cited examples of how the department was doing as 
well as could be expected and suggested the only way to get better results was to provide more operating funds, 
additional faculty lines, and better facilities. And because the extra funds were rarely forthcoming, the program 
reviews themselves were not well regarded. 

The manner in which most traditional program reviews are connducted does not encourage departments to identify 
their weaknesses. Instead, departments seek evidence to support the argument that they are a good department and, 
unless additional money is forthcoming, would like to continue practicing business as usual. From the professors' 
vantage point, identifying weaknesses and problem areas only increases the likelihood that the department will receive 
fewer resources in the future. Instead, the case is made that more resources are required to improve the quality or 
breadth of departmental activities. With that mind-set, the general tendency is to suggest that there is no real way for 
departments to improve without meeting these requests. 
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Since program reviews rarely attract new resources for a departtment, subsequent reviews are met with faculty 
skepticism. Generrally the buck gets passed back and forth between the administrators and the departments until even 
the most optimistic chairs come to see program review as an exercise in paper-shuffling. Using additional resources as 
the foundation for all improvement creates the wrong type of conversation-focusing on resources rather than the more 
basic question of what professors do with the resources they have and challenging basic assumptions. 

A Systematic Process for Structured Conversation 

Chapter 1 stated that one of the principal objectives of academic audit is to elicit thoughtful conversations about how to 
produce significant improvements in education quality without spending additional resources. Such audits require 
faculty members and academic administrators to think differently. Audits require proofessors to focus their attention on 
aspects of their work that have not received much attention and to ask questions that are not typiically posed. And 
audits require faculty to be willing to drop their defenses, to see that the issues being addressed are important ones, 
and to accept that their units will likely not look very good the first time around. 

One of the primary goals of the academic audit process is to bring professors together for structured, action-oriented 
conversaations about academic quality (Massy, 2003a, 2003c, 2004, 2005). This provides opportunities for "academic 
soul-searching" and askking fundamental questions-for example, what should be the main focus of their attention, how 
they do their work, and how they might do it better. Though these sound like elementary, almost superficial, questions, 
they usually elicit deep thought. And most important, such questions trigger thinking about how departments might 
operate more purposefully and effectively. Randy Schulte, of the humanities department at Chattanooga State 
Technical Community College, talks about engaging faculty members in conversations. He explains, "At the heart of 
the Academic Audit 
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evidence-gathering process is the conversation. To more fully engage not only faculty but all stakeholders ... [you have 
to] create events that foster open and relaxed conversation" (personal communicaation, May 15, 2006). Creating a 
climate where people look differrently at how they work can be a powerful tool in nurturing change. The practice of 
challenging basic assumptions can be contagious and dramatically shift the values and beliefs within an organization 
(Pascale & Sternin, 2005). 

Although it sounds odd, one of the most challenging conversaations for faculty involved in the academic audit process 
is to identify the critical purposes of their teaching programs, to think seriously about the learning outcomes of these 
programs, and to determine how well the programs align with the campus's larger strategic focus. Some of the most 
critical questions are: What should students know and be able to do when they complete the program? What 
knowlledge and skills should they have acquired? Does the program build on students' previous knowledge or assume 
that all students start at the same place? What knowledge and skills do employers or graduate programs require, and 
does the existing program prepare them for the next step? 

Professors typically don't think about how their courses link to other courses. Although they are collegial, share ideas 
and course materials, and debate critical disciplinary issues, they rarely sit down as a group and consider how their 
courses fit together, who is coverring what key principles, and where there is overlap. Overlap might be fine-but it 
should be purposeful. Often when faculty members disscuss these issues, sharing their syllabi with each other, they 
will find that there are gaps in some areas and double coverage in others. Too often the curriculum is based on 
individual professors' interests rather than well-thought-out educational purposes. 

Academic audit creates a structured process to open up converrsation in areas that should be addressed but are often 
overlooked. The focal areas of quality work that are addressed in the audit are not necessarily areas where professors 
traditionally focus their attenntion-particularly in research universities. Yet once one gets past some early objections, 
the audit process allows fundamental questions about 
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teaching and learning to be addressed in a collegial format. A departtment chair who went through the academic audit 
process described how this can occur: 

Granted, when the department's audit team first met, no one seemed very competent at decoding terms such as desired 
learning outcome versus a program objective. But slowly, the strangeness of the questions we were asked to address 
began to provoke genuine discussion .... 

The exercise of writing the initial self-study provoked a dialogue about learning outcomes and program goals that 
forced us to ask tough questions that produced significant insights into both our successes and failures. 

- Tom Poe, chair of the Department 0/ Communications, University o/Missouri-Kansas City 

Although educating students is one of university professors' most important jobs, faculty typically evaluate teaching 
and learning issues with less rigor than they use to judge scholarly research. Yet, even in research universities, 
education-related tasks account for 40% or more of a professor's time. Faculty members usually are drawn into EQW if 
they are willing to engage open-mindedly in the audit process. They find that an audit's commonsense questions cause 
them to think more deeply about their department's educational offerings and the conseequences for students. Some of 
the questions turn out to be familiar and some are not, but few professors say the answers are not important. Indeed, 
most say the process begins to make them think differently. 

Even if faculty members have not dealt with such issues before, they are more likely to focus on potential 
improvements than simply to dismiss the questions out of hand. We have found that starting with the important and 
intriguing questions is effective, and that faculty will quickly engage and start to question how they do their work-and 
why. Further, the structured format of the audit process ensures that key areas are covered and that conversations don't 
get stuck on one or two themes. Lastly, the starting questions we have developed (discussed 
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in Chapter 5) are the kinds of questions likely to be asked by academic auditors during the site visit. A faculty member 
at the University of Missouri acknowledged that despite some initial awkwardness, the questions stimulate new ways 
of thinking: 

Participating in this audit process was an extraordinarily valuuable experience. Both aspects, the self-study and the 
audit visit and report, proved useful. The self-study was useful because the questions required that members of a 
department think about the process of teaching and learning in novel ways. We asked ourselves questions we had not 
asked before, and the answers, or lack thereof, were very enlightening. We discovered strengths we had not realized 
and also noticed areas needing improvement. Please note that engaging in the self-study was a difficult and often 
frustrating experience. The quality assurrance language is unfamiliar and does not always apply easily to an 
educational setting. Again, though, this is what made us think about teaching and learning in new ways. 

-Alan Strathman, Department of Psychological Sciences, University of Missouri- Columbia 

The word audit suggests a judgmental evaluation often associiated with financial matters and can be a bit offensive to 
most faculty members at first. The stated reason for conducting an audit is largely developmental, but that fact seems 
paradoxical for most faculty memmbers. But with the right preparation, the appropriate questions, and the proper tone, 
audits allow a department to describe its strengths and weaknesses and identify plans for improvement. Once again, the 
words of an experienced faculty member and chair make this point clear: 

The audit team takes the point of view that in these circummstances we need to find independent sources of data that 
bear on the issues pointed out in the comments to assess the actual degree of the problem. In the end the committee 
concluded that each individual department is in the best position to 
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determine which of the suggestions offered in an audit report makes sense in the context of its own program, and that 
it is the enhancement of a department's commitment to its own processes and to its own continual improvement that is 
the real goal of the process review, not its specific compliance with all suggestions of the audit team. 

-Paul Parris, chair, Department ojPhysics, University of Missouri- Rolla 

The most difficult aspects of audits are to get the departments to focus on the things that they don't do well and then 
identify areas for improvement. That is why structured conversations are so essential and why setting the appropriate 
tone for the audit becomes critically important. Our experience has shown that the conversations evolve in a 
developmental way, and once you get faculty members pondering some of the fundamental questions in a safe setting, 
their natural curiiosity is aroused. The academic audit is a process, something that will not start off with a raging fire 
but will begin to help faculty members think about what they can do better. Dr. Parris describes this aspect of the 
academic audit very articulately: 

From the department's point of view, the academic audit provided a unique opportunity to reflect on its activities at a 
level considerably different from that with which it had done so in the past .... The department's preparation and 
experience with the process provided a more coherent structure to the conversations on education than it had more 
informally engaged in previously, and stimulated its members to more thoroughly examine the ways that it organizes 
itself to design and implement its educational activi ties. 

Furthermore, in preparing the audit self-study report the departtment identifies areas where its efforts are exemplary, 
where the facculty members see a need for improvement, and where they have not 
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identified a problem but where recommendations can be helpful. Although pointing out areas for improvement 
inevitably seems judggmental, constructive criticism of a department's EQW is less likely to undermine the 
evaluation's developmental goals than criticizing a professor for poor teaching. As is becoming typical with academic 
audits conducted elsewhere, the University of Missouri decided that the developmental aspects should be paramount, 
and that identifyying areas for improvement should not be viewed as a sign of poor performance but rather as 
recognition of where additional attention can fruitfully be focused. 

As elsewhere, the initial focus of the academic audit at the Uniiversity of Missouri was on departments' teaching and 
learning activiities. It ignored the significant work faculty members do in the areas of research and service. In 
principle, however, audits do not need to be limited. As we conducted the initial round of an audit in Missouri, the 
limitation became a significant issue for the faculty and administraators alike. They felt we were only evaluating one 
portion of their work, and that to have a full review of the department we should extend the audit to address research 
and scholarship. As a result of this feedback, we extended the audit to include those topics and their synergy with 
teaching and learning. The extended process will be explained in detail in Chapter 7. 

Another issue that came up in our early conversations was that faculty members find discussing the processes or 
strategies that a department uses to address education quality to be a rather odd experience. Their natural instinct is to 
evaluate the delivered quallity of teaching itself, and they wonder how looking at processes can improve student 
learning. 

Reflection on these views revealed what we consider to be an important truth: that the strategies or processes people 
use to accommplish tasks usually reflect the way they organize their work and the data (if any) that they use to make 
decisions. It's true that having good processes is not in and of itself sufficient. But the beauty of academic audit is that 
it requires professors to think about how they organize the tasks and data. In doing so they look at a great variety of 
issues that affect quality-not only resources, but how they use those resources 
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and, most important, where the department focuses its attention and what activities are seen as most important. 

It is probably safe to assume that most faculty members want to do a good job. They want to provide quality 
education, and they will do a better job when they use good processes to accomplish this goal. The audit structure also 
asks departments to address critical issues such as outcomes; assessment practices; and, most important, what they are 
doing, how they are doing it, and who is responsible. The role of an audit is to encourage departments to strengthen 
their techniques and processes to improve the quality of their work. 

The Virtue of Peer Review 

In addition to its structured format for questions, audits use faculty peers to review the self-study and to participate in 
the site visits. In addition to the obvious advantages of peer review, audits develop a cadre of thoughtful and 
introspective faculty members who are commfortable asking themselves and their colleagues puzzling questions. For 
example, in Missouri and Tennessee, the auditors were faculty memmbers and administrators (mostly faculty) from 
other departments and campuses. But people from outside the institution could be used as well. Using faculty peers 
enhances the quality of the review and creates a meaningful dialogue with credibility. 

Those being audited are faculty from within the department-all faculty in the case of small departments or those 
primarily responnsible for leading the undergraduate education efforts and prominent researchers in large departments. 
Some of these same faculty members served as auditors for other departments. Such participation broaddened their 
perspective and increased the pool of people with a commmitment to EQW. 

The audit visits in both Missouri and Tennessee lasted a day to one and a half days. The teams also got together for 
dinner the night before to discuss their early impressions and to divide up activities to focus their attention during the 
full day of the site visit. These site visits and dinners allow faculty members to talk about things they do not normally 
address and help establish a critical collegial 
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tone. Due to the nature of the work, faculty members on the audit team strike up interesting conversations, and if those 
conversations revolve around the audit focal areas, they are meaningful for both sets of faculty. 

The audit teams typically have eight to ten members and meet with faculty from the principle department in plenary 
sessions and then divide themselves into subgroups of two or three auditors to maximize the number of conversations. 
Auditors are encouraged to maintain a light and informal tone and to emphasize the collegiality of the visittthat is, they 
are peers getting together to discuss important issues in which they all have a shared sense of responsibility. In effect, 
the audits provide an antidote to the "hollowed collegiality" that plagues many departments where tough and important 
questions do not get asked (Massy, Wilger, & Colbeck, 1994). 

Most, if not all, auditors are recruited internally from within the university or campus where the audit takes place. An 
academic audit focuses on commonsense questions about how a department conducts its work; so the process does not 
require expertise in the department's academic discipline. However, in most cases we've found it helpful to have at 
least one or two members from the principal discipline of the department being reviewed. These faculty members can 
often serve as interpreters and explain certain attributes of the field and why traaditional approaches are used. 
However, one of the valuable aspects of using faculty members from outside the department's core disciipline is that 
although they are familiar with the academy and many of its basic practices, they bring a very different mental model 
to the audit process. By challenging some of the basic tenets or beliefs of the department under review, these outside 
faculty members often ask the toughest questions. 

Further, some of the disciplinary canons held sacred by those in the field are not necessarily viewed that way by 
professors from other departments. The audit visit provides an opportunity for challenging these basic beliefs-
something that is not likely when all the review members are from the same discipline. For example, the open 
characcter and somewhat unstructured approach to course objectives found in humanities fields can appear odd to those 
in the basic sciences. But at 
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the same time the anthropologist or the English faculty member might challenge the most rigidly accepted dogma from 
the scientific fields. Dr. Parris explains this unique feature: 

The site visit, initially anticipated with some anxiety by most of the members of the department, turned out to be a 
very pleassant experience, in large part due to the collegiality and professsionalism of the audit team. One of the 
aspects that made the site visit particularly interesting was that the members of the audit team were generally drawn 
from fields outside the physiical sciences. Consequently it was often necessary to explicitly explain to auditors some of 
the structures-for example, labs, recitations, etcetera-that we implicitly accept as axiomatic parts of a physics 
education. These conversations helped bring those unstated assumptions more clearly in focus, thereby allowing for the 
possibility of their critical examination. 

Experience shows that faculty members in departments with good EQW will enthusiastically describe what they're 
doing to their peerssjust as they would describe their research to an interested observer. However, those who have not 
engaged in any kind of process to improve their academic programs will find it hard to be specific about what they do 
and why. Departments with active discussions and proocedures to improve their academic program will have produced 
a rich set of materials to address internal issues, whereas materials produced by departments that have not addressed 
these topics will be sketchy, generic, or nonexistent. 

Another key point is that these materials will be departmentcific, generated by the faculty members in the academic 
discipline. No externally created generic guidelines are used to assess the department; instead, the auditors assume that 
if a rigorous process has been folllowed, the faculty probably have made a prudent decision. In fact, the auditors are 
warned not to second-guess the judgments made by the faculty. But in the absence of any disciplined approach or 
thinking, auditors can feel comfortable asking critical "why" questions to challlenge current practice. In such cases it 
usually turns out that the current practices have been adopted without serious questioning. 
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Using peers drawn mostly from within the university or system allows academic audits to be conducted without 
significant incremenntal expenses. Because out-oF-pocket cost is not much of an issue, the major challenge is to 
encourage professors to take the time to discuss EQW. We have already noted that such discussions need not trigger 
the defensiveness inherent in direct quality evaluation. Using a group of experienced and sympathetic colleagues from 
within one's own institution, the audit process creates an atmosphere to discuss critical questions openly and 
coherently. 

We emphasize again that the audit conversations do not require expertise in a particular discipline, and that audit teams 
with professors from a variety of fields produce interesting results. Since most faculty interact mainly with people in 
their own or related fields, the audit vissits become a healthy place for viewing the world outside one's departtment. 
Further, the more faculty members become involved in the practices associated with this dialogue, the more they think 
about their own work in new ways. It is not at all uncommon for faculty members to comment as they leave a site visit 
on how they would like to apply these practices in their own department (Massy, 2003b). 

Introduction to Academic Audit 

The audit process shares certain attributes in common with regional or subject matter accreditation, especially as 
accreditation reviews have been evolving in recent years. In addition to the obvious similarity of the self-study and 
external visit, both types of reviews increasingly focus on quality improvement and assurance processes instead of 
resource levels, faculty governance, and scholarship. Howwever, the elements of an academic audit are somewhat 
different than those used for regional accreditation or for accreditation by national professional organizations. These 
steps will be explained in more detail later. 

The academic audit encourages departments to jump-start their quality process improvement. To obtain a sustained 
impact, the reviews should be repeated regularly-perhaps on a staggered five- or seven-year cycle. Successive rounds 
could replace the introductory workshops and preliminary events with other practices designed to sustain the quality 
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process efforts. For example, the campus teaching development unit might convene regular seminars on education 
quality processes and an annual award event to celebrate good practices identified in the previious year's round of 
reviews. 

First-time academic process reviews typically involve six key eleements, which we'll describe briefly here: 
introductory workshops, departmental self-studies, auditor selection and training, audit visits, audit reports, and 
debriefing session and follow-up plans. Detailed descriptions, resource materials, and sample reports will be provided 
in Chapters 5 and 6. 

Introductory Workshops 

Certain activities that precede the audit visit have proved crucial. First, between six to twelve months before the site 
visit, members of the department being reviewed participate in a half- to full-day seminar on how to broaden quality 
improvement beyond curricular redesign. The seminars, conducted in a relaxed and informal style, provide a 
conceptual base for the forthcoming audit, address the faculty's quesstions, create the proper tone for the entire 
academic audit process, and generate some enthusiasm for the second activity: a self-study of the department's 
education quality processes. 

These initial sessions introduce departments to quality processes in education and research as well as the review 
methodology itself (Interrviews in advance of the workshop may provide institution-specific disscussion questions.) 
The agenda includes presentations, role-playing demonstrations, and breakout discussions. Comments from Dr. Karen 
Stephenson from Nashville State Community College (NSCC) illusstrate the point that setting the context in the 
beginning is critical to the success of the audit process: 

To introduce this process to all faculty members, I asked facculty attending the workshops to share their thoughts 
about this process and how they thought their program could bennefit from participating in this pilot. The role-playing 
portion of the workshops was mentioned several times in their commments, as this activity demonstrated the emphasis 
on quality 
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processes. Faculty members' comments were positive and suppportive of our participating in this pilot. This meeting 
proovided the positive energy needed to launch this initiative. 

Administrative support is extremely important, and everyyone at NSCC was very helpful. I attended as many weekly 
acaademic audit program meetings (especially at the beginning) as time allowed. I think my attendance at these 
meetings helped to emphasize the importance of this initiative and kept the lines of communication open between me 
and the faculty. Concerns or questions could be addressed quickly. 

It's often effective to begin by reflecting on processes where perforrmance is believed to be good. Celebrations of 
success build confidence about the application of the principles and provide a benchmark to think about other 
department activities. Further, comparing poorly aligned processes with the department's own best practices can help 
motivate improvement. Identifying exemplary practices that are currrently being used makes it clear that in most cases 
improvements need not be earthshaking or require extra resources-that they may simply result from focusing energy on 
an identified problem. 

Some find the list of focal areas and the quality principles (introoduced in Chapters 2 and 3) a bit daunting at first. 
Although many of the ideas are familiar, others seem foreign. Because most departments are not used to thinking 
about quality issues, we have developed a series of commonsense questions that make the whole approach less 
daunting. It's easy to understand the academic audit process and the reason for conducting program reviews in this 
fashion once faculty members see the commonsense questions. These questions link closely to the seven quality 
principles discussed in Chapter 3. 

What are we trying to do? Traditional thinking equates quality to inputs like faculty size and qualifications-for 
example, "~ality improvement requires more and better faculty." But inputs are means to an end and it's the end that 
ultimately matters. In education the end pertains to students' knowledge and skills, values, and quality oflife. In 
research it's the publications, citations, and other outcomes that count. This leads to the first principle: Define quality 
in terms of outcomes. 
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How are we doing it? ~ality experts insist that all work is process. 

In short, to do something you must engage in some sort of process, even if it's informal. It only makes sense that 
paying attention to processes can improve quality. The bottom line? Focus on how things get done. 

Who is responsible fOr doing it? Tasks can be assigned to teams or left to individual initiative. Although individual 
initiatives are salutary, teams usually outperform lone wolves when it comes to sustaining and improving quality. 
Hence the principle: Work collaboratively. 

How do we know we are succeeding? It's hard to consistently produce quality without feedback on how well you are 
accomplishing your goal. The feedback should be based on evidence rather than on anecdotes whenever possible, and 
evidence is important in applying the other quality principles. Consequently: Base decisions on evidence. 

How can we do even better? Although focusing on outcomes, proocesses, responsibilities, and evidence gets the 
improvement ball rolling, the remaining three principles will help you move to the next level. Do your efforts "hang 
together;' or are they in silos? A good way to escape this problem: Strive for coherence. Are you interested in how 
others solve the same problems you're working on, or does "not invented here" dominate? In other words: Learn from 
best practice. Do you work proactively on improvement or wait for problems to arise? To be proactive: Make 
continuous improvement a priority. 

By using these basic commonsense questions the introductory sesssions begin to make the academic audit process seem 
feasible and not just business- or education-related jargon that instigates negative initial reactions. Once these basic 
questions are internalized, attention can be focused on the five focal areas that compose the heart of the academic audit 
process. 

Departmental Self-Studies 

Departments start by reflecting on their education and research quallity and-more important-the kinds of evidence they 
use in making quality judgments. Next they identify the practices they believe conntribute most to quality and ask how 
the quality and evidentiary prinnciples contributed to the success of these practices. Then they apply the lessons 
learned to a broader set of quality issues-using the focal areas 
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as a checklist to ensure coverage. The final step is to consider a committment to one or more of the initiatives. 

The self-studies are short, action-oriented documents rather than long essays or lengthy descriptions. The self-study 
follows a preeset format to ensure broad coverage of education quality issues, but there is wide flexibility within the 
format. It is not necessary to regurrgitate facts and figures, and page length is limited to ensure that the project will not 
consume too much faculty time. The self-study proovides an opportunity for in-depth reflection on the department's 
eduucation quality-something that happens all too rarely in the course of daily activities. 

However, through experience we have found that the audit team will need to see a reasonable profile of facts about the 
departmenttincluding the number of students, majors, courses and credit hours taught, annual graduates, and other basic 
information-to underrstand the department. Furthermore, in units where the research focal areas will be used, 
departments should provide background informaation about their research efforts, grants, doctoral programs, and other 
commonly accepted measures for viewing research productivity. The challenge is to obtain this information and 
present it in a reasonably succinct format, without overwhelming the report or the audit team with details that are not 
meaningful. The focus should be on providing an overall context for the department's activities and not in getting the 
team or the report bogged down in details. 

The critical aspect of academic audit is to stimulate questions about how work gets done and where the department's 
energy and attention are focused. One other strategy that has proved beneficial is to allow the department to have a box 
for those documents they would like to make available to the team. The self-study and site visit discussions can refer 
to these materials without overwhelming the audit team with too much material. This can also be a place where a 
department can offer examples of student work, previous reports from accreditation teams, or anything that will help 
the auditors understand the department's activities in the campus or disciplinary context. But again, the objecctive is to 
provide examples of quality work and outcomes rather than to prove that the department's teaching and research meet 
certain 
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standards. This simple distinction makes a huge difference in the amount of material a department feels it should 
provide. 

As we approached the audit process we found that there are several basic questions that help faculty members spotlight 
the key issues in each of the focal areas. Creating the proper tone for the discussions and engaging in the structured 
conversations are critical in allowing the facculty to understand how their departments do their work. 

Auditor Selection and Training 

Audit teams, usually of five to seven members, are drawn from other departments on campus, other campuses in the 
system, and/or other universities. Because the reviewers look at quality processes rather than quality itself, they need 
not come from the discipline of the department being reviewed. (Drawing some reviewers from cognate disciplines is 
helpful, however.) The reviewers receive a day of training on AQW and the academic audit methodology. 

Selection of the auditors is critical. Most need to be experienced faculty members who are familiar with the culture 
and idiosyncrasies of the academy. They need to be faculty members who can ask probbing questions without putting 
an edge into the conversation. And they need to be faculty members who like to think deeply about their work and that 
of the university, and who share the big-picture goal of improving practices in higher education. 

We found it is necessary to train an ample supply of auditors from a wide variety of fields. Scheduling audit visits 
around faculty calendars can be tricky because on any given visit you may have to contact twice as many auditors as 
you will eventually need to get a full team. Further, it's helpful to strike a good balance of team members, drawing 
from the humanities and the natural and social sciences, and to create a team that has gender and racial diversity 
whenever possible. Each reviewer brings a particular mental model to the audit process, and it's valuable to have a 
variety of perspectives present on each team. 

The auditors must be familiar with education quality concepts, just like the people they will visit. In many cases 
auditors are members of departments that are being audited in the current round (by a differrent team, of course), and 
that dramatically helps the communication process and sets the conversational tone. Auditors also receive guid- 
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ance, which includes a role-playing exercise, on how to facilitate connversations with the desired degree of structure. 

Audit Visits 

The length of the audit visit is about one day per department. (It may be somewhat longer if the department has many 
programs or shorter if, as might happen eventually, many departments on the campus are being reviewed.) The 
reviewers will meet with the department's leaderrship group, committees responsible for quality, ad hoc groups of 
facculty, and students. They will ask about matters raised in the self-studies and, at their discretion, other matters 
relating to AQW. 

Auditors usually begin by asking about the department's philosoophies and approaches to the five focal areas (i.e., 
learning outcomes, course and curriculum content, teaching and learning, student learning assessment, and QA). In 
some cases, exemplary departments may have developed notions of how the quality principles can be applied in the 
various focal areas. The auditors will be interested in such descriptions because they demonstrate forethought and 
commitment to quality work that is clearly absent in departments that have not systematically addressed quality issues 
or outcomes. 

The auditors will also ask for examples of how these principles have been applied. For example: What have you 
learned from former students and employers? What changes have been made recently in your curriculum, what was 
the impetus for the changes, and what facts were used to make these decisions? What research went into designing the 
student assessment, and how do the assessments relate to what you are trying to accomplish? How do colleagues hold 
each other accounttable for implementing these processes and improving the quality of students' education? 

Because the review focuses on quality improvement rather than the justification of current practice, long-winded 
descriptions of proof are not required. Although an absence of backup material may triggger questions from the 
reviewers, there is no prescribed format to the questioning. It is more important that department members are able to 
engage the reviewers in well-informed discussions about a broad range of quality improvement issues and be able to 
back their assertions by citing meaningful evidence when asked. 
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Audit Reports 

The report evaluates a department's approach to quality, highlights examples of exemplary practice, and indicates areas 
where improveement appears to be needed. (The department reviews the draft for factual errors.) Unless otherwise 
decided at the outset, the report is disseminated across the institution along with the self-study and any departmental 
response. The reports describe the impressions and assessments made by the audit team as it reviews the self-study, the 
background information provided at the site visit, and the information gleaned from the extensive interviews that are 
conducted at the site visit. Often the reports are written in a succinct format highlighting what the department does 
well (commendations), where the departtment has identified room for improvement (affirmations), and where the 
department needs to focus on improvements that were not previiously identified by the department itself 
(recommendations). 

Debriefing Session and Follow-Up Plans 

Representatives from the departments and review teams get together with the project's sponsors to evaluate the 
methodology and results, discuss lessons learned, and share best practices. Hopefully the feeddback will support a 
decision to mount additional audit rounds. 

Improving performance in any focal area requires serious reflecction followed by a commitment to improvement. 
Asking how well one's current activities are aligned with the quality principles is a good first step-but often it's not 
enough to effect change. As part of the academic audit we have instituted a process in which the departments write an 
action plan once they have had a chance to review the report prepared by the audit team. The department faculty 
should review the report and then discuss the areas where they received high marks. These areas will provide an 
opportunity for celebration and can serve as an example of good practice that can be applied in other areas of their 
department. The follow-up plan allows faculty to consider the recommmendations of the site visit team, identify those 
issues where they agree improvements can be made, and then prepare a short action plan with specific steps and a 
suggested timeline. The action plans do not have to be long (two to three pages), but it is critical to reach consensus 
right 
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after the visit and to capitalize on the mood to take action. Usually these action plans are written with a small subset of 
faculty members; the department chair takes the lead and helps the group reach consennsus about where to focus 
attention. The action plan is reviewed by the faculty and then shared with the team leader of the audit visit. 

To enhance the power of the action plan and to ensure the departtment's plans are in alignment with the larger 
academic school or colllege, we schedule a follow-up meeting or conference call with the team leaders of the site visit, 
the department chair, the college or school dean, and any additional campus or system administrators who are directly 
involved. The discussion during the meeting focuses on the key eleements in the audit, attempts to reach consensus on 
the value of the prooposed follow-up plan, and outlines specific steps the department will take to improve practices. In 
the best of situations the department chair and dean agree to meet at a specified time in the future to review the 
department's progress and see whether faculty members are responding to what they have learned in the process. 
Because we have followed up on some of the departments that we have reviewed, we often find the faculty members 
have taken action and are pleased that they are workking on some of the issues that the site visit team identified. 

Audit as a Force for Change 

The primary purpose of an academic audit is to assess the quality pracctices used in a department (if any) and to help 
the faculty members and the chair think critically about the primary mission of their unit, how the unit aligns with the 
strategic goals of the campus, and how they can improve the quality of their work. Although the format is a systematic 
one-with structured questions, a self-study, a site visit, and a summary report-the primary goal is to engage the faculty 
in meanningful dialogues and to trigger academic soul-searching. Through the process the faculty members will have 
to address questions they are not used to asking and to avoid providing answers to questions that they have already 
answered. The audit's purpose is to shift the conversations from prestige or national rankings to the quality of what the 
departtment does and how to improve it in a systematic fashion. 
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There are a number of other critical elements that will help foster the use of academic audits as a force for institutional 
change. First, it is critical to get senior officers at the institution involved in the process and for them to emphasize the 
focus on improving quality-with no additional resources. Deans and provosts should be involved in disscussions about 
the audit results and the resulting action plan. Another element is to spotlight the strategic goals of the institution that 
are connected to teaching and learning (and research and scholarship, if appropriate) and specifically address how the 
department's goals and activities align with the institution's overall mission. Concrete discusssions about what the 
institution expects from the department as well as what the department can expect from the institution are helpful. 
Rewards should be matched with stated expectations and not with tacit objectives. Atter all, what is most important in 
the long run is what the department focuses its attention and energy on and what gets rewarded. 

If an academic audit is done successfully, the practice of putting together an honest and revealing self-study can be 
very powerful-not only because the department inventories its strengths and weaknesses, but because the structured 
nature of the audit and the questions that it raises force faculty members to ask themselves questions that are not 
typically addressed. During this process departments must also articuulate specific goals for their program and assess 
how they are meeting those goals. Most departments won't be effective at providing evidence or even at identifying 
reasonable outcomes in the initial phases of implementing academic audits. Consequently this type of review must be 
seen as an ongoing process that will improve over time-as faculty members become more comfortable with the format 
and begin to see the value of their efforts. That is also why the academic audit process should be repeated regularly 
over time and not just during budgetting times. Keeping a clear distinction between academic audit and budget-cutting 
is critical. If departments are to clearly articulate where they need to improve, they need to be reassured they will not 
be penallized for pointing out their weaknesses. 

The action plans and the follow-up are critical in getting real results. Institutions where program reviews are most 
successful are those where, atter the peer review, the chair, the dean, and the provost 
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sit down and reach agreement on a specific follow-up plan. Taking action on the plan must be seen as essential; 
something that is not discarded after the audit is completed. Specific plans, timelines, the allocation of resources and 
faculty, and specific assignments are vital so that there is a clear indication of who is doing what and when it will be 
done. 

In the initial audit round, most plans start from a base of relatively immature AQW. But there are exceptions. Alan 
Strathman, faculty member in the Division of Psychological Sciences at the University of Missouri-Columbia, 
described one such exception: 

The audit report for the Department of Psychological Sciiences is quite comprehensive. As intended it details areas 
where the department excels as well as opportunities for improvement .... It would be impossible to list the many 
succcesses of the department noted in the report, but they include: 

• Our success in identifying learning outcomes and in creatting coursework to help students achieve these outcomes 

• The clear sense students receive that our faculty are interrested in the quality of their educational experience 

• The outstanding opportunities we provide for undergradduates to become involved in research 

• The importance the department places on the regular evaluation of teaching (e.g., midsemester feedback, endsemester 
evaluations, peer consultations) 

• The processes in place to ensure high-quality teaching by our faculty members and graduate instructors 

Testimony From the Bellies of the Whales 

Testimony from the deans, department chairs, and faculty members who have been through academic audits provides 
the most compelling evidence of the processes' efficacy. Often these comments come from faculty who were, at best, 
skeptical about the process. We conclude this chapter with more extended comments from the faculty we quoted 
earlier-faculty who were actively involved in the first round of audits at the University of Missouri. 



file:///I|/FC13~1/scan0114.txt[05/21/2015 09:10:46 ...]

1 00 Academic Quality Work 

improve what is generally regarded on campus as an effective educational program serving the needs of a diverse body 
of physics students. It also has a broader understanding of the processes it has in place, and, more importantly, of 
processes it requires to be in a better position to judge and improve the effectiveness of its own programs. Given the 
broad departtmental participation in the process, the process represented by this pilot program is a much better 
instrument for developing the academic resources of the UM [University of Missouri] system than the program review 
process currently in place. 

-Paul Parris 

To make the academic audit process successful over the long term, administrators and faculty members will have to 
follow up on their experience and integrate the new approaches. To change the nature of higher education institutions 
today we must change the way we think. We must question what we do, why we do it, and how to improve the quality 
of the manner in which it is done. Chris Argyris (1991) has long argued that "smart people" are often the least likely 
people to question their practices and to drop their defensive thinking. Because our institutions of higher education are 
filled with smart people, the task can seem overwhelming. The academic audit process, as a prime mover for change, is 
one way to get started. 
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If conducted with the right tone in a collegial fashion, the acaademic audit process can engage even the most jaded 
faculty members. The following comment shows how powerful the process can be: 

When the UMKC [University of Missouri-Kansas City] Department of Communication Studies was approached about 
taking part in a pilot program of academic self-assessment, the response was less than enthusiastic. Several faculty 
expressed the fear that maybe it was a ploy of the (always suspect) central administration to find a new way to blame 
departments for "not doing more with less." Other faculty took a more benign view, figuring it was simply a political 
move to respond to calls for increased accountability of tax-funded institutions. In any event, there was so much 
faculty dissatisfaction with past mandated program reviews that, as one faculty member put it, "anything would be 
better" than the inadequate assessment protocols we had in place. Even so, one senior faculty member loudly 
proclaimed that he wasn't about to waste his time in yet another program review that no one would read. 

A year later, when the faculty met to assess the usefulness of this new approach to program assessment, the mood in 
the room was markedly different. There was consensus that the process had produced a report that was fair and 
accurate, but even more, the process of assessment had proved invaluable in helping the department to identify 
strengths to build upon and, likewise, where weaknesses were uncovered, offered new perspectives that empowered us 
to find new solutions to old problems. All agreed that the process of academic audit had been eye opening. One of the 
most enthusiastic respondents was the faculty member who had first announced his unwilllingness to participate in yet 
another review that no one would read. As he noted, even if no one beyond ourselves reads the final report, "we are a 
better department" for having stepped back to ask fundamental questions about how our too often merely implicit 
objectives matched up to our day-in-day-out operational methods and procedures. In turn, it had proved a good 
occasion to do an attitude check about our commitment 
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to maintaining a working relationship between the goals of teaching and our individual scholarly research interests. In 
other words, it engaged us in a meaningful conversation about why we had become educators in the first place. 

-TomPoe 

One of the keys of achieving long-term success is to get the department faculty to think differently about how they do 
business. The audit process can do that, and the following comments from forrmer participants help illustrate this 
notion as they look back on the audit process; 

In sum, participating in this process has been a beneficial experience. The report provided validation to our beliefs that 
we are doing an excellent job educating our students. It also provided direction to our efforts at improvement. I believe 
every department could benefit by engaging in this process. 

-A/an Strathman 

As our faculty and students spent the day working with the visiting audit team to realign learning goals and 
educational methods and creating an ongoing plan of action, we found ourselves looking forward to opportunities to 
follow up with our visiting audit team, who had become genuine partners in reaching our goals. As one faculty 
member noted, our experiience with this pilot program had offered the benefits of an annual physical check-up under 
something like a system-wide program of academic health maintenance and managed care. It felt good to be cared for. 

-TomPoe 

As a result of its participation in the audit process, the UMR [University of Missouri-Rolla] physics department now 
has a clearer vision of the changes it needs to make in order to 
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Preparation and Departmental Self-Studies 

A cademic audit, like more traditional program reviews, is a peer review process that includes a self-study and a site 
visit by peers from outside the department. However, the similarities end there. Unlike the traditional approach to 
program evaluation, this process emphasizes self-reflection and self-improvement rather than compliance with 
predetermined stanndards. The purpose of an academic audit is to encourage departments or programs to evaluate their 
education quality processes-the key faculty activities required to produce, assure, and regularly improve the quality of 
teaching and learning. An audit asks how faculty approach educational decision-making and how they organize their 
work, using the resources available to them and working collegially to provide a quality education in the best interests 
of the discipline and student learning. 

This chapter builds on the previous one by elaborating how departtments can approach the development of their self-
studies. We shall use the Tennessee Board of Regents (TBR) as our primary source of exammples, although similar 
examples can be found in Missouri and indeed in Hong Kong, where the concepts were first applied. The audit visit 
and report will similarly be elaborated in Chapter 6. The common theme in both chapters is that, although academic 
audit is a highly flexible instruument for eliciting change, certain principles need to be adhered to, to achieve success. 
The first of these is careful preparation. 

Project Organization 

Implementing the academic audit into a system of universities and community colleges is complex and must be well 
planned. The sys- 

101 
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tern office must provide planning and oversight as well as manage the process. Project implementation includes 
workshops for participatting programs, auditor training and selection, planning for site visits, assignment of auditors 
and team leaders, and receipt and review of the final audit team reports. In Tennessee, this also includes ensuring that 
the auditor team completes additional assessment forms required for programs using the academic audit for 
performance funding purposes. The schedule in Figure 5.1 provides insight into the annual overall plan for the audit. 

Orientation workshops held each spring provide an opportunity to introduce the concept of academic audit to campus 
administrators, department faculty, and others. At these orientation workshops, opporrtunities are created to introduce 
academic audit concepts and underrgirding principles to build an understanding of the differences between an audit 
and a traditional program review or accreditation review. 

It is important for chief academic officers and department heads to attend the orientation workshops. It also is essential 
to identify those programs that will participate in the audit for the academic year and make sure representatives from 
these programs attend as well. Because academic audit has been incorporated into the Tennessee Higher Eduucation 
Commission's performance funding plan, programs may elect to be audited rather than conducting a traditional 
program review to fulfill performance funding requirements. A list of the programs being reviewed over a five-year 
period helps identify which programs will participate in the audit and in which years. 

Figure 5.1 General Timeline for Academic Audit 

Orientation session for next academic year's cohort June 

Work session for self-study teams September 

Recommendations of auditors and review date due to TBR November 15 

Self-study due to TBR January 31 

Chairs and audit teams formally appointed January 31 

Training for audit team members (regional sessions) February 

Audit team visit to campus April 

Audit team report due to TBR May 15 

Audit team report submitted to chief academic officer June 1 

Program response and follow-up report Following Fall 
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Orientation Workshops 

The June orientation workshops provide a first exposure to EQW for all interested parties on the campus-including but 
not limited to programs that will participate in the next audit cycle. It covers the five focal areas ofEQW; the seven 
quality principles, and the audit process itself. We discussed the material covered in this session in earlier chappters, so 
only an outline, shown in Figure 5.2, is needed here. 

The mechanics of writing the self-study report are deferred until the participant work session in September. This is 
because we've found that program faculty and administrators are not ready to digest the details of the report in the 
orientation session. Instead, the orientation focuses on EQW; the spirit of the self-assessment process, and how an 
audit differs from a traditional program review. It also discusses the purpose of the audit visit, the selection and 
training of auditors, and a typical site visit schedule-this positions the purpose of the site visit as holding 
improvement-oriented structured conversations between the auditors, faculty, administrators, and students. 

Audit Work Sessions for Programs in Cycle 

Once programs have been identified as participating in the audit for the year, the next step is a workshop to introduce 
the department chairs and representative faculty to the self-study process and the site visit. We have learned that it is 
important to help participants address the same questions posed in the orientation workshops: What are we trying to 
do? How are we doing it? Who is responsible? How do we know we are succeeding? How can we do better? 

In discussing the organization of the self-study, topics such as these must be addressed: who has overall responsibility, 
who will participate, a timetable for program activity in the self-study process, and deadlines for drans to be reviewed. 
This session also should outline the compoonents of a self-study, including focal areas and quality principles, 
guideelines for writing the self-study, and what can constitute evidence that processes are occurring within a program's 
faculty and how to collect that evidence. We focus particularly on the means to collect evidenceefor example, through 
conversations, electronic communications, sur- 
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Figure 5.2 Orientation Workshop 

Part I: Areas Covered in Academic Audit 

The orientation session introduces the focal areas that structure the selfment that program faculty will conduct. Those 
focal areas include: 

• Learning objectives 

• Curriculum and co curriculum 

• Teaching and learning methods 

• Student learning assessment 

• ~ality assurance 

Part II: ~ality Principles Considered in the Audit 

Although there is no hidden agenda and no right way to approach this process, the academic audit openly advocates the 
following principles as foundations of good educational practice: 

• Define quality in terms of outcomes. Learning outcomes should pertain to what is or will become important for the 
department's students. Learning, not teaching per se, is what ultimately matters. 

• Focus on process. Departments should analyze how teachers teach, how stuudents learn, and how best to approach 
learning assessment. Departments should study their discipline's literature and collect data on what works well and 
what doesn't. Experimentation with active learning should be encouraged. Faculty should be urged to share and adopt 
their colleagues' successful teachhing innovations. 

• U/ork collaboratively. Teamwork and consensus lead to total faculty ownerrship of and responsibility for all aspects 
of the curriculum and make everyone accountable for the success of students. Dialogue and collaboration should be 
encouraged over territoriality and the lone-wolf approach. 

• Base decisions on evidence. Departments should collect data to find out what students need. Data should be analyzed 
and findings incorporated in the design of curricula, learning processes, and assessment methods. 

• Strive for coherence. Courses should build on one another to provide necessary breadth and depth. Assessment should 
be aligned with learning objectives. 

• Learn from best practice. Faculty should seek out good practices in comparable departments and institutions and 
adapt the best to their own circumstances. Faculty should share best practices and help raise the bar for their 
departtment. 

• Make continuous improvement a priority. Departments should continually and consciously strive to improve teaching 
and learning. 

continued on next page 

veys, literature reviews, individual and focus group interviews, and other sources. Often the participants add to this 
growing list. A key topic focuses on stakeholders in the academic audit process, including students, administrators, 
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Figure 5.2 Orientation Workshop (continued) 

Part Ill: Overview of Self-Study and Site Visit 

The discussion of the self-study and site visit ate more extensive and detailed in the work session held in the fall with 
those who will be in the current audit cycle. The orientation session, however, provides introduction to the self-study 
and the site visit to address expectations for whose who may be considering participatting. We use the orientation 
session discussion of the self-study to reinforce the idea of program faculty's engagement in conversation and dialogue 
around a set of questions: 

• What are we trying to do? 

• How are we doing it? 

• Who is responsible? 

• How do we know we are succeeding? 

• How can we do better? 

TBR are coordinators who facilitate the transfer of students between institutions. 

The work session should focus on the self-study process. We learned that if the participants felt comfortable with the 
self-study process and leave the work session with the tools to begin work within their units, the experience is much 
more positive, and moving forward is easier for first-time participants. Because this workshop session is so important, 
we discuss it in some detail here. 

Part I: How to Organize the Self-Study 

Focus of the se?fstudy. To center the process on self-examination, we introduce the self-study by asking questions that 
program faculty typiically raise in each focal area. Addressing the five areas in general terms can be overwhelming to 
most faculty members, and this is even truer for the seven quality principles. Starting with down-to-earth questions 
helped a great deal in both the Missouri and Tennessee audit initiatives. 

In the beginning stages of the process in both states, the departments being audited and the auditors themselves 
struggled with the compliicated matrix presented in the appendix to Chapter 3. To stimulate the early conversations, 
Missouri developed a list of starting audit quesstions-a simplified list designed to create the structured dialogues and 
prepare departments to assess their work and write the self-study. The questions, presented next, focus on the essential 
ingredients in each of the focal areas and provide an easy way for the department to begin its 
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self-study. (Experienced departments "graduate" to the full set of quesstions presented in Chapter 4.) The University of 
Missouri and the TBR institutions found that the starting questions enhance the quality of iniitial faculty discussion 
and thus the self-study. These questions also serve as a jumping-off place for conversations during the audit visit itself 

Starting Questions 

Learning objectives: What are the goals of the program, and how do they relate to student needs? 

• Define quality in terms of outcomes. Have you consciously considdered what students need to be successful in their 
chosen field and acquire meaningful values and social skills? 

• Are these decisions based on evidence? Do you look beyond the stanndards of your discipline to seek input on goals? 
For example, do you use surveys or focus group interviews with employers or forrmer students? Are the results 
documented so you can learn from their experiences? 

• Are you learningftom best practice? Do you evaluate student outtcome goals of comparable departments at other 
institutions? 

Curriculum and co curriculum : What is to be taught, in what order, and from what perspective? What resources and 
resource materials will be used to deliver the content? How does the design connect to other courses students will take 
as part of their total program? 

• Are you working coLLaboratively? Do you collaborate effectively with faculty on the curricular design? Are you 
able to reach agreeement on the essential elements, or does the design represent a compromise? 

• Are you learningftom best practice? Do you evaluate the curricula of comparable departments at other institutions? 

• Do you make continuous improvement a priority? Do you reconnsider curricular decisions systematically and 
continue to check with students and employers to see whether the curriculum is still relevant? 
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Teaching and learning methods: How are teaching and learning organized? What methods are used to expose students 
to material, for answering questions and providing interpretation, for stimulating stuudent interaction with the content, 
and for providing feedback on stuudent work? What roles and responsibilities do various faculty members need to 
assume? What other resources are required? 

• Do you ftcus on how things get done? Do you analyze the teaching and learning processes regularly to see whether 
your techniques are the best for your objectives (e.g., by debating what-if options)? Do you emphasize active learning? 
Do you ask whether the right people are doing the right things and address the trade-offs between resource utilization 
and outcomes? Do you act promptly on good ideas? 

• Do you work collaboratively? Do you collaborate effectively on proocess design, or does the design represent a 
compromise just to get it done? Does the department achieve organizational learning from the experience of its 
members, or is process improvement a loneewolf activity? 

• Are you strivingfor coherence? Do the various process steps reinforce each other? Do teaching and learning 
processes appear coherent to students? 

Student learning assessment: What measures and indicators are used to assess student learning? Do they assess the 
improvement observed in the students or only performance at the end of the program? How are the long-term 
outcomes of the educational experience determined? Are baseline and trend information available? Who is responsible 
for assessment ? 

• Are you defining quality in terms of outcomes? Have you defined key quality indicators based on your student 
outcomes goals? Do your assessment measures provide data needed to track the indicators? Do they measure learning 
that takes place solely in your courses, as opposed to measuring quality and preparation of students? 

• Are decisions based on evidence? Are your assessment processes grounded in the literature wherever possible? Can 
you defend 
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your choices of assessment measures by some appropriate combiination of theory, experience, and experimentation? 

• Are you learning from best practice? Do you evaluate assessment practices of comparable departments in other 
institutions? 

~ality assurance: How are you organized to carry out your designs effectively, day in and day out, regardless of 
distractions? How can you ensure that content is delivered as intended, that teaching and learnning processes are 
implemented consistently, and that assessments are utilized as planned and their results are evaluated and effectively 
used to make changes? 

• Are you working collaboratively? Do you collaborate effectively on the design of QA methods? Do you work with 
colleagues to interrpret the results and take appropriate actions based on QA results? 

• Are you learningfrom best practice? Do you evaluate the QA pracctices of comparable departments in other 
institutions? 

• Do you make continuous improvement a priority? Do you reconnsider your QA processes systematically and 
regularly? 

Part 11: Guidelines for Self-Studies 

Our self-studies are organized into five sections: introduction, overall performance, performance by focal areas, 
potential recommendations and associated initiatives, and matrix of improvement initiatives. We have set the length of 
the self-study at a maximum of 20 single-spaced pages of 12-point type, plus up to 10 appendix pages. In addition to 
making the auditors' task easier, the page limit places a premium on crisp communication. Here we elaborate on what 
should be included in each section and why. The guidelines we distribute to the campus programs are as follows: 

• Introduction (one-page summary). We suggest you begin this secction with a few paragraphs to introduce the reader 
to your program. This might include such elements as an overview of current student demographics, the role and scope 
of the program, a very brief hisstory (if applicable to an understanding of the program's current 



file:///I|/FC13~1/scan0125.txt[05/21/2015 09:10:47 ...]

Preparation and Departmental Self·Studies 109 

status), and so forth. Not only will this introduction be helpful to the peer auditors, but it can also serve faculty team 
members as the first step in the process of widening their focal lens beyond the classsroom toward a more holistic 
view of the program and its students. 

• Overall perftrmance (about three pages, not including any appenndix tables). This section should include an overall 
assessment of your unit's education quality and how you work together as a facculty to improve quality. The audit 
team will ask about the logic and evidence behind your assessment, but it will not collect additional evidence nor 
substitute its judgment about education quality for yours. Your objective is to convince the auditors that the statement 
is insightful, not necessarily that you deliver exemplary education quality. For example, candid descriptions of 
weakness, buttressed by evidence, will be received better than unsupported or puffed-up claims of excellence. 

• Perftrmance by fOcal area (about two or three pages per focal area). 

Here you reflect on your performance in each of the five focal areas: 1) learning objectives; 2) curriculum and 
cocurriculum; 3) teaching and learning; 4) studentlearningassessment; and 5) quallity assurance. We suggest that your 
team discussions move back and forth between the focal areas and subquestions as a means of gaining insight 
regarding the interconnectedness of the focal areas and your unit's strengths and weaknesses in applying the quality 
principles to these focal areas. This section represents the heart of your self-study report and provides groundwork for 
consideration of improvement initiatives. The following information should be provided for each focal area: 1) a short 
narrative that describes your department's quality processes as they pertain to the focal area, and 2) an evaluation of 
your quality processes in each focal area in light of the seven quality principles (wherever applicable). The quality 
principles should be integrated into your discussions of the focal areas, not treated as separate areas to address. If your 
exploration of a focal area reveals weaknesses or opportunities for improvement in that focal area, say so in your 
report. The purpose of the self-study is to identify successes and areas for improvement. You do not have to find that 
all is well in each focal area. 
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• Potential recommendations and associated initiatives (the descripption of each initiative should not exceed one page). 
Now the focus becomes strictly formative. Having assessed your overall perforrmance and your education quality 
processes, you are asked to formulate some specific initiatives for improvement. If you have identified a specific, 
significant weakness in a focal area, you must indicate how you plan to correct the weakness. If you see an 
opporrtunity to improve on already good performance in a focal area, you may present an idea for achieving this 
improvement. The goal is to sketch out actions that would have a strong positive impact on education quality. As you 
describe initiatives: 

- Clearly state what needs to be accomplished and why. 

- Outline the tasks required to accomplish the objective(s). 

- Indicate how you will gauge whether the initiative is being 

implemented as planned. 

- Demonstrate that your unit is capable of carrying out the iniitiative, especially in light of other demands on your time 
and resources. If you need additional support to accomplish the iniitiative, say so. 

In short, you should provide enough information to demonstrate that the initiatives are well thought out and feasible. 
Above all, your plan should confirm the participants' enthusiastic committment to move forward and the department's 
support of the effort. 

• Matrix of improvement initiatives (about one page). Self-studies will conclude with detailed commitments for 
improvement and a structure for assessing progress. Provide a matrix that includes the following information for each 
initiative discussed in the fourth section (potential recommendations and associated initiatives) that is being put 
forward as a formal recommendation by the department/ program: 

- Brief description of the recommended initiative and its result 

- Who will have overall responsibility for the initiative 

- Who will participate 

- When work on the initiative will begin 

- How long the work is expected to take 

It is important that the self-study be clear in this section because the review team will work from these details as they 
affirm the rec- 
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ommendations of the department and consider other recommenndations that are merited. 

Part JJJ: Academic Audit Focal Areas and Questions 

for Facufty orscussron 

You can use the list of starting questions presented in Part I as discusssion stimuli for this section of the self-study. 
These questions were designed to help you examine the processes by which the faculty are pursuing their goals for 
student learning. Although most of these quesstions seem to call for yes or no answers, they are meant to prompt fuller 
discussions. If the answer is yes to a question, the self-study should briefly describe the who, what, when, where, and 
how of that answer, and faculty should be prepared to provide more details or examples when the audit team visits. If 
the answer is no, the self-study should discuss whether faculty wish to improve in this regard and how they plan to do 
so. 

Part IV: Sources of Evidence 

Essential to the academic audit site visit is the opportunity to review any sources of evidence provided by the audited 
program. At the TBR, we urged programs participating in the self-study to consider a variety of data sources that can 
provide insight into issues. Many programs use multiple surveys and focus group interviews to gain an understanding 
of how stakeholder groups view the program's effectiveness within the focal areas. Those same data, however, can 
serve as evidence to support areas of strength and those in need of improvement to the audit team during the site visit. 
Several of the Tennessee Super Dudes, a select group of 10 university and community college co-leaders for the TBR 
academic audit training, spent considerable time creating a set of sugggested data sources that serve as sources of 
evidence. They are arrayed by focal area and summarized below. 

Learning objectives 

• Student demographics: major and/or educational objective, age, gender, and GPA and/or results of placement tests 

• Enrolled student surveys (institutional or targeted) or interviews 

• Alumni/graduate surveys (institutional or targeted) or interviews 
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• Employer surveys (institutional or targeted) or interviews 

• Advisory board/committee meeting minutes 

• Feedback from faculty teaching courses for which yours are preerequisites 

• Peer feedback from senior/graduate institutions 

• Competencies/outcomes (syllabi) of senior/graduate programs in your discipline 

• National standards for your discipline: competencies, outcomes 

• Syllabi 

Curriculum and co curriculum 

• Departmental/institutional policies for curriculum development 

• Minutes/notes from faculty meetings, curriculum development/ textbook selection committees, and so forth 

• Curricula from peer programs in the discipline and from senior/ graduate programs 

• National standards for curriculum in your discipline 

• Feedback from stakeholders (students, graduates, employers, adviisory boards) 

• Documentation of curriculum revision (course inventory forms) 

• Syllabi 

Teaching and learning methods 

• Current research/literature on effective teaching methodology in the discipline 

• Minutes/notes from faculty meetings 

• Feedback from stakeholders (students, graduates, employers, adviisory boards) 

~ % :t$- 'a~~~ 

• Evaluations by students/ supervisors 

• End-of-course surveys 

• Peer mentoring, classroom observations 

• Annual personal goals and objectives 

• Course analysis documents 

• Assessments of student success in different instructional settings (web vs. traditional); other types of student success 
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• Professional (internal or external), disciplinary, or pedagogical development 

• Ongoing professional memberships 

Student learning assessment 

• Documentation of key learning quality indicators 

• Feedback from stakeholders (students, graduates, employers, advi- 

sory boards) 

• Minutes/notes from faculty meetings 

• Pre- and post-tests 

• Exit testing through departmental/programmatic final assessment (national, collaborative, or local instruments) 

• Foundation testing such as Motivational Appraisal of Personal Potential (academic profile) 

• Student portfolios, capstone course projects, co-op or internship 

supervisor evaluations 

• Test item analysis 

• Test/assessment bank or library 

• Job placement rates 

• Acceptance into senior/graduate programs 

• Success (GPAlretention) in senior/graduate programs 

~ality assurance 

• Departmental/institutional policies that support collaboration, assessment, and professional development 

• Assessment plans, review schedules, meeting calendars, and so forth 

• Benchmarking for national comparison (National Survey of Student Engagement/Community College Survey of 
Student Engagement, National Community College Benchmark Project, ete. ) 

• Regularly published and shared information about progress on improvement initiatives, use of resultsl 

Example of a Self-Study 

Review of good examples of self-studies is helpful in developing a mental model for the substance and tone of the 
work of the program 
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faculty. We include a self-study and its appendices, with permission from East Tennessee State University (ETSU), 
for a program commpleted in 2006. 

Sociology BA, BS, and MA Programs East Tennessee State University 

1. Introduction 

The Department of Sociology and Anthropology at East Tennessee State University offers an undergraduate major in 
sociology for BA and BS degree students; undergraduate minors in sociology, anthroopology, and Appalachian 
studies; and two MA degree concentrations (general and applied). 

For undergraduates majoring in sociology, the program of study is designed to provide students with 1) substantive 
knowledge about human society and culture; 2) an overview of theoretical orientations that have shaped the discipline; 
and 3) fundamental research skills (both qualitative and quantitative) that social scientists use to anaalyze various 
issues and problems confronting humans today (program requirements are listed in Appendix A). Our undergraduate 
program is also geared to prepare students for employment in the social services sector and for advanced study at the 
graduate level. We are in the proocess of proposing an undergraduate major in anthropology to the TBR for approval 
(see Appendix B). 

The MA program is an important part of the department's eduucational mission. The MA program has two 
concentrations, each designed to meet a specific objective. The conventional thesis (General Sociology) concentration 
prepares students with the necessary knowlledge and skills to continue their study in sociology at the PhD level. The 
Applied Sociology concentration provides students with the sociiological knowledge and research skills useful for 
work in social services and other public sector areas of employment. ETSU's MA program in sociology serves the 
region and is the only such program available between Knoxville, Tennessee; Blacksburg, Virginia; and Charlotte, 
North Carolina. The majority of the department's graduate students have been recruited from eastern Tennessee, 
western North Caro- 
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lina, and southwest Virginia. Many of our graduate students were first undergraduates at ETSU. (To view the program 
requirements for both MA concentrations, see Appendix C.) 

For the fall semesters from 2002 to 2005, the population of undergraduate sociology majors was approximately 60% 
female and 40% male, with more than 90% of majors enrolled as in-state students (descriptive data are found in 
Appendix D). For that same time period, the average percentage of students who were members of minority groups 
was around 9%. For graduate students in the fall semesters from 2002 to 2005, the average was 69% female and 31 % 
male, with about 80% of the students designated as in-state. On average, 7% of the gradduate students during this 
period were members of minority groups. 

Regarding the department's enrollments for undergraduate majors and graduate students for fall 2004 to spring 2005, 
58 undergraduate students who declared sociology as their first major were enrolled in the fall and 69 who declared 
sociology as their first major were enrolled in the spring. In fall 2005, 68 students who declared sociology as their first 
major were enrolled. In addition, approximately 14 students who declared sociology as their second major were 
entolled each semester as well (data on second majors were not included in the report prepared for sociology in 
Appendix D, but an update will be provided for the academic audit team on their site visit). The MA program 
headcount was 12 in fall 2004, 11 in spring 2005, and 14 in fall 2005. In general, although the department's student 
credit hour production has dissplayed steady growth over the past 10 years (regardless of major), the number of 
students in our undergraduate and graduate programs has fluctuated. For the past 3 years, the number of students in 
both degree programs has been increasing incrementally (see Appendix D). 

To prepare the self-study that follows, the department faculty (sociologists and anthropologists) held four meetings in 
November and December 2005 and divided the workload for the different secctions of the report. Because this 
academic audit has the fundamental charge of evaluating our sociology BA, BS, and MA programs, the six sociologists 
on the faculty (Beck, Cole, Copp, Hester, Kamolnick, and McCallister) each took notes and then dratted different 
sections of the report atter we held our faculty discussions. Four anthropologists 
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(Blaustein, Cavender, Franklin, and King) participated in the discusssions because future academic audits will likely 
include the anticipated BA program in anthropology. Once the anthropology major proposal is approved by the TBR, 
we can establish quality processes similar to those we are implementing in our sociology programs. 

2. Overall Performance 

As our discussion of the department's performance in each of the five focal areas will demonstrate, our faculty 
members routinely work colllaboratively on a number of fronts to provide quality education to our undergraduate and 
graduate students. We believe that we offer students a thorough and rigorous program of study, and we expect as 
much of ourselves as we do our students. This level of performance is largely the product of a departmental culture in 
which we value quality teaching and seek ways to continuously improve our programs. As will become clear, though, 
we primarily rely on informal-rather than forrmal and systematic-methods for improving our programs. However, our 
faculty disagree with the description of "informal effort" provided in the TBR guidance notes on "maturity." In the 
guidance notes, inforrmal effort is defined as this: "Individual professors experiment with the principles, but few 
colleagues pay much attention. Coverage of the focal areas remains spotty, and the department has yet to become a 
learning organization with respect to quality and the evidentiary principles." This definition poorly characterizes the 
department. Our mostly voluntary efforts to improve the quality of education in our undergraduate and graduate 
programs are fostered by a departmental norm of collegiality and the recognition that the different focal areas are 
relevant to our program quality (although we do not employ the terminology of "focal areas"). We consult with each 
other before we take action-to keep everyone informed, to ensure consistency, and to avoid decisions that might harm 
our programs. Thus, we pay attention to what we do individually and collectively. 

In the narratives for the five focal areas that follow, we will discuss the mechanisms we currently have in place for 
promoting education quality, and we will describe our plans to implement new approaches for improving education 
quality in an organized and regular fashion. 
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3. Performance by Focal Area 

Learning objectives. In 2000, the previous department chair (Beck) developed proposed learning objectives for the 
BA/BS and MA degrees in sociology as part of the SACS (Southern Association of Colleges and Schools) review 
process. The proposed objectives were distributed to faculty by memo for review and comment. The chair made 
revisions to the proposed learning objectives based on faculty responses. The revised objectives were presented in a 
faculty meeting and were also submitted as the departmental objectives for the SACS review. The objectives consisted 
of three quantifiable objectives with benchmarks for the BA/BS degree in sociology and three quantifiable objectives 
with benchmarks for the MA degree in sociology. 

ETSU's internal SACS review team suggested revisions to the six objectives, recommending that we avoid simplistic 
quantifiable objecctives (which, ironically, had been provided as models to guide us). In collaboration with the faculty, 
the chair then developed and submittted for SACS review five objectives for the BA, five objectives for the BS, three 
objectives for the MA in General Sociology, and four objecctives for the MA in Applied Sociology. These revisions 
were accepted by SACS in the 2000-2001 accreditation review (see Appendix E). In developing the undergraduate and 
graduate program learning objecctives, the logic was to develop objectives that captured the essence of what students 
should learn from the basic set of required courses and learning experiences for each degree. For undergraduates, this 
meant developing learning objectives that targeted what students should learn in Introduction to Sociology, Social 
Problems, Research Methhods, Statistics, and Theory. For graduate students, the theory and methods courses were 
deemed essential, but faculty agreed that the learning objectives for each MA concentration should identify someething 
unique that students gain from participating in either the thesis (General Sociology) or the internship and internship 
placement report 

experience (Applied Sociology). - 

The remainder of the narrative on learning objectives overlaps connsiderably with the focal area concerning student 
learning assessment, but it traces how we made further revisions in the undergraduate learnning objectives that we 
have in place today. 
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At the fall 2001 faculty meeting, the Comprehensive Exit Exam Committee was formed. It was agreed that the 
committee would develop a comprehensive exit exam for graduating seniors as a means to assess what students had 
learned from their course of study in sociollogy. The faculty agreed that we would prefer to create our own 
compreehensive exit exam and replace ETS's major field test that had previously been used by the department for 
performance funding purposes. The exam was created collaboratively by the committee (Beck, Cole, Copp, Hester, and 
Kamolnick) and was designed to test students' knowledge from the following courses: Introduction to Sociology, 
Social Probblems, Methods, Social Statistics, and Modern Social Theory. A pilot exam was administered to graduating 
seniors in December 2001 and again in April 2002. 

Each spring and fall semester from 2002 through 2005, exit exams were administered, and results were reviewed by the 
Comprehensive Exit Exam Committee with minor revisions made to improve awkkward or confusing exam questions 
for the subsequent year's graduating seniors. A study guide for the exit exam was instituted in 2004. After the April 
2005 exit exam results were reviewed, with improving but consistently unimpressive results from 2001 to 2005, it was 
decided that a detailed review and complete overhaul of the exam should be conducted. 

At the spring 2005 faculty meeting the ETSU Academic ~ality Initiative (AQI) was discussed. The ETSU AQI is a 
voluntary threeeyear program in which faculty work together to set goals for student learning, measure attainment of 
these goals, and use the results to improve courses and teaching (see www.etsu.edu/aqi). 

For Year 1 of the AQI each participating department agrees to: 

• Select an option for participating in the AQI. 

• Define expected learning outcomes. 

• Propose measurement plans for selected learning outcomes. 

• Submit an annual report for review by the AQI Advisory Commmittee (see www.etsu.edu/aqi). 

Since the AQI focuses on learning objectives and their measureement, our participation was seen as an acceptable 
means to facilitate 
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a review of both the exit exam and the BA/BS learning objectives, to identify reasons for our graduating seniors' 
performance deficiencies on the exit exam, and to propose teaching and learning improvements. A subset of the 
Comprehensive Exit Exam Committee (Beck, Cole, and Copp) agreed to participate as the AQI Advisory Committee. 
In collaboration with other sociology and anthropology faculty memmbers and administrators, the department's AQI 
Advisory Committee selected a plan that offered the best fit for meeting the department's needs relating to learning 
objectives and their measurement-AQI Plan Option U 1: 

• Define a set of expected learning outcomes common to all underrgraduate majors and concentrations in your 
department. 

• Propose measurement plans for at least three of these outcomes, including one related to critical thinking or problem 
solving (see www.etsu.edu/aqi). 

In April 2005 the department's Year 1 AQI draft proposal was subbmitted to the AQI Advisory Committee and the 
assistant vice presiident for academic affairs. The AQI Advisory Committee developed the AQI proposal by reviewing 
and revising both the five learning objecctives for the BA/BS degrees that had been developed for the SACS review in 
2000-2001 and the exit exam that had been used to measure these learning objectives. The goal of this revision was to 
ensure that learning objectives could actually be assessed using the exit exam. 

The department's AQI proposal draft was reviewed by the ETSU AQI committee, headed by Dr. William Kirkwood 
(assistant vice president for academic quality initiatives and student learning), who recommended revisions to both the 
learning objectives and asked for further clarification on 1) how the exit exam would adequately serve as a data-
gathering tool to assess students' performance on each learnning objective, and 2) what the faculty's process would be 
for discusssing results and implementing improvements. The department's AQI Advisory Committee discussed the 
suggested revisions and developed a revised AQI proposal that was submitted and accepted as the departtment's Year 1 
AQI Plan (see Appendix F for the AQI proposal and Year 1 report). The following represent the revised learning 
objectives 
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as developed for the AQI. At the completion of the BA and BS degree in sociology, students will be able to: 

• Apply key concepts in sociology to a variety of societal processes. 

• Understand, evaluate, and critique empirical research in the social 

sciences. 

• Understand prominent social theories. 

• Critically evaluate prominent social theories. 

• Apply both relevant theories and research in the social sciences to problems facing individuals, groups, organizations, 
and societies. 

• Use appropriate statistical analysis techniques on social science data for both descriptive and inferential purposes. 

The exit exam has been revised according to our AQI plan. It now consists offour sections, each with 10 multiple-
choice questions (with some questions in each section requiring in-depth understanding or problem solving) that relate 
to four learning objective topics: key conncepts in sociology, research methods/statistical analysis, sociological theory, 
and social problems. The exam also has two required critical thinking essay questions that likewise relate to the 
learning objectives. The scores on each section of the multiple-choice questions and the scores from the essays are 
combined to form an assessment of students' ability to achieve the expected learning objectives. 

It should be noted that the faculty discussion of the learning objecctives in a fall 2005 meeting also resulted in further 
revision of the seccond learning objective to now read: "At the completion of the BA and BS degree in sociology, 
students will be able to understand and evaluuate empirical research in the social sciences" ("critique" was considered 
too advanced an objective for undergraduates). 

This change was jointly discussed and agreed on by the faculty, presented to the vice president for academic affairs for 
use in the AQI, and approved. 

The AQI process will continue through 2006-2007. In Year 2 of the AQI (2005-2006), the department will: 

• Collect data for each measurement plan proposed in Year 1. 
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• Review the data and propose plans to improve student learning to be implemented in Year 3. 

• Submit an annual report for review by the AQI Advisory Commmittee (due September 1,2006). 

In Year 3 of the AQI, the department will: 

• Implement the plans to improve student learning that were prooposed in Year 2. 

• Collect a second round of data for the measurement plans prooposed in Year 1. 

• Review data collected in Year 2 and Year 3 and decide whether to maintain or modify plans to improve student 
learning. 

• Submit an annual report for the review by the AQI Advisory Committee (see www.etsu.edu/aqi). 

We hope our participation in the AQI will result in developing a stronger understanding of students' strengths and 
weaknesses on the exit exam and in our undergraduate program, identifying what learnning objectives need 
reinforcement/improvement in our program, and, ultimately, proposing and then implementing improvements in our 
teaching so that students will demonstrate a higher level of perforrmance and learning in subsequent years. 

In preparation for this self-study, the department's discussions of its learning objectives and the exit exam for the 
academic audit process have resulted in additional proposals: 

• The department plans to assess the requirement for students to take an exit exam; the consequences for their 
performance on it; incenntives for performing well; method and timing of administering the exam during the semester; 
and what, when, and how to commuunicate information regarding the exam to sociology majors. At the request of the 
faculty, the present department chair (Copp) polled arts and sciences department chairs on the use of an exit exam, 
how students seem to perform, and whether other departments offer incentives for students to perform well. A similar 
obstacle has 
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been found in some departments: Students have difficulty taking the exam seriously and do not push themselves to 
perform well. 

• The department plans to develop a brief student survey to assess the program from the students' perspective. 

Also in the process of preparing for this self-study, the faculty identified a departmental deficiency in the following 
area related to the learning objectives section in the academic audit guidance notes: 

• The department communicates program learning objectives to stuudents and others. Even though the department's 
learning objectives are listed online in the University Profile System database, along with other pertinent information 
about the department, the facculty agree that greater formal and informal dissemination of the department's 
undergraduate learning objectives is warranted. The department will increase access to and make a greater effort to 
dissseminate information on the undergraduate program's learning objectives. For example, the department will include 
a list of the undergraduate objectives in the following ways: 

- On the department's web page (www.etsu.edu/cas/sociology/ sociol.htm) 

- On the majors' checklist of courses 

- On the department's brochure that describes the sociology 

major and minor and the anthropology minor 

- In the letter to graduating seniors (implemented in fall 2005) 

- In activities where information about the department is pre- 

sented to potential students 

It is reasonable to assume that this deficiency in communication can be addressed as an integral part of the previously 
referenced prooposal to assess aspects of the exit exam process and to develop a student assessment of the overall 
program. 

Regarding the graduate program's learning objectives, our faculty have reviewed the set oflearningobjectives for each 
concentration (genneral and applied), and we have affirmed that they indeed fit the goals of our program. Moreover, 
our faculty agree that we do adequately commmunicate learning objectives to graduate students-both at the time 
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of their initial one-on-one advisement with the graduate coordinator, and throughout the mentoring process that 
students receive from their committee chair and advisory committee members. 

Curriculum and cocurriculum. The Department of Sociology and Anthropology collaborates effectively through an 
informal proocess regarding the undergraduate and graduate curricula. Collaboration occurs as a result of institutional 
requirements, program reviews, and a desire to improve course offerings, new course development, and stuudents' 
timely progress through the program. Our department meets at the beginning of the fall and spring semesters to allow 
individuals to share what they are doing, their plans for the semester (such as new course offerrings, starting an honor 
society, etc.), and any departmental issues or conncerns. Although regular meetings are not scheduled beyond those 
two, our department maintains an open-door environment in which faculty informally seek out and utilize the ideas 
and experiences of other faculty, including those in anthropology. This process is active in that curriculum changes are 
made on an ongoing basis to improve our program for our students, and do not only occur as a result of an institutional 
mandate or as an attempt to "just get by" and do only the minimum required change. For instance, the university 
instituted changes in the general education requirements (1994-1995), requiring departments to incorporate oral-, 
writing-, and technology-intensive classes into their course offerings (these intensive requirements are now university 
requirements, not general eduucation requirements). The Department of Sociology and Anthropology not only 
developed the intensive courses, but the faculty collaboratively decided to fold the intensives into our major 
requirements, ensuring that our students could efficiently complete their intensive and major requireements without 
having to enroll in additional courses outside the major. 

Current curriculum changes have also occurred in response to previous program reviews. In 2001, the department 
participated in a program review, which specifically documented the need to recruit a new faculty member who would 
develop and regularly offer an underrgraduate course in applied sociology. This course would not only introoduce 
undergraduate students to applied sociology, but it would also generate interest in the department's Applied Sociology 
concentration in the graduate program. An applied sociologist was hired in August 2003 (McCallister), and her course, 
Community Sociology, became 
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a required course for the major beginning in fall 2005 (the course was offered each semester before that as a special 
topics course). 

Faculty are encouraged, both at the department and administraation levels, to develop new courses. Our process for 
new course devellopment reflects both a collaborative effort while still incorporating individual preferences and 
decisions. New course proposals are largely left up to the professor who will serve as the lead instructor for it; yet, 
leading up to the proposal stage, proposals are routinely discussed among the faculty to ensure that our courses 
complement rather than compete with each other and that we continue to offer a strong array of courses for our majors. 
Once a faculty member drafts a new course prooposal, the course and its content must be submitted to and approved 
by the department chair, the college curriculum committee, the dean, and ultimately the undergraduate curriculum 
committee (and/or the gradduate council). This process of open discussion and collaboration accuurately fits how the 
department faculty proposed and obtained approval for 13 new courses and two nonsubstantive changes in the 
curriculum in the past academic year alone (see Appendix G for a complete list of the course and curriculum changes 
we have implemented since fall 2001). The majority of the new course proposals were for anthropollogy courses-as 
part of our process for developing the new major in anthropology-but other courses were in Appalachian studies and in 
the sociology major (SOAA 4057, Community Sociology). 

Regarding analyzing the content and sequencing of our courses for the purpose of achieving program learning 
objectives, the sociollogy department currently employs an informal, ongoing process. This section of the narrative will 
explain the current process, including a description of co curricular offerings at the undergraduate and graduuate 
levels, and will also describe how the department will expand this process in the near future. 

Currently the collaboration process in examining content and sequencing of courses includes those who are directly 
involved with the courses in question. For example, our department and the College of Arts and Sciences department 
chairs recently examined the college's requirements for the BS with a concentration in behavioral and social science. 
This is the most frequently chosen option for our sociology majors. Two social science department chairs-psychology 
and crimi- 
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nal justice-proposed dropping one of the categories for this concentraation, data analysis, because the content of their 
courses in this category (PSYC 3444 and C]CR 3444) were, over time, absorbed by other courses offered in their 
departments. Sociology, on the other hand, still had a viable course with an outdated title (SOAA 3444 
Microcomputters as a Research Tool) that was the only technology-intensive course for our majors to take. Students in 
other majors, namely political sciience, needed this course to fulfill their technology-intensive requireements as well. 
So although SOAA 3444 was not officially required for the major, it had virtually become a required course for 
sociology majors. To decide whether to keep this course, our department chair collaborated with the department faculty 
and an adjunct professor directly involved in teaching technology-intensive courses and potenntial technology-
intensive courses. Together, a decision was made to make Social Statistics (SOAA 3350) technology intensive and to 
offer it every semester. This would provide all students in our major (BA and BS) with the opportunity to meet their 
technology-intensive requireement while simultaneously fulfilling a major course requirement. This group also decided 
to keep Microcomputers as a Research Tool (SOAA 3444) in the curriculum, changing the course name to Data 
Analysis and integrating it into a major requirement for the BS degree. The name change went into effect for spring 
2006. The course remains technology intensive and will continue to teach descriptive and inferrential data analysis 
using a hands-on, experiential approach that all facculty in the department agree to be valuable for BS students-
whether in the workplace or in subsequent graduate study. 

The design of cocurricular activities also reflects collaboration with an emphasis on faculty preferences or decisions. 
Individual professsors develop activities centered on their areas of interest and expertise and then share the information 
with other faculty in the department, which results in a variety of offerings for our students. This variety of co 
curricular offerings is a great strength of our department, at both the undergraduate and graduate levels. 

At the undergraduate level, instructors offer regular opportuniities to participate in co curricular activities. For 
example, serviceing opportunities have been incorporated into some sections of our Introduction to Sociology and 
Social Problems courses (in fall 2005, 
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a section of Social Problems was offered with a special service-learning designation; one instructor regularly awards 
extra credit opportunities to students that involve service-learning and coordinates her efforts with the campus service-
learning director). Students are able to work directly with various community agencies, viewing firsthand many of the 
issues presented in their textbooks. In Community Sociology, an upper-level required course, students work directly 
with various commmunity agencies, designing and conducting community-based research projects that assist the 
agencies. The instructor acts as a consultant, and the students are responsible for meeting regularly with the community 
members and collaborating with them to determine what information to collect and how to collect it. In addition to 
activities offered within individual classes, the sociology department provides opportunities for students to participate 
in Pi Gamma Mu and Alpha Kappa Delta (AKD), international social science honor societies housed in the sociiology 
department. Over a year ago, the faculty collectively decided to renew the department's affiliation with AKD after the 
affiliation had lapsed for a decade. Students will begin meeting this spring semester to organize AKD activities. 

Collaboration at the undergraduate level also occurs between departments on campus. For example, the sociology 
department reguularly coordinates with other departments to bring in speakers and sponnsors films. Most recently, the 
department took the lead in working with the women's studies program and the political science department to bring to 
campus two speakers who are involved with social programs in Chiapas, Mexico, regarding human rights, fair trade, 
and globalization. The campus event was well attended. We are currently collaborating with the International Student 
Health Interest Group (headed by an ETSU medical student) to cosponsor the visit of a prominent mediical 
anthropologist to ETSU, who will give a talk later this semester on the topic of women's health and cultural 
anthropology in a global context. Our department also partners with other programs to introoduce students to different 
perspectives on various social issues in our courses. For instance, Gender & Society (SOAA 3030) is a designated 
elective for the women's studies program, Minorities (SOAA 3110) is an elective for the African/African American 
studies program, Peoples & Cultures of Latin America (SOAA 3700) is a course in the global 
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studies program, and Environmental Anthropology (SOAA 3250) is a designated elective in the environmental studies 
program. One speecial section of social problems every fall semester (and beginning in 2005-2006, both fall and spring 
semesters) is designated as having an emphasis on women's studies. In addition, the sociology department houses the 
minor for Appalachian studies. Finally, students can particiipate in various activities through the Center for 
Community Outreach. Headed by sociology professors Dr. Judith Hammond and Dr. Robert G. Leger, the center 
receives federal grants ranging from working with Families First to mentoring middle school and high school youths, 
and sociology students are encouraged to participate in volunteer opportuunities provided through these grants. 

At the graduate level, students are encouraged to participate in activities both inside and outside the department. Like 
the undergradduate students, graduate students can take Community Sociology; the primary difference is that graduate 
students take a leadership role in the class, facilitating contact between the students and community memmbers and 
leading their group of students through the data collection process. Graduate students are also encouraged to attend 
professional meetings and to present their research. For instance, two students attended the 2004 Society for Applied 
Sociology annual meeting, and in 2005, one student presented research and another attended the meeting. All student 
travel was supported financially through our department. Students in our MA program in Applied Sociology are also 
required to complete an internship with an outside agency; students partner with an agency, work either 20 hours a 
week for one semester or 10 hours a week for two semesters, and incorporate their sociology skills into the internship. 
(For example, a current student in Applied Sociology is conducting a process evaluation of the Workkforce Investment 
Act In-School Youth Evaluation, while another is set to begin working with a U.S. Department of Education GEAR 
UP grant.) In addition, graduate students can join AKD and the Graduate Student Association. 

In conclusion, our departmental process for regularly updating the curriculum and maintaining a vibrant co curriculum 
is informal, multifaceted, and routinely collaborative. The open and untegimented atmosphere of our department 
encourages the sharing of ideas and sug- 
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gestions for improvements. We do recognize, however, that although the department is effective in collaborating on 
proposed changes, we do not systematically and formally evaluate our curriculum to ensure that course content and 
sequencing best meet the needs of our students. From our discussions in preparation for this self-study, we concluded 
that the curriculum needs to be reviewed on a continuous, scheduled basis. Beginning in fall 2006, the department will 
review the underrgraduate and graduate curriculum every two years. 

The goal of this review is to ensure that undergraduate students have the appropriate background courses to be 
successful as they conntinue through the major, and that graduate students possess the neccessary knowledge and skills 
before beginning either their thesis or internship. 

This review will consist of two elements. First, the sociology facculty will solicit student feedback regarding their 
levels of preparedness and background knowledge when taking courses in the major. At least two questions will be 
added to the Student Assessment of Instruction (SAl) instrument, asking students to indicate which courses in the 
major they have taken and whether they felt prepared for the specific course they took. This will provide the faculty 
with the appropriate feedback to begin assessing course sequencing. 

The second element of the review involves a plan to conduct a multiphase, trilevel gap analysis, beginning in the fall 
2006 semester, to determine the soundness of our curriculum and cocurriculum. This analysis will be conducted for 
both the undergraduate and graduate programs. The first phase will occur at the department level and will begin in 
September 2006. The sociology faculty will examine the course objectives of our required major courses to determine 
whether they dovetail with each program's learning objectives/outcomes. Course objectives should identify the key 
skills or abilities that will be taught/ enhanced, while also explaining how these skills/abilities tie into the program's 
learning outcomes. In addition, if the course contains a cocurricular element, faculty will examine that element to 
determine how it enhances the course objectives and thus the learning outcomes. This same process will also occur for 
both the thesis and Applied Sociiology concentrations in our MA program. 
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The second phase will occur at the institutional level. Our departtment will compare its undergraduate sociology 
major/minor requireements to those ofETSU's peer institutions (East Carolina University, University of South 
Alabama, University of Arkansas at Little Rock, Florida A&M University, Florida Atlantic University, Eastern 
Kenntucky University, Appalachian State University, University of North Carolina at Charlotte, University of North 
Carolina at Greensboro, University of Texas at Arlington, University of Texas at El Paso, and Old Dominion 
University). A sociology graduate assistant will commpare peer institutions' course listings and requirements to those 
of our program. This graduate assistant will also conduct a similar compariison for our MA program. Not all peer 
institutions will have an MA program, especially an MA in Applied Sociology, so the faculty will identify additional 
programs of interest for comparison purposes. Once the graduate assistant compiles the data, the faculty will meet in 
February 2007 to assess whether there are gaps in the curriculum that should be filled. The faculty will examine the 
gaps, prioritize the need(s), and determine the feasibility and timetable of adding or revissing classes ( if necessary). 

The third level of our curriculum and co curriculum review will occur at the national level. The American Sociological 
Association (ASA) has publications available on the undergraduate sociology major and on graduate programs (Liberal 
Learning and the Sociology Major Updated, by Kathleen McKinney, Carla B. Howery, Kerry J. Strand, Edward L. 
Kain, and Catherine White Berheide, 2004). We will connsult these ASA publications to determine whether there are 
any new steps we sho'iIld be taking in the sociology curriculum that we offer to undergraduate and graduate students. 

This multiphase, trilevel approach allows our department to gain a comprehensive look at its curriculum and major 
requirements. By examining our individual courses, the requirements of our peer instituutions, and the benchmarks and 
best practices of sociology's national professional association, we will be better able to identify, prioritize, and close 
any gaps identified in our curriculum and cocurriculum. Once this detailed analysis is complete, improvements will be 
initiated. The department will continue to evaluate its curriculum every two years. 
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Teaching and learning methods. In this section we will share the results of our faculty discussions on the process of 
teaching and learning that we employ and the extent to which we focus on it, our use of instructional methods and 
materials, and our analysis of the extent to which we collaborate on our teaching and learning processes. 

The department faculty have documented several mechanisms that focus on the process of teaching and learning 
throughout the program. The following are the most noteworthy. First, the Student Assessment of Instruction (SAl) 
process has been, and remains, an important data source that faculty and the department chair use in evaluating the 
effectiveness of teaching. Instructor use of SAl feedback is highly encouraged, and although all student comments may 
not be equally helpful, productive criticism and effective feedback regarding pedagogical style, evaluation format, and 
effectiveness of communicaation and delivery are quite important. SAls are required of all faculty, no matter how 
senior, and are conducted each semester in at least two of the instructor's courses. For tenure-track faculty, we 
encourage that every course be evaluated by students. In addition, on their own initiaative, our tenure-track faculty 
have established the practice of surveying their students at mid-semester so that they can make adjustments in teaching 
and learning processes while courses are in session-rather than waiting until the course is over to make improvements. 

Second, the department is now in the process of implementing the TBR-mandated peer review of teaching. To date, 
peer review has been used to evaluate the most recent candidate seeking promotion, and the department intends to 
develop a plan for institutionalizing peer review for all faculty members. Early this spring semester we will be 
discusssing our options and developing a workable department policy on peer review of teaching. Dr. Norma Macrae, 
dean of continuing studies, has offered to share ideas on how to conduct peer reviews. The chair has met with her and 
is bringing those ideas to the faculty discussion. We will be glad to share the details of the plan when the audit team 
visits our campus. A third mechanism that demonstrates our department's commitment to teaching is that teaching 
excellence is heavily weighted in the tenure and promotion process (it ranks over research and serrvice). The 
expectation that our faculty be productive as researchers 
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remains, but our responsibility to provide excellent instruction to our students is agreed on as fundamental. 

Fourth, faculty are routinely encouraged to take advantage of university-sponsored workshops designed to improve 
teaching effecctiveness and promote student learning. Over the past several years, the Writing and Communication 
Center has hosted workshops on best practices in teaching writing-intensive and oralintensive courses that some faculty 
and graduate students have either attended or have been asked to help lead. Our intensive course syllabi undergo a 
regular cycle of review by ETSU's writing-, oralcation-, and technology-intensive committees. The office of Academic 
Technology Services (ATS, http://www.etsu.edu/oit/ats/) holds a variety of workshops every semester pertaining to 
using Blackboard and digital media technology. ATS also offers a two-year Faculty Techhnology Leadership (FTL) 
program to faculty selected from each colllege at ETSU. One of our faculty members (Franklin) was selected to enroll 
in graduate FTL courses. Although the primary purpose of the FTL program is developing online courses, another high 
priority is faculty mentoring. Dr. Franklin is expected to share his acquired skills and help the rest of the department's 
faculty in such activities as using Blackboard more effectively, interacting with students through Blackkboard, 
assisting faculty in developing their own professional web pages, keeping the departmental web page current, and so 
forth. 

A fifth example of our focus on teaching and learning involves graduate students. After graduate assistants have 
earned 18 graduate credit hours, they are eligible to teach their own course. The departtment faculty have instituted an 
annual workshop for graduate stuudent instructors, in which we discuss approaches to teaching and offer comments on 
graduate students' course syllabi. We provide them with examples of assignments that we use and encourage them to 
modify them or create their own assignments. We have not yet instituted a policy of faculty observation of graduate 
student instruction; however, once we develop our plan for peer review of faculty instruction, we will adapt this to 
evaluating graduate student instruction as well. 

Finally, a high level of collegiality exists among faculty that permits open dialogue regarding the department's 
teaching mission, teaching effectiveness, and concern for student outcomes. 



file:///I|/FC13~1/scan0148.txt[05/21/2015 09:10:51 ...]

132 Academic Quality Wark 

The department has documented the use of instructional methhods and materials designed to enhance student mastery 
of our proogram learning objectives. In summer 2003, the bulk of the classrooms in which we teach were retrofitted 
with multimedia technology that has enhanced our pedagogical flexibility. The majority of our faculty have taken full 
advantage of the opportunity to incorporate the classsroom technology, as appropriate, into their teaching. Faculty vary 
in their use of these facilities-from fairly high-tech and web-intensive to fairly low-tech and traditional-but the 
opportunities exist and are emphasized and encouraged by administrators as well as other faculty who discuss the 
relative benefits of different instructional modalities. Familiarity, opportunity, access, and an institutional commitment 
exist to encourage every faculty member to use the most appropriate means to enhance student learning outcomes. In 
addition, faculty are encourraged to consider applying for Instructional Development Committee (IDC) grants to 
enhance their course offerings. For example,~he spring 2005 semester, one of our faculty members was awarded an 
IDC grant to purchase several skull casts that would enhance instruction in a number of anthropology courses. 

Instructional methods and materials are also addressed by the SAl process, and faculty may use feedback offered by 
students to evaluate the methods and materials they use to instruct students. In fact, this is one of the more robust 
sections of the SAl, where students offer commments regarding course format, use of media, evaluation formats, and 
the difficulty and/or relevance of course materials. The department's implementation of peer review in teaching is 
expected to contribute significantly to the ongoing evaluation of pedagogical methods and materials. Faculty are in a 
position to thoughtfully judge the range of possible techniques that can be used to transmit and effectively reinnforce 
information, as well as techniques for enhancing student ability to analyze, probe, and explore the dimensions of a 
complex topic. It is expected that productive and thoughtful comments from peers will rank highly among faculty for 
the purpose of enhancing teaching and learning strategies. 

The department has documented the extent to which there is gennuine ongoing collaboration in the design and delivery 
of the teaching and learning processes of the program. However, we respect and wish 
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to preserve the autonomy that our professional status traditionally grants us in terms of deciding what, and how, we 
approach teaching and learning in our own classrooms. Unless faculty share an identical area of expertise and, within 
that area of expertise, a specific research and teaching agenda, it is highly unlikely that actual ongoing collabooration 
in the design and delivery of teaching and y~arning processes is occurring. General, department-level means and 
modalities can be addressed, and we do so. We have discussed this previously. We share teaching ideas and teaching 
materials at a subdepartment level accordding to the topics and interests that faculty have in common. Informal 
linkages exist between sociology and anthropology faculty, and within anthropology, between those who are primarily 
cultural anthropoloogists and those who focus on physical anthropology and archeology. Among sociology faculty, a 
high level of pluralism exists as to the type of courses taught (i.e., theory, research methods, substantive courses) level 
of courses taught (e.g., first-semester freshman to graduate stuudents), type of courses taught (e.g., lecture-discussion, 
applied handsson, small group, and writing-intensive vs. nonwriting-intensive classes). There exists, in short, a sense 
of community and a deep respect for our pluralism and our professional prerogative to choose our own instrucctional 
materials and implement our own pedagogical strategies. 

In sum, collaboration in the design and delivery of teaching and learning naturally arises between professionals when 
their interests converge (those interests may be research driven as well). The departtment has determined that the 
present level of ongoing, genuine colllaboration is a natural outcome of existing specializations, and that a formal, 
externally imposed mechanism is neither possible nor desirrable. However, as mentioned earlier, we will be planning 
and then implementing a process of peer review of faculty teaching and learnning-beginning this spring semester. In 
the course of a regular cycle of peer review, we will doubtless offer each other suggestions on enhanccing our teaching 
methods. 

We wish to add one department concern that our faculty share regarding our commitment to use the teaching methods 
that best suppport our program and course learning objectives. The computer lab that our department shares with the 
Department of Criminal Justice and Criminology (Rogers-Stout 320) has adequate computer equipment 
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for students, but not for instructors. Student computers were replaced approximately two years ago by the Office of 
Information Technollogy (OIT), but now it seems OIT has deferred responsibility for the computer lab to the 
Department of Criminal Justice and Criminollogy. We need the computer lab-which, as a classroom, is a vital 
teachhing facility in our program-to be equipped with a "smart board" or with a more effective projection system that 
can be controlled from an instructor's work station. Currently, the faculty member who teaches SOAA 3444 Data 
Analysis must haul a projector into the classroom that connects to her laptop (equipment the department has purchased 
from its own funds) and project it onto a wall. This is unwieldy and inconvenient. The projected image is small, and 
because of the current seating arrangement and location of available power outlets, students on the right side of the 
classroom cannot see what the instructor is doing. Teaching effectiveness would improve substantially if a centrally 
located projector and screen were installed in the classroom. For well over a year, the chair has discussed this problem 
with faculty and has brought it before the college's Council of Chairs. Together, departtment chairs in the College of 
Arts and Sciences have requested that our computer-based teaching labs receive the same updates in equipment as the 
"smart classrooms." The dean of arts and sciences shares our conncern, and we hope to prevail in our efforts to offer 
quality instruction to our students. 

Student learning assessment. As noted previously, the 2000- 2001 academic year entailed both a SACS reaccreditation 
review for all programs at ETSU as well as the TBR academic program review for this department. Spurred by these 
administrative requirements, the faculty began to develop key indicators of the extent to which undergraduate majors 
and graduate students have learned the cenntral concepts, theories, and methods used in sociology. The previous 
department chair, in collaboration with faculty, developed an exit exam for undergraduate majors, administered near 
the end of each fall and spring semester. Those faculty teaching required courses submittted both multiple-choice 
questions and ideas for short answer essays. Through a collaborative process of revision, an exit exam consisting of 70 
multiple-choice items and three essay questions was finalized. From the beginning of the administration of this exit 
exam, the sociol- 
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ogy department included a financial incentive for graduating majors to put forth an effort and attempt to maximize 
their score on the exam. Originally, the highest scoring student each semester received $25 for his or her achievement, 
and that has recently been increased to $50. However, it is the consensus among the faculty in this department that still 
the bulk of graduating seniors who major in sociology do not put forth an effort on the exit exam. Although the faculty 
are connvinced that the exit exam's validity in measuring learning outcomes has been improved, the problems of 
student motivation and perforrmance persist. Therefore, as we mentioned earlier, the faculty propose to undertake a 
process of investigating ways to increase investment and effort from graduating seniors in this main indicator of 
overall knowledge of sociology. 

For graduate students, a written comprehensive exam requirement was instituted at approximately the same time as the 
undergraduate exit exam. Given the small number of graduate students in the proogram, it has been possible for the 
graduate coordinator to personalize the comprehensive exams for each student. There are required essays in methods 
and theory that each student must address, but additional essays are tailored to the specific courses completed by each 
graduate student. The process and practice of testing graduate students has been an ongoing collaboration between the 
department chair, graduate coordinator, and the faculty who teach graduate courses. Since graduuate students cannot 
formally initiate either their thesis research or supervised internship before passing the comprehensive exam, 
motivaation and effort by graduate students is not a problem. 

How are our methods for assessing student learning grounded in best practice? The original process of developing the 
undergraduuate exit exam and graduate comprehensive exam was collaborative. To some extent the exit exam we used 
from 2000 to 2005 was based on the major field exam in sociology (distributed by ETS). (The faculty agreed that 
ETS's major field exam was overly broad and tested students on some substantive areas that were not offered in the 
department's course electives.) We adapted many questions and the exam format from the ETS model to create our in-
house exit exam. The written graduate comprehensive exam was developed based on the previous department practice 
of an oral exam administered to each graduate student. 
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In our effort to identify best practice that will help us improve our assessment of student learning, the faculty propose 
these steps: 

• Review and evaluate a publication distributed by the ASA titled "Assessing Student Learning in Sociology:' edited by 
Charles S. Hohm and William S.Johnson. 

• Survey sociology departments at our peer institutions and in the region to ascertain other methods of evaluating 
student learning outcomes, both for undergraduate majors and graduate students. 

• Examine the findings from the upcoming pilot review of assesssment of student learning in the social and behavioral 
sciences secction of the general education core. 

• Sponsor the travel of a faculty member (McCallister) to attend a workshop on student learning assessment at Union 
College in Barbourville, Kentucky, on January 31,2006. 

We will pool the results of these efforts in the 2006-2007 academic year; any revisions in our assessment efforts will 
be incorporated by the 2007-2008 academic year. Revisions dealing with our undergraduate exit exam will aid us in 
Year 3 of our AQI and also after that project culminates. The review and possible revisions will be conducted 
colllaboratively by the department faculty. 

Currently, however, the faculty have informally used the results of both the undergraduate exit exam and graduate 
comprehensive exam to revise and refine the teaching of various subjects in some of the required courses. And, as 
previously mentioned, faculty have used these results to revise the content of the exit exam to better measure the 
expected learning outcomes. 

An example of course revision based on performance of underrgraduate students on the exit exam is Social Statistics 
(SOAA 3350), a required course. Poor performance of many students on questions concerning basic principles of 
descriptive and inferential statistical procedures led the instructor of this course to revise the presentaation of material 
illustrating these basic principles. Also, there has been an effort to reinforce basic sociological concepts in Social 
Problems, another required course. At the graduate level, experience with incomming MA candidates who did not have 
extensive undergraduate soci- 
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ology coursework and subsequently exhibited deficiencies in some graduate-level courses has led to the imposition of 
prerequisite underrgraduate courses in some cases. 

As explained in the section on learning outcomes, during the past academic year the chair of the department formed a 
faculty committtee to review and revise both the exit exam and comprehensive exam as part of the AQI program. As a 
result, the undergraduate exit exam has been shortened to 40 multiple-choice items (for 80% of the exam grade), and 
the essay questions have been changed in content and weight (2 questions, each worth 10%). Just as important is the 
new practice of providing graduating seniors with a study guide for the exit exam a few weeks before they take it. In 
regard to the comprehensive exam for graduate students, although no specific content revisions have been made at this 
point, a more specific grading scale on which to judge the performance of each graduate student has been instituted. 
This allows faculty to critically assess the knowledge of the students and provide appropriate feedback both to the 
student and the graduuate coordinator. 

The department faculty propose to use an annual review of stuudents' performance on the exit exam and 
comprehensive exam to evalluate the connection between course content, teaching methods, and learning outcomes. 
This process will enable faculty to re evaluate and improve course content and/or methods of delivering that content. 
This proposed yearly review will also facilitate regular review of the exit and comprehensive exams. 

The academic audit emphasizes the need for multiple measures to assess student learning and program effectiveness. 
Upon review, department faculty stress that the current assessments of student learnning do employ multiple measures 
of knowledge of key concepts and abilities. In regard to the undergraduate exit exam, the multiple-choice section is 
split into four sections: key sociological concepts, methods and statistics, theory, and social problems. Each section 
contains 10 questions. The individual items in each section can be considered meaasures of basic sociologically 
relevant concepts and facts. Furthermore, the essays represent additional measures of applications of knowledge in 
methodology and theory that require some problem solving and critical thinking on the part of students. 
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The required sections of the graduate comprehensive exam, methhods and theory, instruct the student to answer two 
essays within each section, and these constitute multiple measures. Students must also answer essays that pertain to 
elective courses in their graduate program of study. Furthermore, the oral defense of the graduate student's thesis or 
internship report involves answering questions about the applicabillity and appropriateness of certain methods and 
theories relevant to the student's thesis or internship experience. 

Quality assurance. The BS, BA, and MA programs in our departtment exhibit multiple indicators of our commitment 
to quality. The department focuses its programs on positive growth. This is evidenced in our development of new 
courses, our review of existing courses and monitoring the sequence of courses, and our proposed departmental major 
in anthropology. We also see progress in our acquisition and use of a broad spectrum of technology by faculty and 
students. Indeed, the advance of technology in education is a positive factor in assuring quallity in teaching and 
learning. 

For the different focal areas discussed in our self-study, we have documented or proposed ways that we will improve 
education quality systematically and regularly. Presently our programs promote quallity through undergraduate exit 
exams and the department's related participation in the AQI, MA written exams and oral defenses, teaching evaluations 
(SAIs), training sessions for our graduate stuudent instructors, and the department's ranking of teaching quality above 
research and service in the tenure and promotion process. In addition, we propose to promote quality of education 
through peer review of faculty instruction and a stronger evaluation of graduate student instruction, a formal and 
systematic review of peer instituutions' sociology curricula, a biennial curriculum review (of course learning outcomes 
in light of overall program objectives), and a plan for reviewing and implementing best practices concerning student 
learning assessment. 

To ensure that these efforts will take place as planned, please refer to the matrix of improvement initiatives in Section 5 
of this report. The matrix indicates departmental faculty members' responsibilities and the timetable we will follow to 
carry out each initiative. Also, 
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ETSU has an annual follow-up process for ascertaining the disposition of program review and academic audit 
recommendations. 

The following section summarizes the proposed initiatives that have been described in preceding sections. 

4. Potential Initiatives 

Having assessed our overall performance and our quality processes for the five focal areas, we have determined the 
following specific initiaatives for improvement that have the potential to positively impact eduucation quality in our 
programs: 

• Make a concerted effort to communicate learning objectives to underrgraduates; sustain this communication with 
graduate students. 

• Develop and administer a brief student survey to assess the proogram from the students' perspective. 

• Ensure that course content and sequencing best meet the needs of our students by identifying, prioritizing, and 
closing any gaps identified in our curriculum and cocurriculum: 

- Examine the course objectives of our required major courses to determine whether they dovetail with each program's 
learning objectives/outcomes (at the undergraduate and graduate levvels); review the undergraduate and graduate 
curriculum every two years. 

- Compare peer institutions' course listings and requirements to ours at the undergraduate and graduate levels (carried 
out by a graduate assistant in fall 2006). Faculty will meet in Februuary 2007 to assess whether there are gaps in the 
curriculum that should be filled; prioritize the need(s) and determine feasibility and timetable of adding or revising 
courses. 

- Consult ASA publications on the sociology curriculum to determine whether we should offer different courses and/or 
experiences to undergraduate and graduate students. 

• Solicit feedback from students regarding their levels of prepareddness and background knowledge when taking 
courses in the major (collect through additional SAl questions); this also relates to the curriculum/cocurriculum focal 
area. 



file:///I|/FC13~1/scan0156.txt[05/21/2015 09:11:19 ...]

140 Academic Quality Wark 

• Develop a policy and plan for peer review of faculty instruction; adapt the policy for assessing graduate student 
instruction. 

• Improve instructional technology in computer lab/classroom shared with Department ofCriminal]ustice and 
Criminology. 

• Assess the requirement for students to take the exit exam; the connsequences for their performance on it; incentives 
for performing well; method and timing of administering the exam during the semester; and what, when, and how to 
communicate information regarding the exam to sociology majors. Incorporate the results of theAQI. 

• Evaluate student learning assessment methods used elsewhere. 

Possibly modify current practices for assessment, in addition to our documented plan to incorporate any assessment 
modifications as per the AQI plan. Sources for information: 

- Consult ASA publication "Assessing Student Learning in Sociiology" for recommendations. 

- Survey peer institutions' sociology departments on their methhods for assessing student learning and evaluating 
student learnning outcomes for undergraduate and graduate students. 

- Consult the general education core pilot assessment for posssible best practices to adopt. 

- Use the information gained from Dr. McCallister's participaation in workshop on student learning assessment. 

For each initiative, through either our AQI process or our biennnial review process, we will be able to gauge how we 
are implementing improvements. We have settled on initiatives that can be accomplished within the department. 
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5. Matrix of Improvement Initiatives 

            Duration   
Initiative     Responsibility   Participation   Begins   of Cycle   
la. Communicate   Cole (lntro-   Sociology   Fall 2007   Ongoing   
  learning objec-   duction to   faculty       
  tives to under-   Sociology         
  grads     coordinator).         
      Hester         
1 b. Sustain com;nu-   Graduate   All graduate   N/A   Ongoing   
  nication oflearn-   studies coordi-   faculty in       
  ing objectives to   natory and all   department       
  grad students   advisory com-         
      mittee chairs         
2.   Develop and   McCallister,   Sociology   December   Administer   
  administer brief   Beck   and anthro-   2006   annually for a   
  survey of stu-     pology   or early   few years and   
  dents' perspec-     faculty   spring   then biennially   
  tives on program       2007     
3a. Compare     Kamolnick,   Sociology   Gather   Every two years   
  required course   Hester   and anthro-   inform a-     
  objectives with     pology   tion fall     
  undergraduate     faculty   2006;     
  and graduate       faculty     
  program learning       discussion     
  objectives; close       February     
  gaps         2007     
3b. Compare peer   McCallister,   Sociology   Septem-   Every two years   
  institutions   ,   Kamolnick,   faculty   ber-     
  course listings   grad uate assis-     December     
  and require-   tant     2006;     
  ments         faculty     
          discussion     
          February     
          2007     
5.   Develop peer   Copp   Sociology   Pilot   Ongoing   
  teaching evalua-     and anthro-   spring     
  tion policy       pology   2006     
        faculty       
6.   Improve instruc-   Copp   Arts and   Spring   TBA   
  tional technology     Sciences   2006     
  in computer     department       
  lab/ classroom     chairs       

continued on next page 
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          Duration   
Initiative   Responsibility   Participation   Begins   of Cycle   
7.   Assess best prac-   Copp. Cole   Sociology   Fall 2006   One year; peri-   
  tices for adminis-     faculty     odically review   
  tering major exit         to improve   
  exam           
8a. Consult ASA   Beck   Sociology   Fall 2006   One year   
  publication on     faculty       
  assessing student           
  learning           
8b. Survey peer   Beck   Sociology   Spring   One year   
  institutions     and anmro-   2007     
  student learn-     pology       
  ing assessment     faculty       
  practices           
8e. Consult general   Copp   Sociology   Fall 2006   September   
  education core     and anthro-     2006   
  assessment for     pology       
  possible best     faculty       
  practices           
8d. Incorporate   McCallister   Sociology   Spring   One semester   
  information     and anthro-   2006     
  from student     pology       
  learning assess-     faculty       
  ment workshop           
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Appendix A: Sociology Major Requirements 

SOAA 1020 Introduction to Sociology 3 

SOAA 2020 Social Problems 3 

SOAA 3210 Sociological Research 3 

SOAA 3350 Social Statistics 3 

SOAA 3444 Data Analysis (BS students only*) 3 

SOAA 4057 Community Sociology 3 

SOAA 4807 Modern Social Theory 3 

*beginning fall 2006 

Sociology Electives 9 (BS students) 12 

Total 30 credit hours 

(BA students) 

Intensive Courses 

The university requires that students who enter ETSU as freshmen or with fewer than 60 transfer credits must take two 
oralintensive (OCl) courses, of which one must be in the major or the minor (SOAA 4057 Community Sociology); one 
technology-intensive (Tl) course in the major or minor (either SOAA 3350 Social Statistics or SOAA 3444 Data 
Analysis); four writing-intensive (WI) courses, at least two of which must be in the major or the minor (choose from 
SOAA 2020 Social Problems, SOAA 3030 Gender and Society, SOAA 4627 Ethnoographic Fieldwork Techniques, or 
SOAA 4807 Modern Social Theory), and at least two of which must be at the 3000-4000 level. Students who transfer 
with 60 or more credits or an associate's degree are required to take one OCl course, one Tl course, and two WI 
courses. Students must meet proficiency-intensive requirements through courses taken at ETSU (intensive status for a 
course does not transfer from other schools). 

Expected Learning Outcomes for BA/BS students (revised December 2005) 

At the completion of the BA and BS degree in sociology, students will be able to: 

• Apply key concepts in sociology to a variety of societal processes. 

• Understand and evaluate empirical research in the social sciences. 
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- Understand prominent social theories. 

- Critically evaluate prominent social theories. 

Apply both relevant theories and research in the social sciiences ro problems facing individuals, groups, organizations, 
and societies. 

• Use appropriate statistical analysis techniques on social science data for both descriptive and inferential purposes. 

Appendix B: Anthropology Major Proposal 

Institution: East Tennessee State University Proposal: Anthropology Major 

Effective date: Fall 2007 

Purpose 

The primary purpose of the proposed anthropology major is to provide students with an understanding of 
anthropology's unique perspective on the study of humankind. To fulfill this goal, the following educaational objectives 
will be met: 

1. To enhance students' understanding of the concept of culture 

2. To provide students with an understanding of cultural diversity through a holistic, cross-cultural examination of 
subsistence sysstems, economic organization, social organization, political sysstems, family, law, artistic expression, 
and religion 

3. To engage students in critical thinking about the origins and evoolution of culture through the analysis of the 
material remains of prehistoric and historic cultures 

4. To develop students' understanding of the application of the basic principles of evolutionary theory with specific 
reference to the genetic and fossil evidence of human biological evolution 

5. To promote students' understanding of human behavior and cullture patterning in the context of the complex 
relationship between biology, culture, and environment 

6. To develop students' understanding of human biological variation in terms of genetic patterning and adaptation 
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Curriculum 

The proposed program requires completion 003 semester credit hours distributed as follows: 

Curriculum Component General Education 

Major Field Core Concentration 

Electives (free) 

Other (minor) 

Total 

Hours Required 41/42 

33 

NA 13-28 18-26 

120 

Number of new courses: 2 with 3 credit hours each 

Need 

The anthropology major has been in development for several years. Student interest in anthropology prompted the 
department to move beyond a concentration and establish an anthropology minor in 1998. From the date of its 
inception to the present, the number of students electing to minor in anthropology has grown steadily from 1 the first 
year, to 14 the second year, and an average of29 each year thereafter. To date, 55 students have graduated with an 
anthropology minor. Though impossible to quantify accurately, several students over the years have transferred to 
other universities, both within and outside the state, because they could not obtain an anthropology major at ETSU. 
The situation is more problematic for the so-called nontraditional students who desire to obtain a major in 
anthropology at ETSU but cannot transfer due to family and employment obligations. Furthermore, stuudents with a 
BA degree in anthropology would be far more competitive than those with a minor in gaining admission into graduate 
programs in anthropology and associated financial support. 

An undergraduate with a BA in anthropology would be competitive with undergraduate majors in sociology and 
psychology for many jobs in the social services, including state and nongovernmental organizations. They would also 
qualify for employment with public and private organiizations concerned with cultural resource management and 
educational programs connected to museums and state and federal park services. 
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Impact 

An anthropology major will have a positive impact on the Departtment of Sociology and Anthropology. Historically, 
the sociology and anthropology programs have complemented each other, and there is no reason to anticipate that this 
will change with the installation of an anthropology major. Looking ahead, the department will need to offer additional 
sections of Social Statistics (SOAA 3350) since this course is currently required of all sociology majors and will be 
required for the anthropology major as well. As discussed in detail in the section "Program Performance 
and]ustification" (see subsection "Evidence of Demand and Need"), an anthropology major will also have a positive 
impact on the College of Arts and Sciences as well. 

PROGRAM STRUCTURE 

A. Total credits required for graduation: 120 

B. Residency requirement: Not applicable 

C. General education: Total credits: 41-42 

ENGL 1010 Critical Reading and Expository Writing 3 

ENGL 1020 Critical Thinking and Argumentation 3 

Mathematics 3-4 

Communication: Oral Communication 3 

Natural Science 8 

HIST 2010 The United States to 1877 3 

HIST 2020 The United States Since 1877 3 

Literature 3 

Fine Arts 3 

SociallBehavioral Sciences 6 

Humanities Elective 3 

Total 41-42 

BA Requirement: 2 courses of a single foreign 

language at or above 2000 level. 6 

1 course non-United States history 3 
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D. Major field core: Total credits: 15 

ANTH 1240 Introduction to Cultural Anthropology 3 

ANTH 1260 Introduction to Archaeology 3 

ANTH 1280 Introduction to Physical Anthropology 3 

SOAA 3350 Social Statistics 3 

ANTH4830 Studies in Anthropological Theory (proposed) 3 

E. Concentration(s): NA 

F. Electives: Total Credits: 18 

Guided electives: Students must choose one course from each of the four focus areas: 

Archaeology 

ANTH4007 Archaeology of the Southeastern United States 3 

ANTH 4017 Historic Native American Cultures 

of the Southeastern U.S 3 

ANTH4037 Old World Archaeology 3 

ANTH4400 Archaeological Field School 4 

Biology and Culture 

ANTH3400 Human Osteology and Pale ontology 3 

ANTH4240 Primatology (proposed) 3 

ANTH4260 Biosociology (proposed) 3 

Culture Studies 

ANTH2150 American Folk Music 3 

ANTH3070 Peoples and Cultures of Latin America 3 

ANTH4630 Native American Cultures in Contemporary Society 3 

ANTH4567 Scottish Ethnology 3 

Health and Culture 

ANTH3070 Medical Anthropology 3 
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ANTH3080 Nutritional Anthropology 3 

ANTH3250 Environmental Anthropology 3 

ANTH3500 Appalachian Folk Medicine 3 
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Aside from the five required core courses (15 credit hours) and the four required focus area course electives (12 hours), 
students must take two other elective courses (6 credit hours) in the focus areas listed above, one of the elective 
courses listed below, or a special topics course ifit is anthropological in content. 

ANTH2040 Folk Culture in the Modern World 3 

ANTH3260 Visual Anthropology 3 

ANTH3800 Religion, Society, and Culture 3 

ENGL 3100 Introduction to Linguistics 3 

ANTH4627 Ethnographic Field Work Techniques 3 

G. Other credits: Minor program of 18-24 credit hours required 

H. Admission, retention, and graduation requirements: In addiition to maintaining an overall grade point average of 2.0 
in the major, a student must earn a minimum grade of C in each major core course. 

I. Describe any unique features such as interdepartmental coopperation, collaboration with other institutions, 
articulation, industry partnerships, etc.: Not applicable 

J. Description of new courses: 

ANTH4240 Primatology, 3 credit hours 

Prerequisites: ANTH 1240 or SOAA 1020. A survey of the biology and behavior of nonhuman primates focusing on 
selected species of monkeys and all the great apes. Topics examined include morphology, ecology, subsistence, social 
organization, play, sexual behavior, intelliigence, communication, tool use, and protoculture. 

ANTH 4260 Biosociology, 3 credit hours 

Prerequisites: ANTH 1240 or SOAA 1020. A critical examination of theories concerning the biological and 
evolutionary foundation of human behavior with regard to such topics as gender, social stratificaation, reproduction, 
and violence. 
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ANTH 4830 Studies in Anthropological Theory, 3 credit hours Prerequisites: ANTH 1240, 1260, and 1280. The 
historical developpment of anthropological theory from the 19th century to the present, focusing on how macro and 
mid-range theoretic orientations have defined the nature of anthropology and its perspective on understandding human 
behavior. 

PROGRAM PERFORMANCE AND JUSTIFICATION 

Institution: East Tennessee State University Program name: Anthropology Major 

Date: February 28,2006 

Accreditation 

The anthropology major requires no formal certification from any accrediting agency. It is, however, conventional in 
that it is similar in format and content to other anthropology majors throughout the United States. 

Evaluation Plans 

The six objectives of the anthropology major listed earlier in this prooposal will be evaluated through four modalities. 
First, all anthropology courses will be evaluated through the Student Assessment of Instrucction (SAl). The SAIs are 
presently administered by the university each semester. At the end of each semester, data obtained by the SAIs will be 
reviewed by the chair of the Department of Sociology and Anthroopology and the coordinator of the anthropology 
program. At the end of each semester, any concerns identified by the SAIs with regard to course content and 
instructional methods will be shared with the anthropology faculty and, if necessary, a plan of remediation will be 
devised. Second, following current university policy, the Department of Sociology and Anthropology is externally 
evaluated every five years. This usually entails having an external review team consisting of two members from other 
universities and two members from other departtments at ETSU. The addition of the anthropology major will require 
that in the future at least one of the non-ETSU team members be an 
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anthropologist, or that a non-ETSU anthropologist be added to the review team. Third, in accord with current 
university policy, a student exit exam will be developed and administered to all graduating anthroopology majors to 
assess the program's success in fulfilling its six learnning objectives. The anthropology faculty will consult with 
members of the sociology faculty, the American Anthropological Association, and anthropologists at other universities 
to develop an exam that effectively measures a student's knowledge of basic anthropological concepts, theory, and 
research methods. Student performance on the exam will enable the identification of weaknesses and strengths in the 
anthropollogy program and outcomes will be used by the anthropology faculty to make necessary modifications in 
course content and instructional methods and techniques. Fourth, to fully evaluate the strengths and weakness of the 
program with respect to program content, instruction, and clarification of learning goals and objectives, a survey 
instrument will be administered to all graduating anthropology majors to obtain information about the strengths and 
weaknesses of the program, their suggestions for modification, and new courses and extracurricular activities they 
would like to be offered. Lastly, the Department of Sociiology and Anthropology is presently undergoing an academic 
audit, a new evaluation process that actively engages faculty in the process of critically examining learning objectives, 
curriculum, teaching methods and techniques, student learning assessment, and quality assurance. A lot of what has 
been learned from the academic audit will be applied to the anthropology major in the future. 

Evidence of Demand and Need 

Educational need. The anthropology major will broaden and deepen the Department of Sociology and Anthropology's 
curriculum. Both sociology and anthropology are concerned with understanding human behavior. Anthropology, 
however, is unique in comparison to sociology in its emphases on 1) cultural variation, 2) the cultural and biological 
evolution of humans, and 3) the relationship between biollogy and culture. An anthropology major will also enhance 
the eduucational mission of other academic departments, particularly but not exclusively those in the College of Arts 
and Sciences, as illustrated by 
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the following examples. Both biology and anthropology are concerned with scientific evolution, but anthropology 
more than biology applies the principles of scientific evolution to understanding the evolution of humankind. 
Anthropology is historical in perspective, but anthropollogy is unique in comparison to the discipline of history in its 
emphasis on the study of prehistory (anthropological archaeology) and the hisstory of nonliterate societies. 
Anthropology shares with political science an interest in political organization and law, but anthropology is more 
concerned with how nonstate societies (i.e., bands, tribes, and chieffdoms) govern and regulate themselves. With 
respect to psychology, anthropology provides an understanding of how culture in its various manifestations shapes 
personality, perception, and cognition. 

Student interest/demand. As noted earlier, student interest in an anthropology major has increased steadily since the 
inception of an anthropology minor program in 1998 from 1 student in 1998 to 6 in 1999 to an average of25 students 
each year since. To date, 116 students have declared a minor in anthropology and 69 students have graduated with a 
minor. Many of these students minoring in anthropology have informally reported to the anthropology faculty that they 
would have elected for a major. 

Labor market evidence. There is no labor market evidence available defining a need for people with an anthropology 
major. As noted earlier, however, graduates with an anthropology major would be competitive with other social 
science majors for employment in the social services sectors and humanities majors for positions in educational 
programs attached to state and federal parks, historic sites, and museums. 

Societal need evidence. Aside from offering a conventional program of study, the proposed anthropology program will 
address some areas of enduring interest to ETSU's service population in upper east Tennnessee, southwestern Virginia, 
and western North Carolina through course offerings and faculty/student research. These areas include 1) the study and 
preservation of the region's rich prehistoric and historic sites, many of which are under threat of destruction; 2) Native 
American ethhnology, particularly indigenous inhabitants of the southeastern U.S.; 3) the history and biology of mixed 
racial populations in the southeastern U.S. (e.g., the Melungeons); 4) the folk culture of southern Appalachia; 
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5) the study of southern Appalachia's increasingly diverse cultural landdscape; and 6) the cultural context of health and 
health care delivery in southern Appalachia which ties in with ETSU's growing prominence as a major health care 
resource in the region. This programmatic focus and public interest in anthropology was partially captured in an 
editoorial that appeared in the Kingsport Times-News on October 14, 1998, shortly after the anthropology minor was 
approved by the TBR. It should be noted that the newspaper mistakenly thought that ETSU had installed an 
anthropology major at the time: 

With a region as rich in prehistoric and Native American archaeological sites as ours, it only makes sense that East 
Tennessee State University is pursuing the establishment of a new program in archaeology. It stands to reason that the 
emphasis and energy that a major university can bring to areas would improve the knowledge base and presentation of 
such historic sites and artifacts. Taken together with ETSU's already well-known reputation for preserving what is, in 
many ways, a fast-disappearing Appalachian culture, and you have the foundation of what could one day soon be a 
truly comprehensive regional repository of the record of this region's people, their culture and customs, from the Stone 
Age to the present day. To have that effort spearheaded by an academic institution, rather than a commercial 
enterprise, will, among other things, help set a tone for on-going and future historically-based projects. To have the 
imprimatur of a university associated with, say, the excavation of a period site immediately increases its relative 
importance and the public's interest. Having that expertise "next door" is something many localities would love to 
have. Congratulations to ETSU-and the Tennessee Board of Regents-for recognizing the importance of this program. 

Program duplication. The University of Tennessee at Knoxville, Uniiversity of Tennessee at Chattanooga, University 
of Memphis, Middle Tennessee State University, University of the South, Rhodes University, and Vanderbilt 
University offer an anthropology major. The three priivate universities can be eliminated from discussion because their 
tuition 
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and other expenses are more than many Tennesseeans can afford. One ofETSU's peer institutions located not far from 
Johnson City, Appalaachian State University, also offers an anthropology major, but the cost of out-of-state tuition 
also makes it an unreasonable option. 

Though the proposed anthropology major duplicates existing programs at other state universities, it will nonetheless 
address the speecific need of some students residing in ETSU's service area. As previiously noted, many students 
attending ETSU, especially the increasing number of nontraditional students, who desire to study anthropology cannot 
transfer to another state institution due to their family and employment situations. Some students report that they do 
not want to transfer to a large institution like the University of Tennessee at Knoxxville, Middle Tennessee State 
University, or the University of Memphis, or that they do not want to live far away from home. 

Similar to the anthropology programs at the other state universiities, ETSU's program, as discussed earlier, is designed 
to address the specific needs of its service area with regard to the six programmatic foci mentioned in the section 
"Societal Need" above. 

Human Resource Needs 

Faculty. The four full-time tenured or tenure-track and one fullltime lecturer on the anthropology faculty, plus one 
adjunct faculty member in the Department of Public Health, are enough to sustain and ensure students' timely progress 
through the program. It is hoped, however, that the department can add a tenure-track position in physiical 
anthropology in the near future to strengthen the biological commponent of the curriculum. 

Administrative needs. There is no need for additional administraative personnel. 

Clerical and support personnel. There is no need for additional clerrical and support personnel. 

Other Needs for Support 

Library. Library holdings are more than adequate to support an anthropology major (see Appendix A). Mainline 
anthropology journals have been under subscription for many years, and the library has favorrably responded to the 
Department of Sociology and Anthropology's 
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request to add books to its anthropology collection since the inception of the anthropology minor in 1998. In 1999, the 
department invested $2,000 for the purchase of books (ethnographies) to improve the library's anthropology collection. 
An additional $500 is requested to add two or three other journals or an anthropology database to move beyond an 
"adequate" designation. 

Instructional ftcilities. The classrooms at ETSU are first-rate in terms of technology support. 

Instructional equipment. Additional investments must be made in archaeological and osteological instructional 
materials to support instruction in selected courses. Over the past eight years, the Departtment of Sociology and 
Anthropology devoted several thousand dollars of indirect fund monies obtained through grant activities to purchase 
anthropology books and films, fossil casts, and archaeological equippment and supplies. Recently, the Office of 
Research and Sponsored Programs generously provided additional funds to purchase equippment for a recently 
established archaeology lab. 

Appendix C: Sociology Master of Arts Degree Concentrations 

General Sociology (Thesis) Concentration 

All students selecting the General Sociology, or thesis, concentration must complete a minimum of30 credit hours, 21 
of which must be in sociology. 

SOAA 5110 Contemporary Social Theory 3 

SOAA 5210 Sociological Research 3 

SOAA 5960 Thesis 3-6 

Electives 18-21 

Total 30 credit hours 

Students entolled in the General Sociology concentration may take 18-21 credit hours of electives.This offers a high 
degree of choice and personalized study, culminating in a thesis that can be oriented toward the student's special area 
of interest. Other than the courses offered by the department, students may consult with the graduate 
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coordinator and take up to nine hours of graduate study outside sociollogy/anthropology to gain knowledge and 
expertise in related fields of study (psychology, public health, management, criminal justice, etc.). Students may enroll 
in up to three independent study courses (9 credit hours maximum), although the department recommends that students 
take no more than two (6 credit hours total). Those students who are deemed to have had insufficient coursework in 
sociology at the underrgraduate level may be required to take between one and three "5xx7" courses before enrolling 
in the required courses. 

Students, in consultation with the graduate coordinator, shall select an advisory committee (a chair and two other 
members) by the time they have completed 18 credit hours. Students must formally subbmit a committee form to the 
graduate school. Before students actuually begin work on their thesis research, they must prepare and present to the 
department's graduate faculty a thesis prospectus. Students will defend the prospectus before their chosen committee; 
after gaining approval, they may enroll in SOAA 5960 Thesis. Once a student has completed the thesis to the 
satisfaction of his or her committee, a thesis defense will be scheduled. 

A written comprehensive exam is also required to successfully complete the degree program. The exam includes 
questions regarding knowledge of sociological theory, research methods, and other areas of primary knowledge in 
sociology. 

Applied Sociology (Nonthesis) Concentration 

All students selecting the Applied Sociology concentration must commplete a minimum of 36 credit hours, 27 of 
which must be in sociology. 

SOAA 511 0 Contemporary Social Theory 3 

SOAA 5210 Sociological Research 3 

SOAA 5820 Skills in Applied Sociology & Anthropology 3 

SOAA 5320 Program Evaluation 3 

SOAA 5850 Supervised Internship 6 

SOAA 5870 Internship Placement Report 3 

and one of the following: 

SOAA 5627 Ethnographic Fieldwork Techniques 3 

SOAA 5444 Applied Data Analysis for Social Sciences 3 
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Electives 12 

Total 36 credit hours 

Any exceptions to these core courses must be approved by the gradduate coordinator and the student's advisory 
committee chair. As with the General Sociology (thesis) concentration, those students deemed to have had insufficient 
coursework in sociology at the undergraduate level may be required to enroll in one to three "5xx7" courses. 

The special feature of the Applied Sociology concentration is SOAA 5850 Supervised Internship (6 credit hours). 
Students, in connjunction with the graduate coordinator and their advisory committee, will select an appropriate 
placement in an agency or organization in which they will work, under supervision, for a total of280-300 hours 
(approximately 20 hours per week over one semester or 10 hours per week over two semesters). The culmination of the 
Applied Sociology concentration is an analytical report based on the students' internnship experience and knowledge 
gained from previous coursework, for which they receive 3 credits by taking SOAA 5870 Internship Placeement 
Report. Students interested in the Applied Sociology concentraation should indicate so in their first semester of study, 
and a screening interview will be conducted by the second semester. And, as with the General Sociology 
concentration, a written comprehensive exam is required to successfully complete the degree program. 

Appendix D: SOM Program Data 

ETSU Performance Funding Program Review InfOrmation 

Enrollment (Majors) Headcount 

Term   Undergraduare   Graduare   Total   
Fall 2002   50   9   59   
Fall 2003   53   16   69   
Fall 2004   58   12   70   
Fall 2005   68   14   82   



file:///I|/FC13~1/scan0173.txt[05/21/2015 09:11:22 ...]

Preparation and Departmental Self-Studies 1 57 

Term   Undergraduate   Graduate   Total   
Spring 2003   14   12   59   
Spring 2004   55   10   65   
Spring 2005   69   11   80   

Term   Undergraduate   Graduate   Tatal   
Summer 2003   18   10   28   
Summer 2004   25   2   27   
Summer 2005   20   6   26   

Full-Time Equivalency 

Term   Undergraduate   Graduate   Tatal   
Fall 2002   45.00   6.42   51.42   
Fall 2003   45.67   8.33   54.00   
Fall 2004   55.00   7.75   62.75   

Term   Undergraduate   Graduate   Total   
Spring 2003   41.73   8.33   50.06   
Spring 2004   49.80   5.00   54.80   
Spring 2005   63.80   7.75   71.55   

Term   Undergraduate   Graduate   Total   
Summer 2003   12.13   3.50   15.63   
Summer 2004   15.00   0.92   15.92   
Summer 2005   11.20   2.42   13.62   

Test Score Means 

Term   ACT(U)   GRE (G)   
Fall 2002   20.1   964.4   
Fall 2003   21.1   907.1   
Fall 2004   22.2   894.4   

2003 2004 2005 

ACT(U) 21.2 21.4 22.5 

GRE(G) 939.1 905.0 821.4 
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Term   ACT(U)   GRE (G)   
Summer 2003   21.3   903.3   
Summer 2004   21.1   980.0   
Summer 2005   22.3   810.0   

Aggregate Grade Point Average 

Term   Undergraduate   Graduate   
Fall 2002   2.866   3.681   
Fall 2003   2.889   3.636   
Fall 2004   3.029   3.648   

Term   Undergraduate   Gtaduate   
Spring 2003   2.937   3.595   
Spring 2004   2.902   3.664   
Spring 2005   2.998   3.749   

Term   Undergtaduate   Graduate   
Summer 2003   2.805   3.574   
Summer 2004   3.112   3.605   
Summer 2005   2,904   3.773   

I>egreesAvvarded 

Term   Undergraduate   Graduate   
Fall 2002   9   0   
Fall 2003   8   2   
Fall 2004   8   I   

Term   Under raduate   Graduate   
2003   6   0   
2004   7   3   
2005   8   I   

Term   Undergraduate   Graduate   
Summer 2003   2   0   
Summer 2004   2   I   
Summer 2005   I   0   

Year   Undergraduate   Graduate   Total   
2002-2003   17   0   17   
2003-2004   17   6   23   
2004-2005   17   2   19   
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Curriculum (Course Enrollment Regardless of Major) 

    2002-2003     
Courses Offered   Courses   Sections   Headcount   
Total # of 1000 courses offered   4   37   1879   
Total # of2000 courses offered   5   20   527   
Total # of3000 courses offered   12   14   369   
Total # of 4000 courses offered   3   17   26   
Total # of 5000 courses offered   11   30   89   
Total # of 4xx7/5xx7 dual-listed   10   17   280   

    2003-2004     
Courses Offered   Courses   Sections   Headcount   
Total # of 1000 courses offered   4   38   2113   
Total # of2000 courses offered   5   19   480   
Total # of 3000 courses offered   13   16   420   
Total # of 4000 courses offered   3   20   45   
Total # of5000 courses offered   11   23   53   
Total # of 4xx7 /5xx7 dual-listed   11   21   313   

    2004-2005     
Courses Offered   Courses   Sections   Headcount   
Total # of 1000 courses offered   5   39   1987   
Total # of2000 courses offered   5   21   522   
Total # of3000 courses offered   13   16   450   
Total # of 4000 courses offered   3   19   45   
Total # of 5000 courses offered   12   30   58   
Total # of 4xx7 /5xx7 dual-listed   10   22   319   



file:///I|/FC13~1/scan0176.txt[05/21/2015 09:11:22 ...]

1 60 Academic Qualify Work 

Diversity of Majors 

    2002-2003     
EnroIlment   Undergraduate   Graduate   Total   
Out-oF-State   3   0   3   
International   2   I   3   
Minority   6   0   6   
Male   14   5   19   
Female   36   4   40   
Total   50   9   59   

    2003-2004     
Enrollment   Undergraduate   Graduate   Total   
Out-oF-State   2   0   3   
International   2   1   3   
Minority   6   0   6   
Male   14   5   19   
Female   36   4   40   
Total   50   9   59   

    2004-2005     
EnroIlment   Undergraduate   Graduate   Total   
Out-oF-State   3   4   7   
International   2   0   2   
Minority   5   2   7   
Male   29   4   33   
Female   39   10   49   
Total   68   14   82   
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Appendix E: Learning Objectives Approved in 2000-2001 SACS Review 

Learning Objectives for Both the BA and BS Degrees (revised further in 2005) 

At the completion of the BA degree in sociology students will be expected to: 

• Understand and communicate well the sociological perspective on 

various societal processes and issues in contemporary societies. 

• Evaluate and critique empirical research in the social sciences. 

• Understand and critically evaluate prominent social theories. 

• Apply both relevant theories and research in the social sciences to problems facing individuals, groups, organizations, 
and societies. 

• Use appropriate statistical analysis techniques on social science data for both descriptive and inferential purposes. 

Learning Objectives for the MA Concentration in General Sociology (2001-) 

At the completion of the MA degree in General Sociology students will be expected to: 

• Understand and critically assess specific theories relevant to the subject matter contained in the thesis research of 
each student. 

• Understand and apply appropriate methods of research to issues and problems that are sociologically relevant. 

• Apply analytical and problem-solving skills to specific issues facing families, groups, organizations, and/or 
communities. 

Learning Objectives for the MA Concentration in Applied Sociology (2001-) 

At the completion of the MA degree in Applied Sociology students will be expected to: 

• Understand and critically assess specific theories relevant to the issues and problems addressed in the internship 
experience of each student. 
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Understand and apply appropriate methods of research to issues and problems that are sociologically relevant. 

• Design, execute, and write the results of an evaluation study of a specific program or services offered through an 
organization. 

• Apply analytical and problem-solving skills to specific issues facing families, groups, organizations, and/or 
communities. 

Appendix F: AQI Proposal/Year 1 Report 

Academic ~ality Initiative, .Year 1 Measurement Plans Report 

Departmental Information 

Department   Sociology & Anthropology   
Contact Person   Dr. Martha Copp   
Phone   439-7056   
Email   coppm@etsu.edu   

1. Which option for participating in the AQI is your department following? Type anXin the appropriate box. (Note: 
Options GI and G2 are available only to departments that do not offer underrgraduate degrees.) 

X   UI:   List a set of expected learning outcomes common to all undergraduate   
    majors and concentrations in your department. The set must include   
    at least three outcomes, one of which is related to critical thinking or   
    problem solving. Propose measurement plans for at least three of these   
    outcomes, one of which must be related to critical thinking or problem   
    solving.   
  U2:   List a set of expected learning outcomes for each undergraduate major   
    and concentration in your department. The set for each major/concen-   
    tration must include at least three outcomes, one of which is related to   
    critical thinking or problem solving. Go to Q!testions 2 and 3 regarding   
    measurement plans.   



file:///I|/FC13~1/scan0179.txt[05/21/2015 09:11:23 ...]

Preparation ond Departmentol Self·Studies 1 63 

  U3:   List a set of expected learning outcomes for a general education core   
    course enrolling at least 200 students annually and taught by at least   
    three different instructors over a two-year cycle. At least one outcome   
    must be related to critical thinking or problem solving. Propose measure·   
    ment plans for at least three of these outcomes, one of which must be   
    related to critical thinking or problem solving.   
  GI:   List a set of expected learning outcomes common to all graduate majors   
    and concentrations in your department. The set must include at least   
    three outcomes, one of which is related to critical thinking or problem   
    solving. Propose measurement plans for at least three of these outcomes,   
    one of which must be related to critical thinking or problem solving.   
  G2:   List a set of expected learning outcomes for each graduate major and   
    concentration in your department. The set for each major/concentration   
    must include at least three outcomes, one of which is related to critical   
    thinking or problem solving. Go to Qy,estions 2 and 3 regarding measure-   
    mentplans.   

2. Departments following option U2 or G2 have two choices regardding measurement plans. Which have you chosen? 

  A:   Propose measurement plans for at least three expected learning outcomes   
    common to all undergraduate (U2) or graduate (G2) majors and concen·   
    trations. One outcome measured must be related to critical thinking or   
    problem solving.   
  B:   Propose measurement plans for at least three expected learning outcomes   
    in each undergraduate (U2) or graduate (G2) major and concentration.   
    One outcome measured in each major or concentration must be related to   
    critical thinking or problem solving.   

3. If you checked B, what is the official name of the major or concenntration discussed in this report? 

Measurement Plans I Major/Concentration 

In the tables provided please describe how you plan to measure student attainment of expected learning outcomes. 

Type the measurement plan for each learning outcome in a sepaarate table. 

Three tables are provided. If you need more, use copy and paste to create additional ones. 
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Each measurement plan should describe: 

1. The expected learning outcome to be measured. 

• At least one of the measurement plans must assess an expected learning outcome related to critical thinking or 
problem solving. Indicate which plan this is by typing eT/PS after the learning outcome the plan measures. 

• If wished, you may define the attainment of a learning outcome by setting a target level for student performance on 
some meaasure (e.g., "Successful completion of the spreadsheets unit in casc 1400 is defined as a score of at least 80% 
on the Microosoft Excel portion of the final exam.") A row is provided for this optional step. 

2. The student work you will observe and/or collect to measure attainment of the learning outcome. 

• Student work includes performance on selected items on tests given in courses or on national standardized tests (e.g., 
licensure exams), written assignments, oral presentations, other class projjects, and internships and similar practicums. 
It may also include student responses to questions in interviews or surveys. 

• Describe the test items or subscores, class assignments, or other samples of student work that you plan to observe 
and/or collect to determine whether a learning outcome is attained. Please be as specific as possible. The AQI 
Advisory Committee will look for sufficient detail to be convinced that you are ready to connduct the assessment in 
2005-2006. 

3. Who will evaluate the student work with respect to attainment of the learning outcome and the process by which 
that person(s) will evaluate it. 

• Describe how faculty or others (e.g., professionals in the commmunity) will assess or critique the student work 
described in Step 2 to determine the degree to which a learning outcome is met. 

• If faculty or others will use scoring rubrics or other rating forms to evaluate student work, please describe these. 

4. How faculty will discuss the results of the assessment and develop plans for improving student learning. 
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5. When your department will perform Steps 2, 3, and 4 in 200552006 and again in 2006-2007. 

• Your AQI report for Year 2 (due April, 2006) will present finddings of the measurement plan and your department's 
plans for improvement based on the results. Please plan your calendar for carrying out the measurement plan in 2005- 
2006 accordingly. 

• In the third year of the AQI you will repeat the measurement plan, and you will also implement improvement plans 
proposed in Year 2. 

Guidelines for Creating Measurement Plans Measurement Plan 1 

la. Learning outcome   At the completion of the BA and BS degree in sociology,   
  to be measured   students will be able to apply key conceprs in sociology to   
    a variety of socieral processes.   
1 b. Target level for stu-   At the end of Year 2 we anticipate setting a target level for   
  dent performance   evaluation in Year 3.   
  (optional)     
2.   Student work to be   A major exam will be administered to graduating seniors.   
  observed/collected   One portion of this exam will contain 10 multiple-choice   
    questions on how key concepts in sociology are applied to   
    different societal processes (e.g., socialization and stratifi-   
    cation). In the essay portion of the exit exam, students will   
    be asked to explain how key concepts in sociology relate   
    to the different problems posed for them in the questions.   
    A grading rubric for the essays will be used to identify   
    students' ability to successfully relate those concepts. Both   
    the score on the multiple-choice questions and the score   
    from the essays will be combined to form an index of stu-   
    dents' ability to achieve this expected learning outcome.   
    a. Are 10 multiple-choice questions sufficient to measure   
    this outcome, especially given its breadth? Even with   
    the essay question it seems you would need more ques-   
    tions to evaluate this fully. Please explain or add more   
    items. The exit exam we offered previously was too long   
    and must be revised to achieve a reasonable length.   
    Each section of the exam tackles a different learning   
    outcome, but because there is a natural overlap between   
    concepts and theory, for example-or concepts and   
    methods, or theory and methods with social problems   
    (a learning outcome not involved in this AQI plan)-   
    we feel confident that we can evaluate how students   
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      perform on this learning outcome and the others as   
      well. Regarding the key concepts for the first learning   
      outcome, early in fall 2005, faculry will meet to review   
      and revise the list of key concepts to be covered in the   
      exit exam.   
    b.   Please send us a copy of the grading rubic. The grading   
      rubric will be provided in the AQI Year 2 report.   
3.   Who will evaluate   A faculty team consisting of Dr. Martha Copp, Dr. Scon   
  the student work   Beck, and Ms. Betsie Cole will create and edit the exam,   
  and how that   with assistance from Dr. Paul Kamolnick and Dr. Leslie   
  person(s) will do so   McCallistet. The multiple-choice questions will be graded   
    electronically. Faculty will share the grading of the essays   
    using a jointly created rub tic.   
4.   How faculty will   Faculty will meet to review and discuss students' index   
  discuss assessment   scores. Key concepts are targeted in SOAA 1020 Intro-   
  results and develop   duction to Sociology and are teinfotced in subsequent   
  improvement plans   courses in the major. If students' scores reveal patterned   
    deficiencies, faculty will discuss the deficiencies and   
    recommend improvements in how we teach key concepts.   
    Areas of deficiency and recommendations will be shared   
    with all of our faculty and adjuncts.   
    When will faculty meet to review the findings and plan   
    improvement actions? Indicate here or in Item 5 below.   
    Please see Item 5.   
5.   Calendar for Steps   The department intends to use this exam format each   
  2,3, and 4 in   year for the next five-year performance funding cycle. In   
  2005-2006 and   a faculty meeting in early fall 2005 we will discuss the   
  2006-2007   exit exam and the AQI goals. The fall term's graduating   
    seniors will take the major exit exam in late November or   
    early December 2005. The fall exams will be graded and   
    evaluated, and then faculty will meet to discuss the results   
    and propose improvements in early January 2006. Seniors   
    graduating in May 2006 will take the major exit exam in   
    mid to late April 2006. (It is not advisable to require stu-   
    dents to take the exit exam earlier in the semester; hence,   
    our Year 2 AQI report will be based on fall 2005 data, but   
    we will incorporate spring 2006 data as soon as the exam   
    results are available.) In the summer of2006, faculty will   
    review and discuss the 2005-2006 exam results and plan   
    improvement actions.   
    Note: Year 2 report deadlines were changed to September   
    1,2006, so our Year 2 AQI report will be based on both   
    fall 2005 and spring 2006 data.   
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The faculty team of Copp, Beck, and Cole will meet again in summer 2006 to make minor changes to the exam if we 
discover that any questions need editing. The 2006-2007 exit exam will have the same format, however, and the 
department will meet to discuss results according to the same schedule as in 2005-2006. 

Comments on Measurement Plan 1 (optional) 

This comment pertains to the measurement instrument we will use for all measurement plans: the major exit exam. The 
exit exam format will contain four sections, each with 10 multiple-choice questions (with some questions in 

each section requiring in-depth understanding or problem solving) that relate to four learning outcome areas: key 
concepts in sociology, research methods! statistical analyysis, sociological theory, and social problems. The exam 

will also have a section of required critical thinking essay questions that likewise relate to these learning outcomes. 
Overall the exit exam must have a manageable length so that students will give each answer adequate time. 

Measurement Plan 2 

All comments on Measurement Plan 1 apply here as well. Our response to the comments received on Item 2 of 
Measurement Plan 1 also applies to Measurement Plans 2 and 3. It seemed unnecessary to repeat the justification in 
each measurement plan. 

1 a. Learning outcome   At the completion of the BA and BS degree in sociology,   
  to be measured.   students will be able to understand, evaluate, and critique   
    empirical research in the social sciences. CT !PS   
1 b. Target level for stu-   At the end of Year 2 we anticipate setting a target level for   
  dent performance   evaluation in Year 3.   
  (oprional)     
2.   Student work to be   A major exit exam will be administered to graduat-   
  observed! collected   ing seniors. One portion of this exam will contain 10   
    multiple-choice questions to gauge students' understand-   
    ing and ability to evaluate both sociological research   
    methods and statistical analysis techniques. Students will   
    also be required to answer an essay question that requires   
    them to demonstrate their ability to understand, interpret,   
    and critique statistical data (and simultaneously apply   
    appropriate key concepts in sociology). A grading rubric   
    will be used to grade the essay. Both the score on the mul-   
    tiple-choice quesrions and the score from the essay will be   
    combined to form an index of students' ability to achieve   
    this expected learning outcome.   
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3.   Who will evaluate   A faculty team consisting of Dr. Martha Copp, Dr. Scon   
  the student work   Beck. and Ms. Betsie Cole will create and edit the exam.   
  and how that   with assistance from Dr. Paul Kamolnick and Dr. Leslie   
  person(s) will do so   McCallister. The multiple-choice questions will be graded   
    electronically. The essay question will be graded by either   
    Beck or McCallister using a jointly created rubric.   
4.   How faculty will   Faculty will meet to review and discuss students' index   
  discuss assessment   scores for this expected learning outcome. The main   
  results and develop   courses that target this learning outcome are SOAA 3210   
  improvement plans   Sociological Research. SOAA 3350 Social Statistics,   
    and SOAA 3444 Microcomputers as a Research Tool. If   
    students' scores reveal patterned deficiencies. faculty will   
    discuss the deficiencies and recommend improvements to   
    the faculty who teach in the areas of research methods and   
    statistics.   
5.   Calendar for Steps   The department intends to use this exam format each   
  2.3. and4in   year for the next five-year performance funding cycle. In   
  2005-2006 and   a faculty meeting in early fall 2005 we will discuss the   
  2006-2007   exit exam and the AQI goals. The fall term's graduating   
    seniors will take the major exit exam in late November or   
    early December 2005. The fall exams will be graded and   
    evaluated, and then faculty will meet ro discuss the results   
    and propose improvements in early January 2006. Seniors   
    graduating in May 2006 will take the major exit exam in   
    mid to late April 2006. (It is not advisable to require stu-   
    dents to take the exit exam earlier in the semester; hence,   
    our Year 2 AQI report will be based on fall 2005 data, but   
    we will incorporate spring 2006 data as soon as the exam   
    results are available.) In the summer of2006. faculty will   
    review and discuss the 2005-2006 exam results and plan   
    improvement actions.   
    Note: Year 2 report deadlines were changed to September   
    1,2006. so our Year 2 AQI report will be based on both   
    fall 2005 and spring 2006 data.   
    The faculty team of Copp, Beck. and Cole will meet again   
    in summer 2006 to make minor changes to the exam if we   
    discover that any questions need editing. The 2006-2007   
    exit exam will have the same format, however. and the   
    department will meet to discuss results according to the   
    same schedule as in 2005-2006.   

Comments on Measurement Plan 2 (optional) 



file:///I|/FC13~1/scan0185.txt[05/21/2015 09:11:23 ...]

Preparation and Departmental Self-Studies 169 

Afeasur~entPlan3 

1 a. Learning outcome   a.   At the completion of the BA and BS degree in sociol-   
  to be measured     ogy. studenrs will be able to understand and critically   
      evaluate prominenr social theories. CT IPS   
    b.   At the completion of the BA and BS degree in sociol-   
      ogy. studenrs will be able to critically evaluate promi-   
      nenr social theories. CT IPS   
1 b. Target level for stu-   At the end of Year 2 we anricipate setting a target level for   
  denr performance   evaluation in Year 3.   
  (optional)       
2.   Studenr work to be   A major exit exam will be administered to graduat-   
  observedl collected   ing seniors. One portion of this exam will conrain 10   
    multiple-choice questions that assess studenrs' ability   
    to understand and apply major social theories. The 10   
    multiple-choice questions will help us evaulate studenrs'   
    ability to achieve the first expected learning outcome in   
    this measuremenr plan. To gather information regarding   
    the second expected learning outcome in this measure-   
    menr plan, studenrs will also be required to answer an   
    essay question that requires them to demonstrate their   
    ability to understand and critically evaluate sociological   
    theories (and simultaneously apply appropriate key con-   
    cepts in sociology). A grading rubric will be used to grade   
    the essay. Both the score on the multiple-choice questions   
    and the score from the essay will be combined to form an   
    index of studenrs' ability to achieve this expected learning   
    outcome.   
3.   Who will evaluate   A faculty team consisting of Dr. Martha Copp. Dr. Scon   
  the studenr work   Beck. and Ms. Betsie Cole will create and edit the exam.   
    with assistance from Dr. Paul Kamolnick and Dr. Leslie   
    McCallister. The multiple-choice questions will be graded   
    electronically. The essay question will be graded by Kamol-   
    nick, Cole. Copp, or Beck using a jointly created rubric.   
4.   How faculty will   Faculty will meet to review and discuss studenrs' index   
  discuss assessmenr   scores for both expected learning outcomes in this mea-   
  results and develop   suremenr plan. The main courses that target the learning   
  improvemenr plans   outcomes are SOAA 1020 Introduction to Sociology.   
    SOAA 2020 Social Problems. and SOAA 4807 Modern   
    Sociological Theory. If studenrs' scores reveal patterned   
    deficiencies. faculty will discuss the deficiencies and rec-   
    ommend improvemenrs in teaching studenrs about social   
    theories. Areas of deficiency and recommendations will be   
    shared with all our faculty and adjuncts.   
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5. Calendar for Steps 2,3, and4 in 2005-2006 and 2006-2007 

The department intends to use this exam format each year for the next five-year performance funding cycle. In 

a faculty meeting in early fall 2005 we will discuss the 

exit exam and the AQI goals. The fall term's graduating seniors will take the major exit exam in late November or 
early December 2005. The fall exams will be graded and evaluated, and then faculty will meet to discuss the results 
and propose improvements in early January 2006. (It is not advisable to require students to take the exit exam earlier in 
the semester; hence, our Year 2 AQI report will be based on fall 2005 data, but we will incorporate spring 2006 data as 
soon as the exam results are available.) In 

the summer of2006, faculty will review and discuss the 2005-2006 exam results and plan improvement actions. 

Note: Year 2 report deadlines were changed to September 1,2006, so our Year 2 AQI report will be based on both fall 
2005 and spring 2006 data. 

The faculty team of Copp, Beck, and Cole will meet again in summer 2006 to make minor changes to the exam if we 
discover that any questions need editing. The 2006-2007 exit exam will have the same format, however, and the 
department will meet to discuss results according to the same schedule as in 2005-2006. 

Comments on Measurement Plan 3 (optional) 

Faculty Participation in Creating Measurement Plans 

The AQI seeks to promote dialogue and collaboration among faculty regarding student learning. Please describe how 
faculty in your departtment participated in creating the measurement plans present in this report. 

Faculty participation in creating measureement plans 

Dr. Martha Copp, Ms. Betsie Cole, and Dr. Scott Beck worked on the measurement plan presented in this report. 
Faculty met in person on three occasions and also commmunicated via email about the structure and logic of the 
measurement plan and instrument. 
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Faculty Commitment to Measurement Plans 

How would you describe the current level of faculty commitment to these measurement plans? What challenges, if 
any, remain in building this commitment? 

Faculty commitment to measurement plans 

The measurement plan has been added to a departmental procedure for evaluating students that was already in place. It 
is anticipated that faculty will be strongly committed 

to the ptocedure, as it will give them feedback on courses they teach in the major. 

Submission of Report 

The department chair should submit this report as an email attachment to Bill Kirkwood in the Office of Academic 
Affairs. This submission constitutes the chair's electronic signature and indicates that he or she has read the report and 
is submitting it on behalf of the department. 

Deadlines for Submission of Report 

The deadline for submitting departmental AQI reports is April 1, 2005. Departments wishing to receive early feedback 
on their reports should submit draft reports by February 15, 2005. 

Appendix G: New Courses and Minor Curriculum Revisions (Fall 2001-Spring 2006) 

New Courses Anthropology 

SOAA 1260 Introduction to Archaeology 

SOAA 1280 Introduction to Physical Anthropology SOAA 3028 Honors Cultural Anthropology SOAA 3080 
Nutritional Anthropology 

SOAA 3250 Environmental Anthropology 

SOAA 3260 Visual Anthropology 

SOAA 3400 Human Osteology and Pale ontology 

SOAA 4007/5007 Archaeology of the Southeastern United States SOAA 4017/5017 Historic Native American 
Cultures in the South- 

eastern United States SOAA 4037/5037 Old World Archaeology 
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SOAA 4400 Archaeological Field School 

SOAA 4567/5567 Scottish Ethnology (also APST) 

SOAA 4630 Native American Culture in Contemporary Society SOAA 4907/5907 Foodways of Appalachia (also 
APST) 

Sociology 

SOAA 4057/5057 Community Sociology (Oral Communication Intensive) 

replaces 4027/5027 Advanced Principles of Sociology 

Appalachian Studies 

APST 3530 Religion in Appalachia 

APST 4237/5237 Scots-Irish in Appalachia APST 4337/5337 Appalachia in Scotland 

APST 4567/5567 Scottish Ethnology (also SOAA) APST 4907/5907 Foodways of Appalachia (also SOAA) 

Nonsubstantive Course or Curriculum Changes 

~~") "a.\? l:()"~ S\l\¥, ()~m ~ ~ ~ mic e 

course 

Course name change: SOAA 3444 Data Analysis (old title: Microocomputers as a Research Tool), required for BS 
degree (effective fall 2006) 

1 Developed by Randy Schulte at Chattanooga State Technical Community College and Karen Brunner at Roane State 
Community College in the Tennessee Board o/Regents. 
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The Audit and Audit Report 

The site visit by the audit team sets in motion the peer review process. The audit team uses the visit to focus on the 
quality processes and trianngulates the self-study review carried out by the program faculty with diaalogue between 
faculty, students, administrators, and other stakeholder groups. Auditors may ask questions similar to the self-study 
questions addressed in Chapter 5. The role of the audit team is to set the tone for a collegial, supportive dialogue. Let's 
look over the shoulder of an audit team meeting under way with the site faculty and administrators: 

The audit team for the psychology program at the community college gathers the night before the audit visit to make 
last-minute plans. The three-member team is conducting its first-ever audit. Although already trained by the TBR 
system personne4 team members are struck by the potential complexity of their work. The team leader says it well: 'Tt 
seems overwhelming to think that 

we will be covering an entire program in a single day. T#? have 

to cover a lot of ground in a short time tomorrow." The team, however, decides to focus on the task as outlined in their 
training sessions-to respond to the written se!fstudy report and explore areas that were unclear in the report. Second, 
they decide to compare what was written in the se!fstudy report to descriptions of what actually goes on in the 
program. One team member goes on to say, UT#? need to remember the importance of the fict that the program ficulty 
have their own objectives and explored where they agree that they are meeting those objectives. Our task is to appraise 
their conceptualization of their goals and their status in 

173 
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SOAA 4400 Archaeological Field School 

SOAA 4567/5567 Scottish Ethnology (also APST) 

SOAA 4630 Native American Culture in Contemporary Society SOAA 4907/5907 Foodways of Appalachia (also 
APST) 

Sociology 

SOAA 4057/5057 Community Sociology (Oral Communication Intensive) 

replaces 4027/5027 Advanced Principles of Sociology 

Appalachian Studies 

APST 3530 Religion in Appalachia 

APST 4237/5237 Scots-Irish in Appalachia APST 4337/5337 Appalachia in Scotland 

APST 4567/5567 Scottish Ethnology (also SOAA) APST 4907/5907 Foodways of Appalachia (also SOAA) 

Nonsubstantive Course or Curriculum Changes 

SOAA 3350 approved as Using Information Technology Intensive course 

Course name change: SOAA 3444 Data Analysis (old title: Microocomputers as a Research Tool), required for BS 
degree (effective fall 2006) 

1 Developed by Randy Schulte at Chattanooga State Technical Community College and Karen Brunner at Roane State 
Community College in the Tennessee Board o/Regents. 
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relation to what actually is happening in the program." The team is comfortable with the approach and spends time 
talking through the report and identifying areas where team members have questions and concerns. They decide to use 
this to assign areas to lead the exploration with the program the next day. The team is ready. 

Putting Together the Audit Team 

At the TBR, auditors are chosen for a particular site visit from the pool of trained auditors. We have discovered that 
there are fundamental guidelines that make the peer review process work well. For the TBR's academic audit process, 
we use the following as guidelines: 

• Auditors are volunteers (primarily faculty) who receive training on education quality processes and audit 
methodology. 

• Audit teams (three to four members) will most likely come from other TBR institutions. 

• Because the auditors will be focusing on quality processes, they do not have to come from the academic discipline of 
the department being audited, though TBR strives to have faculty from the disciipline on the team. 

• Audit visits are typically one day per department. 

• Auditors meet with departmental leadership, faculty, and students. 

• Auditors ask questions similar to the self-study questions. 

• Auditors write a report highlighting examples of exemplary pracctice, noting areas for improvement, and evaluating a 
department's approach to education quality processes. 

Auditor Training 

We have found the best practice is to present the basic concepts of the academic audit, describe why these types of 
reviews are beneficial, talk at length about academic soul-searching, and discuss the value oflooking at quality 
processes to improve how work gets done. Since these conncepts often are foreign to most faculty members, training 
sessions should include lots of time for questions and answers and for faculty members to experiment with the ideas. 
They need to be able to challenge some of the concepts in a nondefensive manner-being open to new ways of 
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conducting the audits. Some of the best ideas about how to structure the audits have come from the training sessions, 
especially if the particiipants have been on site visit teams for their professional areas. 

Another practice that is successful is to have experienced auditors at the training session to serve as mentors for any 
new members. We have found that much of the practice of conducting academic audits is so unfamiliar to most faculty 
members that they have to experience an audit before they can fully believe it will work as described. Further, these 
experienced auditors can convey stories and examples of conversations and conditions they found in previous site 
visits to clarify the illustrations and make examples. Those selected for auditor training participate in a training session 
with a follow-up refresher session each year. We work to help auditors push for answers during meetings with faculty, 
students, administrators, and other stakeholders-but do so with a soft touch. Strategies used during training to help 
auditors understand their special role include case studies, role-play, practice exercises, and debriefing sesssions. The 
Missouri program often has auditors from prior years role-play a dialogue between an auditor and a faculty member to 
demonstrate the types of questions and follow-up questions that work effectively to solicit information. The following 
is a sample role-play used in Tennessee: 

An auditor and faculty member in engineering technology are in a site visit session. The program self-study has 
indicated that the graduates of the program do well in the workplace. At the start of the role-play, the auditor asks the 
faculty member whether the program does a good job preparing students for employment. The faculty member 
responds that they do and that she is very proud of the graduates. The auditor asks the 

£.uu1!}1 mt:mPu .to tkYaik.lJa . UJ.~fiWP"m J:;09.Aw.tf);, rKar gracfUates are dOing wefr and are competitive tOr 
positions upon graduation. She pauses and stares for a moment, stumbling a bit before she replies that she just feels 
that they do a good job because faculty work hard and spend time with the students. The auditor asks about any use of 
employer or alumni surveys or interviews as well as data on job placement rates. Again, the auditor gets a blank stare 
and a weak response: 

"Those sound like good ideas. We should look into it." 
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The role-play should be debriefed with the auditor trainees to illusstrate how the probing/clarifying questioning can 
provide insight into current program practices and whether the strengths cited can be suppported via evidence and 
quality practices. 

Auditor Assignment 

Building a cadre of trained auditors is an important activity. In Tennesssee we require that each campus submit the 
names of faculty members from TBR institutions that would be particularly suited to serve on the onsite audit review 
team(s) in April. Each program may select up to two faculty in the discipline whom they would like to have on the 
audit team. These nominations are submitted no later than November 15 with a brief description of the nominees' 
academic credentials. They are asked also to provide contact information (em ail and phone nummber) so that they can 
be included in auditor training sessions in January and early February. At this same time each program/department that 
is being audited proposes its date in April for the on-site visit. 

Each campus submits a tentative academic audit schedule when the self-study document is submitted to TBR. The due 
date usually falls around January 31. In addition to the date for the campus visit and the planned agenda, this tentative 
schedule includes information about hotel accommodations and contact information for the desiggnated campus 
contact. 

The self-study document is provided to the audit team at least four weeks before the scheduled visit. This document is 
emailed to the chair and team members by the TBR Office of Academic Affairs. Included in this email is the tentative 
schedule for the visit and a copy of the academic audit handbook 

The chair of the visiting team makes contact with the designated campus contact at least three weeks before the 
scheduled visit. This conversation assures that both parties are aware oflocal arrangements, meeting rooms, tentatively 
scheduled meetings with faculty and stuudents, and available work space/materials for the visiting team. 

Many of the audit team members from previous years have advised that all teams should assign a specific focal area to 
each team member. This allows team members to focus on that area in their reading of the 
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self-study document as well as their planning for questions and explooration during the site visit. 

It is ideal for the team to be able to get together the evening before the visit. If this is not possible, the schedule for the 
site visit should remain flexible to allow a breakfast meeting at the hotel before the team goes to the campus for the 
initial meeting with campus officials. Table 6.1 presents a schedule for a typical audit day. 

Table 6.1 Typical Audit Day 

Session   Time/ Attendees   Location   
Breakfast and team meeting   7:30 a.m.-8:15 a.m.   Hotel, room/location   
at hotel   Audit team     
Opening session and introduc-   8:30 a.m.-9:00 a.m.   ABC bldg, room 1   
tions   Audit team     
    Faculty and administrators     
Small group meeting # 1   9:00 a.m.-10:00 a.m.   ABC bldg, room 2   
    Audit team     
    Faculty and administrators     
Small group meeting #2   10:15 a.m.-11:00 a.m.   ABC bldg, room 2   
    Audit team     
    Students     
Small group meeting #3   11:15 a.m.-12:15 p.m.   ABC bldg, room 2   
    Audit team     
    Faculty members     
Working lunch   12:15 p.m.-1:30 p.m.   ABC bldg, room 1   
Flexible meeting and work   1:30 p.m.-3:30 p.m.   ABC bldg, room 2   
time   Audit team     
• Possible time fOr materials review, tours, or additional meetings with ftculty or   
  students       
·   Time fOr !(roup to discuss observations and work on reports     
Exit session   3:30 p.m.-4:00 p.m.   ABC bldg, room 1   
    Audit team     
    Faculty and administrators     
• Brief report of initial commendations, aiJirmations, and recommendations   
• !Jthe perftrmance funding summary sheet is required, a copy of that sheet must be   
  left with the campus contact beftre departure     
• Department and campus will f[et opportunity to respond to the written report   
Logistics information:       
Campus contact for the academic audit-name, position, phone, email   
Hotel accommodations-hotel name, address, phone     
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Tone and Process of Questioning 

As mentioned earlier, the interactions of the site audit team with those being audited are grounded in a context of 
collegial and supportive dialogue. The peer auditors are to encourage reflection and selfnation in the conversations 
conducted with faculty, students, and othhers. The auditor team will want to ask faculty clarifying questions to confirm 
that they are following the quality processes within the focal areas as cited in the self-study report. This is the time to 
see whether they are doing what they say they are doing. In Tennessee auditors ask questions designed to help the 
team better understand how faculty and other stakeholders see their strengths and weaknesses. This supportive, 
reflective environment is essential for the audit process to work. Let's look again to see how this works: 

At the local community college, two site teams fOr two programs being audited arrive early in the morning. With the 
two 

audit teams together, the chief academic officer, the site visit coordinator, and program ftculty review the two 
programs with the site teams. The two teams receive the final schedule fOr the day. At that point the two teams move 
to separate rooms, and each audit team meets with all program ftculty ftom their respective programs. 

The audit team leader compliments the ftculty on the creation of the se?fstudy and expresses confidence that the 
process has been helpful to them. The team leader indicates that each team member appreciates the opportunity to read 
the se?fstudy and looks fOrward to talking about it. He lets them know that it 

is often hard to put in writing a full explanation of what is happening, so this time with them will allow the team to 
ask clarifjing questions and to make sure that they understand the se?fstudy. The team leader invites the ftculty to 
make any opening comments they wish, and two or three ftculty speak about their views of the process. 

At this point the conversation becomes much more specific with audit team members asking clarifjing questions. 
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Because the team members have assigned areas of concern 

for further exploration, one team member asks, "Tell me about the method you use to know whether your students are 
meeting course objectives." The conversation is productive, 

and the program fizculty hand the team member a sample course syllabus with an accompanying example of an online 
assessment used for the sixth course objective: "Students 

will identify two theories of motivation and develop two scenarios illustrating each using a sports context." The team 
has a particularly interesting session with students because 

of the diversity of students in attendance. The same probing questions asked by the team of the previous groups are 

asked of the students. They talk about processes used in the various classes to allow students to demonstrate mastery 

and understanding. The tone of the meeting is positive yet probing with participants .freely expressing viewpoints and 
responding openly to the clarifying questions put forth by the audit team members. The day is quickly over, and the 
fizculty and administrators eagerly await any ftedback .from the audit team. 

The primary objective of the site visit is to verify and confirm what is in the self-study report. The self-study process 
leads to a set of areas in which the faculty believe they can improve. It also identifies areas of strength and facilitates 
the consensus of the faculty regarding quality processes that should improve or be initiated. The exit session focuses on 
affirmations, commendations, and recommendations (discussed in greater detail later). These are brief and presented in 
bullet form. 

Audit Report-Writing Guidelines 

In writing the audit report, it is essential to collect key points from reviewers within one week of the visit. If you can 
outline your primary points before the team leaves the day of the audit, all the better. The team leader should write the 
final report based on the consensus of the team about findings. The template in Figure 6.1 is useful in writing the 
report. Note that the report must be limited to 10 pages. 
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Figure 6.1 Template for Academic Audit Team's Narrative Report 

1. Introduction. Briefly describe the unit/program evaluated, the date of the audit, the protocol observed by the 
auditors, and other relevant information. 

2. Overall performance. What is the team's overall summary concluusion about the state of the unit/program? 

3. Performance in the focal areas. How does the unit's/program's work in each focal area measure up against the quality 
and eviidentiary principles? 

• Learning objectives 

• Curriculum and co curriculum 

• Teaching and learning methods 

• Student learning assessment 

• ~ality assurance 

4. Conclusions. Briefly indicate the team's conclusions regarding the following by providing each in bulleted or 
numbered sequence: 

• Commendations. What processes, practices, initiatives, and commitments are particularly commendable and merit 
recoggnition? 

• Aifirmations. What processes, practices, or plans warrant the team's affirmation and encouragement? 

• Recommendations. What are some areas for improvement identified by the team on the basis of the unit's/program's 
selffstudy and site visit? 

In Tennessee we use the recommendations set forth in the iniitial site visit as a guide for the three-year follow-up site 
visit with the program. Programs are responsible for assessing how well they are advancing toward implementation. 
This three-year review of recommmendations ensures the institutionalization of the continuous quality improvement 
process within TBR. Many programs participating for the first time in the academic audit report that collaborative 
faculty meetings are continuing regularly as they establish action steps and benchmarks derived from the 
recommendations. The process of self- 
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Figure 6.2 Key Themes and Tips for Writing Audit Reports 

It is important for respondents to observe the following suggestions when developing the audit report: 

• The purpose of the report is to summarize findings from the selffstudy report and the visit. 

• Keep the tone of the report developmental-focus on how the department can improve on its own. Address what it will 
work on as a result of the review. 

• The report is the synthesis of the teaching and research focal areas pulled together by the team leader. 

• Provide feedback on all five themes in focal areas in summary form and give overview perceptions. 

• Reports are written by the audit team, assignments are made at the visit, and members provide bullet-type comments. 

Use the debriefing time to gather ideas from members and create an overview of the report. 

• At the visit agree on a report format and how long each section should be. Find some consensus from the group, and 
develop a strategy for the report (e.g., bulleted comments only). 

At the visit there is an oral debriefing with the department/unit before the team arrives. The team decides on overall 
points. Use these themes to provide the context for the report and the execuutive summary. 

• Ask for evidence as you gather impressions. Don't build summary points around comments from one faculty member 
or one small group of students-look for confirming evidence. 

• Keep it simple, and tell them what the program/unit did well and what they can do to improve. Point out what they 
can do in other areas to use the same strategies to improve other areas. Write the report so that it is helpful for the 
department, but also write it as if others will read it (i.e., be sensitive to language and tone of comments). 

reflection and self-review becomes codified within the institution. Thus the quality of the written audit report is critical 
to its acceptance and use by program faculty. There are important tips to remember, outtlined in Figure 6.2. 
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Performance Funding Checklist 

Tennessee was one of the earliest states to adopt a form of higher eduucation funding for performance in determined 
areas. In accordance with the 2005-2010 Performance Funding guidelines of the Tennesssee Higher Education 
Commission (THEC), each nonaccreditable undergraduate program undergoes either an academic audit or exterrnal 
peer review according to a preapproved review cycle 

Although programs, both graduate and undergraduate, in TBR institutions have chosen to participate in the audit, the 
audit team must prepare an additional report if the program is also conducting the audit visit for performance funding 
purposes. TBR, in collaboraation with the THEC, developed a reporting template that would not violate the spirit of 
self-examination and continuous quality improveement reflected in the academic audit process while meeting the 
THEC reporting requirements for performance funding. The template currrently being used appears in Figure 6.3 
(related information appears in Figure 6.4 and Table 6.2). 

Tips to Make the Process Work 

Both the University of Missouri and the TBR have acquired significant experience with the audit process. We have 
learned what works and what does not work. The Missouri experience led the participants to build a list of helpful 
hints that are worth noting: 

• The team must be prepared and have a plan. 

• The chair should have a list of topics and clear plans for how long to discuss each. 

• The team should make time before the audit meeting to discuss logistics and set a plan. 

• The leaders of both parties should clearly communicate expectaations. 

• Everyone should have a copy of the self-study at least two weeks before the onsite visit. 

• The chair and audit team should discuss questions regarding the self-study. 
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Figure 6.3. Academic Audit Onsite Evaluation Checklist for Audit 

Teams Conducting Performance Funding Review 

Institution _ 

Program _ 

CIP Code _ 

Degree Level: DCertificate D Associate D Baccalaureate 

D Master's D Doctoral 

Instructions for Audit Chairs and Teams 

Part I: Academic Audit Summary Sheet (only for performance 

funding purposes) 

Using the attached Academic Audit Summary Sheet, complete the 25 elements on the evaluation results checklist 
(marking "met" or "not met"). This exercise must be completed and signed by the team before the exit session. A copy 
should be provided to the campus contact. 

Part 11: Narrative Evaluation 

The audit chair and team will use their evaluations indicated on the audit checklist and their summarized findings from 
the self-study report and onsite visit to write a narrative report of the team's concluusions. The template for completing 
this report (limited to 10 pages) is attached. This report is due to TBR on May 15. 

The audit evaluation will become part of the record of the academic program review and will be shared with the 
academic department/ unit, the college, and the central administration, as well as the Tennnessee Higher Education 
Commission. Each department/campus will be provided an opportunity to respond and comment on the written report. 

Audit chair's name, title, and institution _ 

Audit chair's signature Date _ 

Names, titles, institutions, and signatures of other audit team members 
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Figure 6.4 Academic Audit Summary Sheet Effective Fall Semester 2005 and Required for Performance Funding 
Excesses 

Institution _ 

Program _ 

Instructions for External Reviewers 

In accordance with the 2005-2010 Performance Funding guidelines of the Tennessee Higher Education Commission 
(THEe), each nonnaccreditable undergraduate program undergoes either an academic audit or external peer review 
according to a preapproved review cycle. 

The criteria used to evaluate a program appear in the attached Acaademic Audit Summary Sheet. The Summary Sheet 
lists 25 items grouped into eight categories. THEC will use the items designated with an asterisk (*) to assess Standard 
1 C when the academic audit process is used. The criteria in the eighth category (support) may be used by the 
institution and submitted as part of the performance fundding report. If the academic audit process did not include 
information about items 8.1-8.3, they should be marked "N / A." These items will not be included in the THEC 
performance funding points. 

These summary items have been selected based on the academic audit focal areas to be consistent with the spirit and 
process of the academic audit. The program faculty has provided a self-study document that includes information for 
each item within the focal areas. Support- 

continued on next page 

• The team leader should have a template for use (as shown earlier in Figure 6.1). 

• Planners should establish team leaders (some options suggested: a leader for each track and an overall leader; one 
ove,rall leader, etc.). 

• The team should determine what they want to know before meettings; this will dictate the level of questioning. 

• Everyone should know that the purpose of the report is to summmarize findings from the self-study report and the 
visit. 
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Figure 6.4 Academic Audit Summary Sheet (continued) 

ing documents will be available as specified in the self-study. As the academic audit team leader, you should assess 
this and other evidence observed during the site visit to determine whether the process has met each item within a 
category. A checkmark should be placed in the appropriate box to indicate whether you believe that a program has 
"met" or "not met" each item in the table. If a particular item is inappropriate or not applicable to the program, the 
item should be marked "N / A." 

This Academic Audit Summary Sheet will be sent to the appropriiate campus official for inclusion in the Annual 
Performance Funding Report. When combined with the self-study and the written report prepared by the visiting team, 
the summary sheet will facilitate instiitutional development of a program action plan to ensure continuous quality 
improvement. 

Your judgment of the criteria designated by an asterisk on this form (see categories 1-6) will be used in allocating state 
funds for the commmunity college or university's budget. 

Name, title, and institutional affiliation of visiting team chair 

• The team should keep the tone of the report developmentallfocus on how the department can improve on its own. 
Address what it will work on as a result of the review. 

• The report is written as a synthesis of the teaching and research focal areas. 

• The written report should provide feedback on all five themes in focal areas in summary form and give overview 
perceptions. 

• The audit team writes the reports with assignments made at the visit, and members provide bullet-type comments. 
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Table 6.2 Academic Audit Summary Sheet 

      Evaluation   
Summary Items for   Results   
        Not   
1. Learning objectives   Met   met   
·   1.1   The faculty completed an honest analysis of their pro-       
    cess for developing learning objectives for the program,       
    considering measurability, clarity, and what students       
    need to know.       
·   1.2   The faculty have documented or proposed a process for       
    developing learning objectives that are based on realistic       
    and appropriate evidence.       
·   1.3   The faculty have documented or proposed specific plans       
    to take best practices and appropriate benchmarks into       
    account in the analysis oflearning objectives.       
        Not   
2.   Curriculum and cocurriculum   Met   met   
·   2.1   The faculty completed an honest analysis of the extent       
    ro which they collaborate effectively on the design of       
    curriculum and planned improvements.       
·   2.2   The faculty have documented or proposed a plan for       
    analyzing the content and sequencing of courses in       
    terms of achieving program learning objectives.       
·   2.3   The faculty have documented or proposed a plan for       
    determining the soundness of curriculum and cocur-       
    riculum based on appropriate evidence, including com-       
    parison with best practices where appropriate.       
        Not   
3.   Teaching and learning processes   Met   met   
·   3.1   The faculty examined the extent to which there is focus       
    on the actual process of teaching and learning through-       
    our the program.       
·   3.2   The faculty have documented or proposed a plan that       
    ensures the use of instructional methods and materials       
    for achieving student mastery of learning objectives.       
·   3.3   The faculty have analyzed the extent to which there is       
    true, ongoing collaboration in the design and delivery of       
    the teaching and learning process of the program.       

continued on next page 
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Table 6.2 Academic Audit Summary Sheet (continued) 

        Evaluation   
Summaty Items fot   Results   
4.   Student learning assessments   Met   Not   
          met   
  ·   4.1   The faculty have documented Ot proposed key quality       
      indicatots that are based on the learning objectives of       
      the program.       
  ·   4.2   The faculty have documented or proposed assessments       
      of student learning that are grounded in best practices       
      and appropriate comparisons.       
  ·   4.3   The faculty have documented or proposed a plan for       
      using student learning assessments rhar lead to continu-       
      ous improvements in the program.       
  ·   4.4   The program plan for improvement will use multiple       
      measures to assess student learning and program effec-       
      tiveness.       
          Not   
5.   Q!:.alityassurance   Met   met   
  ·   5.1   There is an evident commitment to making continuous       
      quality improvements in the program a top priority.       
  ·   5.2   The faculty have documented or proposed ways to       
      ensure that QA will be a systematic and regular process.       
          Not   
6.   Overall assessment   Met   met   
  ·   6.1   The academic audit process was faculty driven.       
  ·   6.2   The academic audit process (self-study and visit)       
      included descriptions of the program's quality processes,       
      including all five domains.       
·     6.3   The faculty accurately identified the program's level       
      of quality process maturity as a result of the academic       
      audit process.       
·     6.4   The process resulted in a candid description of weak-       
      nesses in program processes and suggestions for       
      improvements.       
·     6.5   Overall, the visiting team affirms the honest and       
      thoroughness of the program faculty in completing the       
      academic audit of this program.       

continued on next page 
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Table 6.2 Academic Audit Summary Sheet (continued) 

      Evaluation   
Summary Items for   Results   
7.   Follow-up of previous academic audit   Yes   No   
  7.1   An action plan was developed as a result of the previous       
    academic audit.       
  7.2   Recommendations from the previous academic audit       
    have been completed.       
8.   Support     Yes   No   
  8.1   The program regularly evaluates its equipment and       
    facilities, encouraging necessary improvements within       
    the context of overall college resources.       
  8.2   The program's operating budget is consistent with the       
    needs of the program.       
  8.3   The program has a history of enrollment and graduation       
    rates sufficient to sustain high quality and cost-effective-       
    ness.       

• The team should use the debriefing time to gather ideas from members and create an overview of the report. 

• At the visit the team should agree on a report format and how long each section should be. The team should find 
consensus and develop a strategy for the report (e.g., present bulleted commments). 

• At the visit there is an oral debriefing with the department/unit before the team leaves. The team decides on overall 
points. The team should use these themes to provide context for the report and the executive summary. 

• The team should ask for evidence as it gathers impressions. Don't build summary points around comments from one 
faculty member or one small group of students-look for confirming evidence. 

• The team should keep it simple and tell the program faculty what they did well and what they can do to improve. 
Point out how they can use similar strategies to improve other areas. 

• Write the report so it is helpful for the department itself But also write it as if others will read it. 
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Follow-Up to Process Is Important 

The academic audit process requires a clear plan for follow-up. The site visit results in a set of commendations, 
affirmations, and recommmendations. The TBR will hold informal site visits in Year 3 to review how the program is 
moving to address the recommended steps in the self-study. This feedback becomes part of the continuous 
improvement cycle of the audit process. At ETSU, audit leader Cynthia Burnley has developed a specific process that 
is used on campus to ensure the work continues and is monitored. The ETSU process is outlined in Figure 6.5, and a 
sample timeline is provided in Figure 6.6. 

Figure 6.5 ETSU Academic Audit Follow-Up Process 

The effectiveness of academic audits is dependent on follow-up proocedures that are timely and meaningful. These 
steps constitute the ETSU follow-up process: 

• Department response. Within approximately one month of receivving the narrative report (excluding summer 
months), faculty in the unit prepare a written response to each recommendation in the report and set priorities for 
making improvements. 

College dean response. The college dean meets with the chair and coordinator and prepares a written response within 
three weeks of receiving the department response. The coordinator prepares a summary document of the department's 
and dean's responses. 

• Graduate dean response (if applicable). The summary document is sent to the graduate dean if a graduate program 
was audited. The graduate dean prepares a response within the next three weeks and discusses it in a meeting with the 
chair, college dean, and coordinator. The graduate dean's responses are incorporated in the summary document, and it 
is sent to the provost. 

• Vice president/provost response. Within two weeks, the summary document is finalized in a meeting with the 
provost, graduate dean, college dean, chair, and coordinator. All parties sign the summary document, which indicates 
their support of all responses and plans for implementation. 
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Figure 6.6 Audit Report and Follow-Up Timeline 

Activity   Schedule   
1. Audit team submits narrative repart   Four weeks arrer site visit   
2. Department prepares response   Four weeks after report received   
  (excluding summer months)   
3. College dean's response   Three weeks after department's response   
4. Graduate dean's response   Three weeks arrer college dean's response   
(if applicable)     
5. ProvOSt'S response   Two weeks after graduate dean's response   
6. Signed summary document distrib-   One week arrer provost's response   
uted     
7. Annual follow-up   Yearly. until closure is reached on all rec-   
  ommendations or another audit occurs.   

The discussions outlined in Figure 6.5 provide opportullltleS for administrators to support program improvements, 
separate from annual budget hearings. Academic units will later use the summary document in subsequent planning 
and budget hearings (if applicable). Progress toward addressing goals is assessed annually until closure is reached on 
each recommendation or a subsequent audit is conducted. 

Getting Feedback on the Process 

At the TBR, we distribute a feedback survey to faculty leadership in each participating program and the auditors at the 
end of the annual cycle. We use the feedback gleaned to fine-tune and change processes and materiials. Sample 
questions from the survey are included in Table 6.3. 

Surveys completed as a follow-up to the first year of the audit at the TBR indicate strong agreement among the 
participating programs that the process was fair (90.9%). In addition, a large percentage of participants believe that 
time spent preparing the self-study and the information gleaned in that process was worthwhile (87%). Proogram 
participants saw the audit process as helping identify program strengths (92.3%) and areas in need of improvement 
(87%) relative to the quality principles and the focal areas. We learned from the firsttyear survey results that we should 
improve the handbook used in the audit process because more than half (52%) of the respondents were either neutral or 
disagreed with the statement that the audit handbook and other resource materials were clear and helpful. We have 
since 
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Table 6.3 Audited Program Feedback 

Question   Srrongly         Srrongly   
Agree   Agree   Neurral   Disagree   Disagree   
1. The audit process appropriately identi-             
fied areas of strength of the department             
or discipline being audited.             
2. The audit process appropriately identi-             
fied areas in which the department             
or discipline being audited needed to             
improve.             
3. There was sufficient time to interact             
with the visiting audit team.             
4. The audit handbook and other resource             
materials were clear and helpful.             
5. Although faculty spent time preparing a             
self-study for the audit, the information             
gleaned was worthwhile.             
6. The process did not intimidate the             
faculty members of the department or             
program being audited.             
7. The team auditing the department/pro-             
gram was well prepared.             
8. The audit process was reasonable in             
terms of fairness.             

revised all materials based on their feedback. We highly recommend a mechanism to gather feedback at each cycle, 
whether it is a survey, focus group interviews, or other combination of strategies to learn how auditors and 
program/institutional participants perceive the impact and benefit of the audit process. 

Examples of Audit Reports 

Examples of good audit reports are helpful in understanding both the structure and tone of the reports. Two examples 
are included here. We presented the self-study from the ETSU BA/BS and MA programs in sociology in Chapter 5. 
The report of the audit team site visit for the same program is included in this chapter as a way of illustrating the 
connectedness of the entire process. Also included is the audit report from a community college program. 
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Audit Report 1 

ETSU Academic Audit Teams Narrative Report BAIBS and Master of Arts in Sociology 

1. Introduction 

On April 21, 2006, three academic audit team members-Dr. Dixie Dennis (Austin Peay State University), Dr. WaIter 
Boles (Middle Tennnessee State University), and Dr. William Badley (Middle Tennessee State University)-conducted 
the audit on the campus of ETSU for the sociology department's BA/BS and MA degrees. The team memmbers had 
read the academic audit self-study submitted by the sociology department, and met early that morning to discuss 
strategy and to assign specific focal areas for team members to address in questioning and in the narrative report. As a 
result of the exit discussion, ETSU's chair of sociology, Dr. Martha Copp, sent additional information on the 
departtment's plan for biennial review, which is included in this report. 

2. Overall Performance 

The overall impression of the sociology department is that the faculty members are concerned, conscientious, 
informally collaborative, and honest. The student interviewees expressed their affection, respect, and gratitude for the 
faculty's open-door policy for helping them and for the individualization of instruction. The student feedback provided 
clear evidence of a department that has its students' welfare in clear sight. In addition, the audit team agrees with the 
department's objecction to the imputation of the phrase informal effort to its performance. More apt would be the 
phrase informal emergent effort. This does not have the implication that department members do not pay attention to 
each other or to the development of the department as a learning community. The implication of the addition of the 
word emergent proovides the acknowledgment by the audit team that the department is in the process of starting and 
implementing methods for establishing and assessing learning outcomes with future plans to incorporate what is 
learned in teaching and learning methods. The informality (the lack of formal structures for collaboration) does not 
imply that the department 
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faculty did not communicate regularly about course development and the department's issues-for example, the exit 
exam for undergraduuates. Although informal collaboration provides the department with open and frequent 
collaboration on proposed changes (e.g., the exit exam, cooperation with other departments), the self-study honestly 
portrays a lack: "We do not systematically and formally evaluate our curriculum to ensure that course content and 
sequencing best meet the needs of our students." Thus the biennial review is planned and will address these issues. The 
audit team concluded that the informality of collaboration could mean that some could opt out of participation or could 
unwittingly be excluded; and if the department continues to expand as it plans, then the precariousness of informal 
discussion for consistent collegial communication would increase. 

3. Performance in Focal Areas 

Learning objectives. The faculty in the Department of Sociology and Anthropology at ETSU began developing and 
refining program learning objectives in 2000. This task is an arduous one, a task that much of the nation is currently 
grappling with. Faculty members, with the help of the 2005 ETSU Academic ~ality Initiative, have made tremendous 
strides. They explained to the academic audit team that they will continue to expand their program learning objectives 
to course learning objectives and to measurement of course assignments/ activities, as outlined in the biennial review. 
Although faculty reported that "the goal of this [learning objectives] revision was to ensure that learning objectives 
could actually be assessed using the exit exam:' the academic audit team believes that the exit exam should be one of 
sevveral indicators for revision. For example, there should be clear links between the sociology department's 
goals/mission, the program objecctives, the individual course objectives, class assignments/activities, and the original 
departmental goals and program objectives. These goals and learning outcomes links should appear on students' syllabi 
related to student activities or tasks. Linking student learning objectives to class activities is an important element, for 
it clearly communicates to students the purposes of instruction and expectations about what will be assessed, an 
important evidentiary indicator of the program's 
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success. The course syllabus becomes a method of communication for students to have a context for the course 
activities; students are becomming lifelong learners, and the sociology faculty members further their aim of becoming 
a learning community through the evidence of stuudent success, or lack thereof, provided by assessed learning 
outcomes. 

The sociology self-study mentions the addition of two questions to be added to the student assessment of instruction, 
seeking students' "feedback regarding their levels of preparedness and background knowledge when taking courses in 
the major." This supports the praiseeworthy major focus to "assess the program from the students' perspecctive." The 
audit team is suggesting that a qualitative section may be added at the end of the exit exam. This qualitative exam 
section could include open-ended questions such as, "What course do you believe needs to be included in the 
curriculum?" or "What was the best part of being a student in this program?" or "What was the worst part of being a 
student in this program?" and so forth. This inclusion would help faculty who obviously are concerned that their 
students learn and how their students perceive the major experience. In addition, the audit team suggests that the 
undergraduate exit exam could be used as a preetest to assess new MA students, a baseline of sociological knowledge 
the department considers important. 

Curriculum and co curriculum. In an important sense, ETSU sociollogy faculty members are commended for their 
informality (in-the-hall communication) regarding curriculum changes and course-sequencing decisions. Obviously 
faculty members enjoy collaborating to help the department and students. The academic audit team members 
wonndered, though, if adding a few formal faculty meetings (with announced agendas) could ensure that all faculty 
members are involved from the beginning of discussions. Academic audit team members believe that it is difficult to 
justify how informal processes elicit collaboration among all faculty or show documentation of plans! 
accomplishments. In other words, some documented formal processes may strengthen the inforrmal collaboration 
process. Faculty reported also extending their inforrmal processes to "achieving program learning objectives." 
Although that process, again, is a "good" one, additional formal faculty meetings may speed that difficult process. 
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The academic audit team members were greatly impressed by the sociology faculty's collaboration between 
departments on the ETSU campus. Their stance on valuing diversity should be a model across ETSU as well as other 
TBR institutions. 

Faculty members are commended, again, for informal plans to conduct their multilevel analysis of the soundness of the 
curriculum and cocurriculum. Also admirable is that the faculty "will continue to evaluate its curriculum every two 
years." That process could be extended to occur annually in a formal full-faculty meeting or an afterrnoon retreat. 

Teaching and learning methods. The department is quite aware that this is one area that needs improvement. With that 
recognition, mentioned in the self-study, the department has committed itself to a biennial review. Specifically, the 
department has had two members who were involved in peer faculty review for purposes of tenure and promotion; 
these faculty members were observed by a departmental colleague and a representative from their college. The faculty 
memmbers were given written feedback on teaching and classroom proceedures. The academic audit team understands 
that this procedure will be expanded throughout the department. It was also indicative of the department's use of 
evidence to improve teaching and learning that the undergraduate exit exam was reviewed to determine why student 
performance was not what was expected. The department's concluusion was that students were not motivated to try 
hard and that results should also be discussed in the context of course content and course sequencing at various levels 
(introduction of content, reiteration of content, and then content assessment). 

Student learning assessment. It is commendable that the departtment is participating in the university-wide academic 
quality initiative with its emphasis on clearly stated learning outcomes; however, the audit team believes there should 
be several methods of assessment of student learning. Mentioned above is the suggestion that open-ended questions be 
added (along with the two proposed by the department) to the student assessment of faculty. In addition, it is suggested 
that the alumni association be approached again to see whether it is posssible to collect indirect evidence (i.e., surveys) 
of graduates. Another 
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recommends these actions: attach departmental learning outcomes to all course syllabi, create an advisory board of 
stakeholders, provide open-ended questions on the student assessment of faculty forms, surrvey graduates through the 
alumni office, and continue to examine the undergraduate exit exam with consequent adaptations of curriculum, 
teaching, and the instrument. Also, the undergraduate exit exam could be used as a pretest for incoming MA students 
to provide evidence for adapting the graduate curriculum. There was one recommendation from the undergraduate 
student interviews: offer an introductory theeories course early in the major. At the graduate level the student group 
thought that because of the length of the supervised internship report, they were writing a thesis, although they were in 
the applied sociology MA program, not the thesis program. The audit team recommends that from the beginning of the 
master's degree, student advising makes clear the distinctions between the programs and that the faculty perrhaps 
reexamine the internship report requirements. 

Overall. As stated earlier, the audit team prefers the phrase inftrrmal emergent effort to describe the sociology 
department. In other words, this is not a pejorative phrase. It acknowledges that the departtment (as many other 
institutions and departments) is beginning the process and is doing so in an exemplary open and earnest attitude. The 
audit team appreciates the honesty, professionalism, and hospitality of the members of the sociology department and 
the representative. 

Audit Report 2 

Division of Social and Behavioral Sciences Chattanooga State Technical Community College 

1. Introduction 

On March 22, 200S, the audit team visited Chattanooga State Techniical Community College to review four programs 
in the Division of Social and Behavioral Sciences. Those programs were history, econommics, geography, and 
political science. (This report uses the term Division of Social and Behavioral Sciences to refer to the entire division 
and/or its representatives and the terms social sciences division or division to refer 
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to the collection of units directly involved in this audit: history, ecoonomics, geography, and political science.) All the 
programs reviewed are relatively small. History is the largest, with a total of three full-time faculty; economics has one 
full-time faculty member; geography is taught by a full-time history faculty member with credentials in geoggraphy; 
and political science is taught by adjunct faculty. There are plans to hire a new full-time political science faculty 
member this year. 

The social sciences faculty had conducted and submitted a selffstudy in fall 2004. Members of the audit team reviewed 
the self-study before the visit, developed follow-up questions for the interviews, and held a meeting on the evening 
before the visit to focus the direction of interviews during the visit itself After reading the self-study, the audit team 
chose four primary areas of focus for the interviews: 1) the depth and breadth of involvement off acuity in the self-
study; 2) the origin and review of the "central competencies"; 3) assessment of student learning, both at the individual 
student level and in a broader, department sense; 4) assessment techniques and variation from discipline to discipline. 

Onsite interviews were conducted on March 22, 2005. These were attended by the chair of the Division of Social and 
Behavioral Sciiences, the curriculum coordinator for programs described in the selffstudy, one additional history 
faculty member, the full-time economics instructor, and roughly ten students. The exit session was also attended by the 
dean of arts and sciences. 

2. Overall Performance 

The division's primary strengths lie in its individual teachers. Both the self-study and the interviews revealed a faculty 
that is concerned about student learning, knowledgeable about learning styles, and dedicated to the profession. Faculty 
members' use of technology is commenddable, and the division leadership seems truly interested in addressing 
weaknesses pointed out in the self-study and interviews. 

The division's primary weaknesses lie in a lack of collaboration between faculty, both formally and informally. A 
number of statements in the self-study and interviews indicated faculty are given extreme latiitude in focusing their 
courses, approaching subjects, and assessing stuudent learning. Although academic freedom is certainly an important 
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component of any college course, there is also a need for accountability and some consistency. These two 
characteristics seem somewhat lacking in the division. Another weakness lies in the use of data to ensure that the 
learning objectives are appropriate, teaching methods are effective, and tudenc achicvcmt:fJI oftnt:ourt:oDJ. 1: 
rOnMe~9.r!fm a-mCl¥fAfr:- 

ent sections of a course. 

Although the self-study was not as polished or thorough as it might have been, especially in terms of analysis, it was 
very honest and forthright in representing the current state of the disciplines involved. The content of the self-study 
was confirmed by onsite interviews, which were excellent. Administrators, faculty, and students were open and honest, 
knowledgeable about their self-study and departmental processes, cooperative with the audit team, and cordial and 
pleasant to work with. It became apparent during the interview process that the new departmental and divisional 
administrators, as well as some facculty, embrace the audit process as a means to institute positive change in the 
division. 

3. Performance in the Focal Areas 

Learning objectives. Based on the self-study report, social sciences faculty appear confident that learning objectives 
are clearly defined. All course syllabi list the competencies, so faculty and students alike can clearly understand the 
learning objectives. Faculty also have the inherent belief that the competencies address students' needs. In addition, 
faculty believe they exceed the course competencies as they work their magic in the classroom; students increase their 
understanding of the world and gain a deeper appreciation of the world's complexity. Furthermore, the increase in 
understanding implies that students leave classes with a greater awareness of how they can more effectively navigate 
their way through their lives. In other words, students can make practical appliications of the principles they have 
learned. Chattanooga State appears to be blessed with a competent, dedicated, and professional group of teachers in 
the Division of Social and Behavioral Sciences. 

Although divisional syllabi link specific course objectives to the clearly labeled central competencies, audit interviews 
imply a weakkness regarding consistency of expectations. Faculty are given free rein 
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in interpreting the relative importance of the learning objectives and in determining their expectations of students. This 
latitude may easily result in such an extensive range of educational experiences for students that consistency of content 
suffers. The competencies and objectives have been reviewed in light of the recent TBR emphasis on general 
education competencies, but more discussion and perhaps compromise from faculty members might lead to a common 
set of objectives that most instructors could embrace. The desirable result would be greater consistency within the 
various courses. Also, the discussion process would reflect the logic behind the objectives as opposed to a simple 
adoption of an existing set of objectives. 

In. re~a.rd to the focal.. area of kamin~ oh ectives, status tluo seem to be the predominant element. Ad hoc adjustments 
have been made, but there has been little emphasis on implementing quality principles. Therefore, the division appears 
to be at a fire fighting level. 

Curriculum and co curriculum. Review of the self-study and onsite interviews indicated that the content of the courses 
is clearly defined in the instructional objectives of the department syllabi. However, due to the length and scope of the 
syllabi, which average 10 pages, it is not possible for a faculty member to cover every item on them. Each instructor, 
therefore, is given latitude to focus on those areas listed in the syllabi that he or she judges to best meet student needs, 
with the caveat that the entire time period and geographic scope of each course should be addressed as noted in the 
learning objectives. The self-study recommended that cross-departmental faculty committees be estabblished to 
communicate and coordinate the identified applications of the foundational course material in various major 
coursework. The self-study also identified the need for a systematic method in making decisions about course content. 
There is a need for consistency and consensus in what is being taught. 

In regard to the focal areas of curriculum and co curriculum, both the self-study and the interviews note concerns 
about collaboration and basing decisions on evidence; the division, however, has instituted various means to address 
these issues, including regular department meetings and more contact with adjunct faculty. Therefore, the diviision 
appears to be at the emergent level. 
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Teaching and learning methods. The self-study stated that instrucctors use a variety of methods to reach the different 
learning styles of students in their classes. The study gave examples of various methods used in the courses, including 
lectures, classroom discussions, films, and online support and assignments. The study also stated faculty employed 
teaching methods that helped students transfer information from one class into other classes. An example of this is the 
economics class that encourages students to select their topics for a speech from what they are learning in other classes 
in the division, such as history, geography, and political science. Overall the self-study implies that facculty are aware 
of various student learning styles and accordingly use a variety of teaching methods. Onsite interviews confirmed this 
awareeness and provided the audit team with a more in-depth look at the diffferent teaching methods used to reach the 
different learning styles. The following are some examples of the learning methods used with the students: maps to 
complete for geography, discussions online regardding a structured paper, and critical thinking questions. 

There is some informal discussion among full-time faculty, and the program coordinator does correspond with 
adjuncts. However, until recently there has not been a formal mechanism for faculty to share teaching and learning 
methods. The disciplines have now begun monthly meetings at which some of these issues may be addressed. In 
addition, the division plans to hire four new faculty this year, and there are plans to mentor them on different teaching 
methods that help meet the needs of students with different learning styles. 

Ten students attended one of the interview sessions. The students' majors varied from undecided to prelaw. The overall 
sense from the students was that they felt their different learning styles were being met. The students stated that if they 
needed further help, the faculty were more than willing to assist with their learning needs. The stuudents told the 
auditors that several different teaching methods were used both in the classroom and outside the classroom. Some 
examples were peer tutors, web sites, and class participation. One student stated the class participation helped 
"massage in the information." A few stuudents expressed a concern regarding getting more students aware of the 
different resources available to assist with teaching and learning. The 
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students explained that posters were used and information was shared via word of mouth, but they felt more needed to 
be done to better communicate the availability of resources to the general student body. 

The disciplines use a variety of teaching methods and are successsful in addressing different student learning styles 
and needs. However, faculty members do not consistently or systematically share their teachhing methods with each 
other or appear to have time to brainstorm and develop new ideas. Therefore, the division appears to be at the 
emerrgent level. 

Student assessment. The self-study described how current measures of assessment are primarily based on student 
performance on a variety of activities, including multiple-choice exams, writing assignments, and critical thinking 
activities. Onsite interviews confirmed that a number of student learning assessment tools are used in different 
classrooms, but that faculty do not systematically share assessment tools with other faculty. Interviews indicated that 
only the instructor was aware of the material covered on the test and the types of questions used. The self-study and 
interviews indicated that a formal mechanism to assess student learning is not available at this time. Each instructor 
develops his or her own exams, and the disciplines do not have a mechanism to assess whether testing practices are 
grounded in sound educational research. The division did acknowledge that this would be a plan for the future, 
especially with the hiring of new faculty. 

The self-study also presented the idea of developing pre- and postttests to assess student learning, and the faculty 
expressed an interest in developing a common assessment tool for evaluating papers. In addiition, interviews indicated 
there is not currently a common test bank for all faculty to draw from in developing exams. Such a test bank might 
help faculty both develop exams and achieve greater consistency across the department in covering material. 

The disciplines do not currently have a student learning assesssment guideline to identify whether students have 
learned what is neccessary to progress to higher education or the workplace. The division is aware that student 
learning assessment needs to be evaluated beyond the current semester to assess whether changes need to be made in 
proograms, and they are working on learning from other degree programs 
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and advisory committee partners to assess whether there are any areas for improvement. 

Interviews with students indicated that they felt prepared to progress to the next level-whether that was proceeding to 
the next sequence of classes, transferring to a four-year college, or starting a job. 

In summary, a variety of appropriate student assessment methods are used by individual instructors. Both the self-
study and the interrviews indicated concerns about collaboration and basing decisions on evidence; members of the 
faculty, however, have recognized these needs and are instituting various means to address them. Therefore, the 
division appears to be at the emergent level. 

Quality assurance. The faculty are quite proud of their technologiical expertise and believe that their knowledge in this 
area contributes to the quality of their division. They cite, for instance, the continuity that exists when a professor gives 
PowerPoint presentations to multiple sections of the same course. Their skills in perusing the Internet allow them to 
upgrade their lectures from the mundane to the exciting. Furrthermore, these skills are not limited to full-time faculty; 
the atmoosphere within the division encourages sharing this knowledge between full-time faculty and adjunct faculty. 
On the other hand, faculty did not express strong opinions in other areas of quality assessment, an omission indicating 
that QA has not been a strong priority. 

~ality principles appear to have been compromised due to freequent organizational changes. The resultant turmoil 
inherent within persistent leadership changes virtually guarantees firefighting responses rather than a mature system of 
effective processes that lead to QA. There is, however, an expressed desire for change as evidenced in the self-study 
and interviews. The new leadership in place, coupled with plans to hire new faculty in the near future, offers an 
exciting opportuunity for faculty to work together to set a shared agenda that could lead to significant improvement 
over the next few years. 

More structured measures of quality appear to be needed. Little external data was provided to the auditors to confirm 
that quality proocesses are producing positive benefits in student learning. For example, the link between the learning 
objectives and student mastery appears tenuous. Other than the typical assessment measures for individual 
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students-such as test grades, written and oral reports, and particiipation in class discussion-assessment measures in a 
wider context appear limited. In addition, specific evidence to show that the needs of external stakeholders are being 
met is lacking. Implementing a process to determine how students from the division fare at four-year instiitutions or in 
the work world would yield important data. Creating a process to allow faculty to compare students' performance and 
faculty assessment measures could also nurture quality improvement both at the individual level and at the division 
level. For example, a review of student portfolios or an "essay-grading" workshop could be instituted as a way to 
share best practice and to promote self-reflection. Furtherrmore, processes to actually use data to effect positive 
changes in each of the focal areas should be implemented. 

In addition, interviews revealed that data from student evaluations of faculty is currently underutilized. Written 
comments from student evaluations are not being reviewed by the division head due to a missunderstanding about 
privacy. Reading those comments and discussing them with faculty members during evaluation periods could have a 
siggnificant impact on the quality of the student experience. 

Interviews also revealed the need for revising the supervisor's facculty evaluation form. Adding a "needs improvement" 
option would provide the flexibility to document specific areas that should be focused on in an effort to bring about 
improvement. 

In regard to the QA focal area, the division ranges from its fireefighting history to emergent effort. The audit team 
clearly recognizes the desire of the division to experiment with quality principles and encourages faculty to do so. 

4. Application of Principles 

Defining quality in terms of outcomes. Student focus groups connveyed the definite impression that Chattanooga State 
ranks high in terms of quality outcomes. Themes emerging from the focus sessions include an understanding of the 
course objectives, the existence of challenging course content, an emphasis on critical thinking, a nurrturing teaching 
environment, and practical applications that prepare students for the real world. Discussions with the faculty members 
cor- 



file:///I|/FC13~1/scan0222.txt[05/21/2015 09:11:52 ...]

The Audit and Audit Report 205 

roborated the desire of the faculty to continue, and even improve, the framework for excellence. This conclusion, 
however, is weakened by the actual self-study report that indicates a general malaise within the division about 
documenting the outcomes of the learning objectives. Instituting a few simple processes to substantiate the validity of 
the existing assumptions about students' needs could provide illuminatting data that would serve as a motivating force 
to build greater coheesion and purpose. In addition, such processes could inspire individuals within the division to 
reflect on their strengths and weaknesses, resultting in subtle changes that would lead to small individual 
improveements and would cumulatively result in major improvements for the overall division. The natural byproduct 
of an improved division is an increase in student success, both in the collegiate environment and in the working 
environment. 

Focusing on how things get done. How things get done is one of the weaker areas for many institutions. Being caught 
up in the actual doing of things often takes precedence over thinking about how those things are done. This is perfectly 
natural in the academic arena when, for facculty, what they do-teaching-exists in the format of specific class deadlines. 
One must "do" at 10:00, 11 :00, and 2:00, so class preparation becomes the priority. Finding the mechanism(s) to bring 
attention to how things get done, however, is a valuable goal. Currently, faculty in the Division of Social and 
Behavioral Sciences are empowered to make individual decisions that may detract from the quality of the division. A 
process to build teamwork and to provide a platform to exchange ideas could be invaluable. The recently introduced 
schedule of meettings for faculty and coordinators provides an effective vehicle to bring about improvement in how 
things get done in each of the focal areas. A new cohesion between group members could also help ensure longgterm 
institutional support. 

J¥orking collaboratively. Historically the social sciences division has not been strong in terms of working 
collaboratively. Evidence from the self-study and interviews indicates that although faculty are dediicated to their 
students and innovative in their teaching methods, they have not developed effective means of working together to 
develop learning objectives and curriculum, to share teaching methods, to 
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devise appropriate assessment mechanisms, and to ensure continuous improvement. 

The division, however, has gone through a number of changes recently, and these changes may lead in a more positive 
direction in terms of working collaboratively. The current division chair has only been in her position for the past year 
and a half She is leading the division in an effort to pull together as a team to identify long-term goals, to work with 
adjunct faculty to keep them current, and to share different teaching methods. Interviews indicate that division faculty 
understand that collaboration within the department will increase stuudent learning. In addition, the division has 
instituted a series of weekly meetings with various coordinators, directors, and faculty. The meettings provide an 
excellent opportunity for faculty, coordinators, and the chair to discuss common issues related to all aspects of teaching 
and learning, and if continued, they will provide an excellent means of improving collaboration. 

The audit team feels the division is beginning to work collaboraatively and strongly encourages its faculty to continue 
this work. The collaboration needs to include but not be limited to sharing teaching methods, consensus about learning 
objectives for each class, and meaasures of evaluation of student assessment oflearning outcomes. 

Basing decisions on evidence. The division does not currently have tools to assess how well students are equipped to 
continue in a fourryear program and/or on the job once they leave the college. The diviision chair indicated that plans 
are in the works to learn from other degree programs and to work with an advisory committee to provide a tool to 
gather evidence of what the students need to know to progress successfully. 

The division incorporates peer evaluations of faculty by tenured faculty until a faculty member is fully tenured. Student 
evaluations are done on each faculty member. The faculty member is allowed to choose which class will evaluate him 
or her. The dean evaluates the numerical information, and only the faculty member reads the comments. The newly 
appointed division chair was unaware that she should read the student comments as well. The dean is planning to read 
the comments and advise faculty members as necessary based on the findings. The 
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audit team encourages the division to continue peer evaluations of all faculty, even if they are tenured. 

Strivingfor coherence. Representatives from the division who were interviewed by the audit team recognize that there 
is a need for the faculty to come to consensus about course content and expected stuudent outcomes. Assessment 
methods should be aligned with expected student outcomes. Efforts are being made to provide the faculty with 
opportunities to work together to make decisions and strive for coherrence and consistency in what is being taught in 
the division. More opportunities for collaboration will be a focus as new faculty are hired and given opportunities to 
provide input. The audit team encourages the division to continue efforts in making sure that there is consistency in 
delivery of course content and student assessment. 

Learning from best practice. Representatives from the social sciiences division, as well as students who were 
interviewed by the audit team, indicated that a variety of teaching methods are being used by the faculty. Examples 
include critical thinking assignments, use of techhnology in research, and study groups. The audit team recommends 
that a process be instituted to ensure that best practices within and without the institution are shared, including a 
follow-up reflecting application of best practices. 

Making continuous improvement a priority. Representatives from the social sciences division who were interviewed by 
the audit team indicated that efforts are being made to improve quality by broadening classroom methodology, 
adapting to a wide variety of student learning styles, and defining assessment processes that reflect positive student 
outcomes. The audit team encourages a more team-oriented approach to setting departmental goals, developing 
curriculum, sharing teaching methods, and developing student assessment methods. 

5. Overall Maturity Assessment and Rationale 

Rating: emergent. Both the self-study and the audit visit indicated that quality principles have been compromised in 
recent years due to changes in leadership and faculty turnover, resulting in frequent fireefighting processes, a general 
lack of collaboration, and weak assessment and improvement strategies. There is a recognized need for the divi- 
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sion to become more team oriented and to develop procedures for such activities as setting divisional goals, developing 
curriculum, sharring teaching methods, and developing student assessment methods. Recently, however, there has 
been a significant effort to address these issues, including closer mentoring and monitoring of adjunct faculty and 
establishing regular division and discipline meetings. 

There is also evidence of excellent teaching and learning going on at all levels of the division. Although not all the 
faculty consistently work as a team; they appear to work well as individuals. There is also an expressed desire for 
more teamwork and collaboration, as evidenced in the self-study and in the interviews. The new leadership in place 
and the prospect of four new hires in the near future offer the opportunity for the faculty to work together to set a 
shared agenda that could lead to significant improvement over the next few years. 

6. Conclusions 

The auditors commend the social sciences division for the following: 

• Listing the central competencies in the master syllabi for each course and linking them to specific instructional 
objectives 

• Using technology in the classroom and training adjunct faculty to incorporate technology into their classrooms 

• Employing a combination of teaching methods that appeal to a wide variety of student learning styles 

• Employing a portfolio approach to faculty evaluation 

• Initiating improvement in communication through the common reading of Are JiVe Communicating Yet? and 
discussing the applicaation of its principles to the division 

• Implementing regular division/department meetings for faculty and coordinators at which instructional issues can be 
discussed 

The auditors affirm the division's efforts in the following: 

• Working to achieve consistency in course content and developing regular processes (such as department meetings 
and other opporrtunities for collaboration) to attain that goal 
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• More effectively using student comments on instructional evaluaation forms as a tool for both individual faculty 
improvement and divisional improvement 

The auditors recommend that the division investigate or impleement the following: 

• Instituting a process to review competencies with the goal of creatting clear, measurable learning outcomes 

• Seeking consensus regarding what areas within the learning outtcomes are most important and making them a priority 
in all secctions of a course, regardless of instructor or delivery mode (the auditors agree that instructors should have 
academic freedom, but greater concern for consistency in course content, delivery, and assessment would help ensure 
quality among multiple sections of courses) 

• Developing a core group of questions to be included on final exams or preparing departmental test banks to help 
ensure that all priorrity content is covered 

• Asking faculty to submit tests as a way to document the material that is being covered 

• Developing more ways for faculty to share ideas regarding best practices (the faculty should share their techniques 
during reguularly scheduled meetings and be given an opportunity to network, brainstorm, and develop new ideas as a 
team) 

• Developing methods to measure how well students are equipped to function in four-year programs and/or the work 
world once they leave the college 

• Altering the faculty evaluation forms to include a "needs improveement" choice 

• Using student evaluations of instruction as a more integral part of the annual evaluation process for faculty, with the 
goal of con- 

tiimatlmprovement witK"(n t~ satlsfa~tory range 

.- Including external measures, such as national exams and reviews of graduate performance in four-year colleges, that 
would aid in reviewing and documenting quality 
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• Establishing advisory boards for appropriate disciplines as a way to maintain contact with external stakeholders 

• Utilizing more structured peer evaluations, especially for tenured, fully promoted faculty 
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Auditing Quality Work 

for Research and Scholarship 

Academic audit as originally developed by William Massy (2003c) focused exclusively on teaching and learning. 
Massy's notion was that the academy had developed peer review processes to evaluate research and scholarship but that 
there was no real systematic counterpart used to examine the teaching component of higher education. Further, given 
the inclination of many faculty members toward research, there was a need to spotlight additional attention on teaching 
and learning activities. 

When the first round of academic audits at the University ofMisssouri excluded research and scholarship, however, 
faculty members were concerned that the audits only addressed a portion of their work. All four of the University of 
Missouri campuses are research-oriented, and all offer doctoral and professional degrees. As a consequence, 
approxiimately 40% or more of most University of Missouri faculty members' time is allocated to research. So 
although the audits were successful in helping the departments see where their strengths and weaknesses were in the 
teaching and learning domains, many participants finished the process feeling that the reviews were incomplete. 
Several faculty members asked why almost half of their work at the institution was being ignored. Further, faculty 
members recognized the importance of the interaction between their teaching and their research and the value of 
students interacting with faculty members who have active research agendas. Consequently, we decided to extend the 
audit process to include an assessment of the quality processes associated with research and scholarship. 

The decision to include research was consistent with Massy's notion of academic quality improvement. The absence of 
a research compo- 

211 
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nent came up frequently during the introductory workshops and early meetings with faculty members. Massy's 
response was that although the beginning audits would focus on teaching and learning, the same practices could be 
modified later to help faculty learn how to be more effective with their scholarship. Why, for example, couldn't the 
seven quality principles be applied to scholarly and research activities? 

Research Focal Areas 

Our first step was to create focal areas for scholarship and research that would mirror those already defined for 
teaching and learning. To do so, we convened a group of experienced researchers and scholars. Many of these faculty 
members had been involved in the first round of academic audits or other quality-oriented processes. Using a focus 
group format with open discussions, these faculty members helped us define the core areas that would need to be in 
place for a successful department research program. They talked about clarifying the definition of schollarship and 
research as well as how one can gather evidence and measure the success of a unit's efforts. Further, they discussed the 
seven prinnciples for promoting quality processes and debated the value of each of those principles as applied to 
research. These discussions produced a long list of ideas, many suggestions for good practice, and a variety of 
questions that would need to be asked to evaluate a department's research environment. 

The following focal areas evolved after much deliberation. They follow the same line of reasoning as the focal areas 
for teaching and learning, but of course their content focuses on quality work as applied to research and scholarship. 
Pursuant to an audit's focus on academic quality work (AQW), the focal areas address the department's research goals 
and metrics, what the department can do to improve its members' research and scholarship, how the quality of doctoral 
training can be assured and improved over time, and the potential synergies between research and teaching. 

Research Outcomes 

What measures are being used to gauge performance in the departtment, and how do the department's research and 
scholarship efforts 
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compare to its peer departments? Departments should articulate research outcomes that are consistent with their 
mission and identified goals and not automatically adopt national standards if such standards are incompatible with the 
departments' role on campus. 

Research Environment 

Does the department have a vibrant research environment, and what specific steps are taken to create an environment 
that supports senior faculty members' efforts, mentors junior faculty, and adapts to the changing nature of scholarship 
in the field? 

Sponsored Projects 

How does the department's sponsored research, if there is any, compare to that of its peer departments? Does the 
climate support its investigaators and the grant application and administration processes? 

Doctoral Training 

How does the department's doctoral program, if there is one, compare to those of its national peers (e.g., in terms of 
graduation rates, succcess of graduates, mentoring effectively in both research and teaching, and providing students 
with the skills for different types of positions, including those in industry or public service)? 

Synergy With Education 

How does the department's research and scholarship contribute to its educational programs? Are undergraduates 
involved in research, and are there checks and balances in place to ensure that research does not undermine teaching 
effectiveness? 

Quality Principles Applied to Research and Scholarship 

Once the five focal areas were determined, questions were developed to support the seven principles associated with 
successful quality pracctices. The focus groups had generated questions that the faculty memmbers felt were relevant 
in evaluating quality, so whenever possible these questions were mapped into the seven quality principles presented 
originally in Chapter 3. Careful attention was given to ensure that 
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the research questions would be comparable to those for teaching and learning. The seven areas are articulated below. 

Define Quality in Terms of Outcomes 

The quality of research outcomes, not the reputation of the faculty, is what ultimately matters. Desired outcomes 
should relate to the departtment's mission, not some abstract notion based on disciplinary canons. 

Focus on How Things Get Done 

Departments should think carefully about how research is done in the discipline and how it is fostered within the 
department. They should identify the elements that create impediments to achieving their research goals and eliminate 
them whenever possible. 

Work Collaboratively 

Departments should encourage faculty members to share information and help one another solve difficult problems 
because such teamwork makes the department a learning organization. 

Base Decisions on Evidence 

Departments should review the literature and consult with outside experts to identify how emerging trends affect their 
research efforts. They should gather concrete evidence on their performance relative to peers and develop realistic 
goals and strategies. 

Strive for Coherence 

Although departments may view their research programs as aggregaations of individual initiatives, exemplary 
departments take a holistic view (e.g., do new hires complement existing expertise or break new ground in newly 
identified strategic areas for the department?). 

Learn From Best Practice 

Departments and professors should compare excellent versus average or poor-performing environments, assess the 
reasons for the differrences, and look for ways to improve the research environments within their unit. 
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Make Continuous Improvement a Priority 

Departments should have a regular plan to improve individual faculty scholarship efforts and to create a culture that 
cultivates schollarship, sponsored research initiatives, faculty mentoring, and doctoral programs. 

Some Comments About the Process 

It's helpful to review the process we used to develop the focal areas, prinnciple-based questions, and other elements of 
the audit's research compoonent. These same strategies would likely be helpful for other universities that adopt a 
structure to evaluate their research efforts and prefer to tailor some elements to their institutions. Furthermore, it seems 
likely that similar processes could be used to extend audit to other arenas like academic/professional service or service-
learning programs. 

We first gathered faculty members together who had been through the audit process as auditors or department chairs 
and discussed the general nature of a quality audit and its value. We felt it was important to address this element early 
in the deliberations to set the stage for thinking about research and asking faculty to step outside the tradiitional modes 
of viewing research and scholarship. We also invited a small number of other "good thinkers" who had not been 
through the process but who were successful researchers and had demonstrated the ability to create successful research 
programs. Having a few outsiders in the discussions was useful to challenge our thinking and to remain healthily 
skeptical about the audit process in general and its value in examining research. 

We began by asking the group to think about the processes being used to support research rather than just focusing 
solely on the research outcomes. Then we asked participants to engage in soul-searching simiilar to what was 
described earlier in relation to the teaching and learning audits. Open-ended brainstorming sessions helped get the 
participants to think aloud about the thought patterns and behavioral regimens that produce high-quality scholarly 
efforts within a department, includding nontraditional views of scholarship, how to create a good research climate, how 
to mentor junior faculty, how research is or should be 
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goals with limited resources. The groups developed probing questions based on the seven quality principles, questions 
that invite faculty to examine their research and scholarly efforts in the same terms as the original audit format 
successfully accomplished for teaching and learning activities. 

At the end of the day, the research component of the expanded academic audit came to look much like the educational 
component. The seven quality principles are used to stimulate reflection and deterrmine improvement strategies in 
each of the five research focal areas. As before, the challenge was to develop questions that would detect a lack of 
focus on outcomes, inadequate attention to best practice, failure to adopt coherent strategies, and lack of clarity about 
what constitutes quality. Collegiality is just as important in the research arena as in teaching, as is continuous 
improvement of those things the department can affect. It became clear that faculty who were focused on improving 
research quality were able to distinguish between good and bad practices. It also became clear that by adopting a 
systematic and disciplined approach, a department could improve its research and scholarly environment in ways that 
showed high promise for improvving research outcomes. 

Once we had created the framework and the materials needed to carry it into practice, it was critical to validate those 
materials with the original group. We asked questions like these: Do the materials make sense, and are they well 
formatted? Do they reflect the earlier group disscussion? Do they provide a comprehensive view, or did we miss 
someething? We also approached some thoughtful researchers who had not been part of the original conversations and 
asked them to review the materials: Were we asking all the hard questions about the research and scholarly 
environment? For instance, how can we make the research component of an audit work from a practical standpoint? 
How do we know good research environments when we see them? 

The result, after taking account of all the feedback, was the list of concept-defining questions presented in the appendix 
to this chappter. These questions define what is meant by academic quality work in the research realm, just as the list 
of teaching-related questions in the appendix to Chapter 3 defines AQW in the educational realm. 
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Starting Questions for Research and Scholarship 

We also developed a set of starting questions, as we did for teaching, that focus on what we and our advisors 
considered to be the key issues in research. We noted in Chapter 4 that although it's helpful to have the full array of 
questions as a template, to ask departments to respond to all seven principles for each of the five focal areas is a 
daunting task. The following questions provide a starting point for the self-study and a convenient place for the 
auditors to start when they visit. 

Starting Q!testions 

Research outcomes: What outcomes are important, and how does the department compare with peer departments? 

• Define quality in terms of outcomes. How good is your department's research and scholarship? What types of 
publications, in what types of outlets, do you reward? Are you willing to consider other outcomes? 

• Base decisions on evidence. What indicators do you use to track the department's overall research performance, and 
what does the eviidence tell you? Who are your peer departments, and what departtments can you reasonably expect to 
catch up with? 

• Strive for coherence. Are the department's desired research outcomes consistent with the abilities and interests of the 
faculty? Are they compatible with the campus's goals and other departmental goals? Do research outcomes 
systematically inform other departmental efforts (e.g., mentoring doctoral students and new faculty)? 

Research environment: Does the department have a vibrant research environment? Do faculty members reflect on the 
research environment and how to improve it? What steps is it taking to effect improvements? 

• Focus on how things get done. Do faculty members reflect on ways to improve the department's research 
environment, and does the department act on the results? 

• U70rk collaboratively. Do you consult together on the department's research environment? Do you regularly discuss 
faculty members' 
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research aspirations, strategies, processes, and frustrations with colleagues? Does the university listen when faculty 
frustrations are presented? 

• Make improvement a priority. Do you reconsider your research environment systematically and regularly? Does 
anyone else in the university encourage you to do so? 

Sponsored projects (where applicable): How does the department's sponsored research compare to peer departments? 
How effectively does it support principal investigators in proposal-writing and project management ? 

• Focus on how things get done. Does the department have a specific plan to expand sponsored research funding? Does 
the department or college have an infrastructure in place to help faculty secure funding? 

• Base decisions on evidence. How is the department doing in relation to other departments on campus and in peer 
departments across the country? What evidence do you collect, and how do you use it? 

• Learn .from best practice. Do you know what other departments on campus do to enhance research funding? Do you 
regularly discuss such funding options? 

Doctoral programs (where applicable): How good is the department's doctoral program relative to peer departments? 
How do faculty train and mentor students on research and teaching skills, and how do they monitor progress toward 
the degree? 

• Define quality in terms ofoutcomes. What are graduates expected to do, and where are they expected to go? Are your 
goals consistent with campus goals? How do you track what actually happens? 

• Focus on how things get done. Does the department have a deep understanding of how doctoral training should work 
in your field? Do you act on this knowledge? How do your doctoral students contribute to the department's teaching 
and research programs? How do you ensure that they are not exploited? 
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• Make continuous improvement a priority. Do you reconsider your doctoral program systematically and regularly? 
Does anyone else in the university encourage you to do SO? 

Synergy with education: How does the department's research and scholarship contribute to its educational programs? 
How does it ensure that time spent on research does not undermine teaching effectiveness and education quality 
improvement? 

• Define quality in terms of outcomes. Do you have specific outcomes in mind when considering the contributions of 
research to teachhing? Do your desired outcomes reflect the needs of all or most stuudents, or mainly those who share 
the faculty's research interests? 

• Focus on how things get done. Do you reflect on the ways research contributes to teaching? Do you act on the results 
of these reflecctions? 

• Learn from best practice. What do truly successful contributions of research to teaching in your field look like? How 
do you learn from such examples? 

Modifying the Audit Process to Include Research 

Adding the research component to audits requires some changes in the design of self-studies, the audit visit, and the 
audit report. Most are obviious, but there is one overarching imperative: that adding research does not overshadow the 
all-important teaching and learning component. A major problem in less structured reviews (e.g., program reviews) is 
that the inherent interest and excitement of research drives the conversation in that direction, leaving insufficient time 
and energy for the less familliar and often difficult discussions about teaching and learning. 

Mitigating this difficulty requires that the two audit components maintain their separate identities throughout the audit 
process. The separation begins with the self-study, where departments are instructed to write separate sections for 
teaching and for research. Sometimes diffferent people are put in charge of the two sections; if that's the case, it's 
essential that the two come together to consider the intersections between education-related and research-related 
quality work. Includ- 
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integrated into formal and informal instruction, and how all these facctors are tied together to produce a fully 
functioning department. 

We talked a lot about how each unit should compare itself to its peers and how such benchmarking can produce 
improvements that are authentic to the specific academic department or campus. For example, faculty members should 
not try to turn their current department into one just like the department where they did their doctoral work. Because 
faculty members often come from prestigious research universities, they may unconsciously try to reconstitute their 
current department in ways that are infeasible or inappropriate. They may try to earn their departments a national 
ranking when in reallity there is little chance of succeeding with current or prospective resources-or, indeed, when that 
might be inappropriate given their campus's mission. 

Professors need to honestly examine the proper role for research in their department and ensure it matches the 
department and cammpus goals. Faculty should consider this question not just from their personal point of view but 
also from research and scholarship's role in engaging students in learning and discovery and in determining the proper 
mix of activities for the campus and the specific department. 

For example, we have seen small academic units within large research cam puses that do not offer graduate degrees. In 
some cases these units adopted the wider research culture of the campus in its entirety and by doing so created a 
mismatch between their role on campus and the local research climate. On the other hand, departments with simiilar 
characteristics have adopted a culture like that found in prestigious liberal arts colleges (e.g., Grinnell or Oberlin), 
where the focus is on undergraduate students but faculty are expected to be active scholars. The latter departments 
have looked for ways to truly engage undergradduate students in the research culture because that is such a critical part 
of the student experience-a task that is made easier because faculty do not turn to graduate students for help with 
research. 

During these discussions we talked extensively about the approopriate measures for assessing research, how to identify 
realistic peer departments, how to benchmark with the best among the peer group, how to foster a comparable 
environment, and how to set reasonable 
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• Make continuous improvement a priority. Do you reconsider your doctoral program systematically and regularly? 
Does anyone else in the university encourage you to do so? 

Synergy with education: How does the department's research and scholarship contribute to its educational programs? 
How does it ensure that time spent on research does not undermine teaching effectiveness and education quality 
improvement? 

• Define quality in terms of outcomes. Do you have specific outcomes in mind when considering the contributions of 
research to teachhing? Do your desired outcomes reflect the needs of all or most stuudents, or mainly those who share 
the faculty's research interests? 

• Focus on how things get done. Do you reflect on the ways research contributes to teaching? Do you act on the results 
of these reflecctions? 

• Learn from best practice. What do truly successful contributions of research to teaching in your field look like? How 
do you learn from such examples? 

Modifying the Audit Process to Include Research 

Adding the research component to audits requires some changes in the design of self-studies, the audit visit, and the 
audit report. Most are obviious, but there is one overarching imperative: that adding research does not overshadow the 
all-important teaching and learning component. A major problem in less structured reviews (e.g., program reviews) is 
that the inherent interest and excitement of research drives the conversation in that direction, leaving insufficient time 
and energy for the less familliar and often difficult discussions about teaching and learning. 

Mitigating this difficulty requires that the two audit components maintain their separate identities throughout the audit 
process. The separation begins with the self-study, where departments are instructed to write separate sections for 
teaching and for research. Sometimes diffferent people are put in charge of the two sections; if that's the case, it's 
essential that the two come together to consider the intersections between education-related and research-related 
quality work. Includ- 
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ing an introductory section in the self-study about how teaching and research contribute to an overarching culture of 
quality will help parrticipants understand the intersections more easily. 

Balancing the needs for separation and integration during the audit visit presents the biggest challenge. The approach 
in Missouri was to field a single audit panel with separate subgroups for teaching and research. We enlarged the 
typical audit panel from approximately 8 to about 10 people and increased the length of the audit visit to a day and a 
half to provide the necessary coverage. The overall panel chair was chosen based on audit experience and without 
regard to discipline, although it could be beneficial to have a member from the same or a related discipline overseeing 
the research and scholarship subgroup. 

The typical audit visit schedule is shown in Table 7.1. Notice that the expanded duration allows more small group 
sessions than the typical education audit. Further, the enlarged team permits more subbgroups-actually sub-subgroups 
in this context-because the teaching and research subgroups will further subdivide for the breakout sessions. The 
schedule maintains the audit's unified character through plenary sessions at the beginning and the end, as well as 
integrated executive 

Table 7.1 Sample Audit Visit Schedule Incorporating Research 

  Day 1     Day 2   
12pm-   Executive session to   9 am-   Third set of small group ses·   
1pm   compare notes and pre-   11 am   sions   
(lunch)   pare fat the afternoon's       
  small group sessions       
1 pm-.   First set of small group   11 am-   Fourth small group sessions;   
3pm   sessions   12am   usually includes a small group   
      session with campus leadership   
3pm-   Second ser of small   12 pm-1:30   Executive session to compare   
Spm   group sessions   pm (lunch)   notes and prepare for the exit   
      session   
Spm-   Executive session to dis-   1:30 pm-   Exit session with departmental   
6:30pm   cuss the day's findings   2:30pm   leadership   
(dinner)         
    2:30 pm-   Executive session to compare   
    3pm   notes and prepare for writing   
      the audit report   
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sessions. The audit reports have separate sections for teaching and research, plus an executive summary. 

Results From Reviewing Research and Scholarship 

Two rounds of audits using the combined approach of examining teaching and learning and also research and 
scholarship have been conducted at the University of Missouri. The process has been judged as successful. It allows 
auditors to view a department in its full conntext and observe how research and scholarship are integrated with the 
teaching and learning mission. By examining both components, it also allows faculty to discuss their full array of 
activities, something that faculty complained about during the first round when we only focused on teaching and 
learning. 

We emphasize that several of the audited units displayed outtstanding research and scholarship; some ranked high 
nationally, and at least two likely ranked in the top 25 programs in the country in their research area. At times 
departments' efforts seemed strategic and purposeful, but in other cases they simply represented the summation of 
talented faculty members working alone. Improving the latter type of department by leveraging the talent of its best 
faculty members is one of the primary benefits oflooking systematically at how things are done. Such improvements 
have the added advantage of not requiring extensive investments of time or money. 

The more mature research units had clearly focused on the national scene, had explicitly identified their peer groups, 
and had knowledge of how those units conducted their activities. In one case the department chair had carefully 
studied the other units-including the number of faculty, the average number and location of publications, what grant 
funding they had obtained, and how the unit compared with its own peer departments. The chair and department 
faculty had explicitly disscussed what would be required for them to move to the next level and had developed a plan 
to get there. They had articulated their goal and plan to the campus's central administration and obtained agreement in 
principle. In another case the department had an accurate view of itself but less clarity on what its peers were doing 
and how it compared 
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with them. Other departments drew on general and nationally defined notions of research outcomes that had not been 
specifically tailored for their units. These standards worked fairly well for those units with national prominence but did 
not represent realistic goals for others. 

Few departments had formally examined their research mission in the context of their specific strengths and campus 
culture. Even fewer had identified the outcomes they would take as evidence that they were meeting their specific 
research goals. In general, senior faculty had much clearer notions of what constitutes successful scholarship than 
younger faculty. In some cases junior faculty were not explicitly clear on what they needed to get tenure or where they 
should devote their precious time. One problem common to most departments was a rather traditional notion of 
scholarship that had not been expanded to encompass nontraditional outcomes such as patents, licenses, invention 
disclosures, or other more applied outcomes. This was surrprising, particularly for units operating in a discipline or 
field where the application of knowledge would be viewed as valuable by people outside the academy. 

Some units had created a healthy climate supporting research and scholarship, one where both components were fully 
integrated into the department's culture. Students as well as faculty could articulate the goals of their research efforts 
and how those goals related to education. In most cases that was accomplished informally, as an accepted part of the 
culture-through a shared model of what a successful department should look like-and reinforced in explicit hallway 
conversations. In those places faculty fully engaged their students in their research, talked about it in classes, 
coauthored papers with students, encouraged national presentations by students, and conducted regular symposia that 
attracted students as well as faculty. In other departments there was general conversation about the value of research 
but few explicit activities to create an effective research climate. 

When the research and scholarship permeated the educational ethos for doctoral students, faculty mentored them like 
colleagues or junior faculty-workingwith them on grants, papers, and presentations. In one case the department created 
formal weekly research sessions and devised clever ways to help students complete portions of their 



file:///I|/FC13~1/scan0243.txt[05/21/2015 09:11:55 ...]

224 Academic Qualify Work 

dissertation before or during the comprehensive exams. Usually faculty in these departments viewed the enculturation 
of students as a key part of their role. 

In other departments the auditors found the climate for doctoral students more traditional, more like an apprenticeship 
model. In these instances the departments did not seem to have regular meettings with groups of students and instead 
thought it was the students' responsibility to complete their own work. In some cases the departtments did require an 
annual review meeting where students meet with their dissertation committee, but even here the sole responsibility for 
determining and spurring progress was too often left in the hands of the dissertation advisor. More effective units 
delegated the primary responsibility to the advisor while providing a meaningful amount of oversight to the 
department. 

Regarding sponsored research, the auditors found several differrent levels of activity. Some units were quite successful 
in obtaining grants, and sponsored research was embedded in their culture. Securring research funding was purposeful 
and based on faculty who had established grant programs with successive funding over many years. Yet even in these 
units, the primary funding was associated with a few faculty members-professors who had successful track records and 
explicit strategies to secure funding for their research and for their doctoral students. 

In other departments the scholarship was excellent, but only a few members had obtained grant funding. These 
departments did not seem to have explicit strategies for enhancing sponsored research nor efforts to share the 
knowledge about how to increase funding with others in the department. In most such cases there was no real climate 
to support investigators' grant application and grant administration processes. Further, these units often did not have 
explicit buy-out processes in place, nor did they have explicit strategies for balancing the teaching and research efforts 
for faculty who obtained grants versus those who did not have the extra load of funded research. 

In the domain of integrating research and scholarship with eduucation, most departments focused their efforts on 
graduate students. Some departments had active programs where graduate students were involved with faculty 
research, where discussion of research was an inte- 
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gral part of classroom instruction, and where faculty assertively involved students in their papers and grants. The 
examples were not as systematic for undergraduate students. Certainly there were cases where talented individual 
undergraduate students were involved in research with facculty. But systematic attempts to integrate undergraduate 
students with faculty research were less obvious. The auditors found few if any strateegies to ensure checks and 
balances were in place so that faculty research efforts did not undermine teaching effectiveness for undergraduates. 

These observations should not be interpreted to mean that underrgraduate instruction was slighted, nor that the 
combination of research and undergraduate education was not present in other campus units. It does suggest, however, 
that most departments focused their energy on integrating research and instruction at the graduate level. The diffiiculty 
with focusing more on undergraduates was balancing such efforts with an already demanding teaching and research 
load. Perhaps future academic audits will uncover departmental efforts that have been succcessful without overloading 
existing faculty commitments. 

Combining the review of quality processes for research and schollarship with those focused on teaching and learning 
proved to be succcessful. We have been able to demonstrate that review teams can get a comprehensive picture of 
these two key departmental activi ties and how they relate to each other. The audits uncovered some issues that might 
not have been identified without examining research-related AQW. In most of the units that were reviewed, the 
auditors found competent faculty conducting their scholarship with successful results. Even so, the auditors also saw 
many examples where scholarship was a collecction of individual efforts performed without departmental 
reinforceement. Even when the department's research environment was good, it may have been the result of 
happenstance rather than explicit and purposeful actions. The comprehensive audit allowed the review teams to 
identify areas where the research effort was uneven and where purrposeful strategies could enhance the research results 
without increassing costs or demanding unrealistic amounts of faculty time. 

In conclusion, reviewing research as a component of academic audit can be helpful to academic units where research 
is a critical component of their mission. The early audit experiences suggest that the most mature research units will 
have integrated research fully into their departmental 
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culture. These units have focused their research efforts in areas that allow them to develop critical mass of talent and 
foster collaboration between faculty. Modeling this behavior with colleagues and graduate students provides a 
powerful message for graduate students, postdocctoral students, and new faculty members. These departments focus on 
new hires who will round out key research areas and thus build a level of expertise that allows the department to 
distinguish itself 

The exemplary units protect their successful research faculty from unnecessary administrative or committee 
assignments, with the tacit understanding that these faculty members will mentor new facculty members and graduate 
students to get them involved in granttwriting and national paper presentations where they can hone their skills. 
Further, when such departments focus their efforts they proacctively build a network of recruiting connections in their 
critical areas instead of waiting until openings occur. Another exemplary strategy in mature research units is the 
purposeful integration of research with undergraduate instruction-which spurs undergraduate stuudents' excitement as 
they learn about research in the discipline, the methods of examining research questions, and mental habits of 
succcessful researchers. 

In less mature research environments the selection of faculty and their related research expertise can be more 
haphazard, based on indiividual interests rather than a departmental strategy. Professors are busy with their own 
research but in more independent ways, where they do not collaborate regularly with other faculty, share papers or 
ideas, or build on colleagues' successes. One good way for a department to develop its research prowess is to discuss 
the processes that can be used to promote research. Such discussions enable a department to become more systematic 
about creating a climate for research and integrating it into the mission rather than seeing research as an independent 
activity of individual faculty members. 

Appendix: Concept-Defining Questions for Research 

Research Outcomes 

How does the department's research and scholarship compare to peer departments? What measures are used to gauge 
performance? What 
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kinds of research outcomes, for what audiences, are judged to best suit the department's purposes? If the department 
has a doctoral program, what outcomes are sought? Does the department map the field's currrent and future priorities 
relative to its mission, and if so, how? Does it seek critical mass in particular areas? 

• Define quality in terms of outcomes. How good is your department's research and scholarship? What types of 
publications, in what types of outlets, do you reward? Are you willing to consider other outcomes-for example, like 
those described in Boyer's Scholarrship Reconsidered? 

• Focus on how things get done. How did you select your peer departtments and the departments you are trying to 
emulate? Do you have a departmental plan for improving research outcomes, or is improvement left to individual 
faculty? 

• TfOrk coLLaboratively. Do you encourage faculty to collaborate with each other and with doctoral students, or is 
research generally a lone-wolf activity? Does the department care about interdisciplinnary research, and if so, how are 
interdisciplinary linkages being fosstered? Do you have a good working relationship with the campus research office? 

• Base decisions on evidence. What indicators do you use to track the department's overall research performance, and 
what does the eviidence tell you? Have you consulted nationally recognized exterrnal scholars about outcomes and 
indicators? Who are your peer departments, and what departments can you reasonably expect to catch up with? How 
have the data affected your decision-making? 

• Strive for coherence. Are the department's desired research outtcomes consistent with the abilities and interests of the 
faculty? Are they compatible with campus goals and other departmental goals? Do research outcomes systematically 
inform other departtmental efforts-for example, mentoring doctoral students and new faculty? 

• Learn from best practice. Have you checked with other successful units on campus or elsewhere in the country to 
examine their outtcomes and performance measures? Do you contact outside experts to identify successful practices? 
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• Make continuous improvement a priority. Do you reconsider your desired research outcomes systematically and 
regularly? Does anyyone else in the university encourage you to do SO? 

Research Environment 

Does the department have a vibrant research environment? What steps does it take to stimulate such an environment? 
Does the department or university provide researchers with technical, administrative, and seed money support? To 
what extent does the department help junior faculty develop their research programs and more senior faculty adapt 
theirs to current conditions? 

• Define quality in terms of outcomes. What would a suitable research environment in your kind of department look 
like? Do you plan for achieving or maintaining this kind of environment? 

• Focus on how things get done. Do faculty reflect on ways to improve the department's research environment, and 
does the department act on the results? For example, does it offer research seminars and research paper series? Does it 
assist faculty with proposal devellopment, gaining institutional approvals, managing grants, and so forth? Are service 
centers and other support organizations well managed? Are there organized processes for counseling faculty on 
promotion and tenure criteria? 

U70rk collaboratively. Do the faculty consult together on the department's research environment? Do they regularly 
discuss their research aspirations, strategies, processes, and frustrations with colleagues? Does the university listen 
when faculty frustraations are described? Do experienced faculty coauthor grant prooposals and papers with new 
faculty? 

• Base decisions on evidence. What indicators do you use to evaluate the research environment? Are these well aligned 
with your desired research outcomes? What are the key outcomes indicators for facculty development? Do these apply 
to mid-career faculty members as well as fresh PhDs? By what measures do you gauge success? 

• Strive fOr coherence. Is your research environment consistent with desired outcomes? With hiring decisions? With 
resources? To 
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what extent do faculty development activities promote the departtment's research goals and strategies? 

• Learn from best practice. How do peer departments maintain and improve their research environments and faculty 
mentoring? What measures do they use to gauge progress? Have you adopted any such practices? 

• Make continuous improvement a priority. Do you reconsider your research environment and faculty development 
systematically and regularly? Does anyone else in the university encourage you to do so? 

Sponsored Projects 

How does the department's sponsored research, if any, compare to peer departments? How effectively does it support 
principal investigators in their proposal writing and project management? To what extent does the department or 
university support principal investigators with space, cost-sharing, reduced teaching loads, technician and shop time, 
and the like? 

• Define quality in terms of outcomes. What are the key outcomes indicators for sponsored research? Are they trending 
upward or downward? Are the faculty members clear on the goals set for research funding? What would constitute 
successful funding efforts? 

• Focus on how things get done. Does the department have a specific plan to expand sponsored research funding? Does 
the department or college have an infrastructure in place to help faculty secure funding? 

• 1iVrJrk collaboratively. Are funded researchers working with other faculty to help them secure funding? Do faculty 
work with collleagues across disciplines to secure funding? Do faculty work colllaboratively to secure funding? 

• Base decisions on evidence. How is the department doing in relaation to other departments on campus and in peer 
departments across the country? What evidence do you collect, and how do you use it? 
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• Strive for coherence. Is outside funding a high priority? If it is, do you have explicit strategies for increasing such 
funding? How do sponsored projects support other departmental efforts? 

• Learn .from best practice. Do you know what other departments on campus do to enhance research funding? Do you 
regularly discuss such funding options? 

• Make continuous improvement a priority. Do you reconsider your sponsored research program systematically and 
regularly? Does anyone else in the university encourage you to do so? 

Doctoral Training 

How good is the department's doctoral program, if there is one, relaative to peer programs? What evidence is used to 
make this judgment? How good is the program's student intake, graduation percentage, time to degree, graduate 
placement, and (if applicable) national rankings? How do faculty train and mentor students on research and teaching 
skills, and how do they track progress toward the degree? 

• Define quality in terms of outcomes. What are graduates expected to do, and where are they expected to go-for 
example, academe, industry, government? Are these goals understood by all or most of the faculty? Are your goals 
consistent with campus goals? How do you track what actually happens? 

• Focus on how things get done. Does the department have a deep understanding of how doctoral training should work 
in your field? Do you act on this knowledge? How do your doctoral students contribute to the department's teaching 
and research programs? How do you ensure that they are not exploited? 

• U70rk collaboratively. Do doctoral students work closely with facculty on research and teaching? Do they work with 
each other? To what extent do doctoral students coauthor papers with faculty members? 

• Base decisions on evidence. What evidence do you have that the department doctoral program is successful? What is 
your graduates' employment history? How do you stay in touch with alumni, and what do you learn from them? What 
do you do with the results? 
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• Strive fOr coherence. How is the doctoral program integrated with the department's overall research and teaching 
goals? What fracction of faculty are engaged in doctoral training? To what extent is your program different from other 
doctoral programs on campus, and are there good reasons for any differences? 

• Learn ftom best practice. What does a successful doctoral program in your field look like? How do you learn from 
such exemplars? What are the most innovative doctoral programs on your campus doing, and how are you learning 
from them? 

• Make continuous improvement a priority. Do you reconsider your doctoral program systematically and regularly? 
Does anyone else in the university encourage you to do so? 

Synergy With Education 

How does the department's research and scholarship contribute to its educational programs? To what extent are 
undergraduates involved in research, and how does research benefit those who are not directly involved? How does the 
department gauge the benefits of faculty research on graduate and professional education (other than doctoral 
training)? How does it ensure that time spent on research does not undermine teaching effectiveness and education 
quality improvement? 

• Define quality in terms of outcomes. Do you have specific outtcomes in mind when considering the contributions of 
research to teaching? (Or do you rely on the general proposition that "good research begets good teaching"?) Do your 
desired outcomes reflect the needs of all or most students, or mainly those who share the faculty's research interests? 

• Focus on how things get done. Do you reflect on the ways research contributes to teaching? Do you act on the results 
of these reflecctions? 

• TfOrk collaboratively. Do faculty work together on improving the contributions of research to teaching, or is this left 
mostly to indiividual initiative? Do faculty in your department hold each other accountable for such improvements? 
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• Base decisions on evidence. How do you gauge the contribution of research to teaching? What are the most 
successful efforts to do so, who is doing them, and can they be generalized? Have you systematically searched for 
evidence about how research might detract from teaching? Have you consciously tried to mitigate such effects? 

• Strive fOr coherence. How do the linkages between research and teaching contribute to your department's overall 
success? How well do they align with campus goals? 

• Learn ftom best practice. What do truly successful contributions of research to teaching in your field look like? How 
do you learn from these examples? What are the most innovative departments on your campus doing, and how are you 
learning from them? 

• Make continuous improvement a priority. Do you reconsider the synergy of your research program systematically 
and regularly? Does anyone else in the university encourage you to do so? 
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Campus Audits and Continuous Improvement 

So far we have focused on academic audit at the department level. This was appropriate for several reasons. First, that's 
where the primary business of quality work takes place. Second, introducing audit at the department level is easier than 
at the campus or institutional level because departments are smaller and less complex, and also because one need find 
only a few volunteer departments in a large institution to start a pilot program. Third, and most relevant for the subject 
of this chapter, campus- and institution-level audits use departmental audit processes as building blocks. 

Shifting one's focus to address quality work above the department level, discussed at the end of Chapter 3, represents 
the essential first move toward campus or institutional audit. Changes to the audit proocess itself involve the logistics 
of the audit visit and how the selfies and audit reports address the different levels of quality work. The steps of the 
audit process, the focal areas of quality work, the quality principles, and the maturity definitions translate to campus- 
or instituution-level audits essentially unchanged. 

Organizing a Campus Audit Program 

Academic audit can be initiated by anyone in the chain of academic responsibility or institutional oversight. Earlier 
chapters described how senior academic officers organized department-level audit programs. Although these programs 
were initiated well up the organizational hierarchy, the audited units were individual departments. Because 

233 
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higher-level audit programs focus on quality work above the departtment level, the audited units must be schools, 
campuses, or university systems. For example: 

• The dean of a large school audits the AQW of departments. 

• The provost of a large campus audits the schools' AQW. 

• The academic vice president of a university system audits the cammpuses' AQW. 

• A government higher education oversight body or quality agency audits the universities' AQW. 

• An institutional or discipline-specific accreditation agency includes audit of AQW in its accreditation program. 

We propose the axiom that quality work above the department level focuses on improving and assuring quality work at 
the next lower level. Hence the effectiveness of quality work at the next lower level provides evidence about 
effectiveness at the higher level. For example, effectiveness at the decanallevel offers insight into the provost's quallity 
work. It's possible, of course, that decanal effectiveness stems from local initiative. But even so, the provost should 
know about it and be visibly supportive-which can easily be checked during, say, a campusslevel audit by an academic 
vice president or external quality agency. This axiom provides the basis for triangulating evidence from multiple levels 
in a campus or institutional audit. 

University trustees and regents have a key role to play in AQWWone that's usually conspicuous by its absence. The 
role is very simple: 

Trustees and regents must ask their academic vice president or provost about the institution's AQW and keep asking 
until meaningful answers are forthcoming. Board members may not have sufficient academic background to 
understand the answers in detail, but, like departmenntal academic auditors who cross disciplinary lines, they can 
distinguish deeply informed answers from superficial ones. Simply asking the quesstions and not being satisfied with 
superficial answers may send a suffiicient signal. And in the end, boards can hold the president accountable for 
ensuring that the institution's chief academic officer gives quality work the attention it deserves. 
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Academic audit is just one way of focusing attention on quality work but, as the material in earlier chapters amply 
demonstrates, it is a good one. To organize an audit, one implements the six steps set forth in Chapter 4: preparatory 
workshops, self-studies, selection and training of auditors, audit visits, audit reports, and follow-up. We will review 
each step briefly to highlight the differences between departtment- and higher-level audits. 

Preparatory Workshops 

Because the objectives of academic audit are mostly formative, it is essential to engage academics at all levels from the 
beginning. Workkshops, with their active-learning components, provide a good vehicle for doing this. As for 
department-level audits, the workshops aim to broaden the participants' perspectives about AQW-particularly the five 
focal areas and seven quality principles. The prospect of selfies and audit visits gives salience to the proceedings 
initially, but it's intrinsic interest in the subject matter that carries the day. The nuts and bolts of audit come up almost 
as arrerthoughts-"here's what you can expect six to nine months hence." The workshop typically lasts one day, with 
the morning being devoted to presentations by one or more experts on quality work followed by general discussion and 
the arrerrnoon devoted to processing the ideas in small groups, debriefing, and considering next steps. 

Whether a campus should have one or several such workshops depends on local circumstances. The important thing is 
to involve enough people to create excitement about quality work and the audit program. Participants should include a 
cross-section of academic offiicers (e.g., deans and chairs), people on quality committees and in quallity improvement 
units, and rank-and-file faculty. The audit sponsor (e.g., provost or academic vice president) or a senior delegate 
should participate actively. Preparatory workshops should be conducted before each new audit round. Although they 
get easier as more people become familiar with academic audit and quality work, the prospect of a new round provides 
an opportunity to renew interest, refresh understanding, and involve new people-an opportunity that should not be 
missed. 
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Chapter 5 described the introductory workshops at the departtment level in Missouri and the regional level in 
Tennessee. Other entiities might choose a different structure-for example, workshops for individual schools or, for a 
very large campus, a university-level workkshop followed by school-level workshops. The important thing is to 
involve the participants in active discussions about quality work. Sendding a memo simply won't do the job. For Hong 
Kong's initial impleementation of audit, preparation consisted of a two-hour meeting on each of the University Grants 
Committee's (then) seven campuses. Although some of the aforementioned objectives were met, the lack of active 
participation imposed a price on the subsequent audit steps. The University Grants Committee learned from 
experience, however, and the second audit round included provision for more on-campus discussions of quality work. 

Self-Studies 

Self-studies provide opportunities for reflection on one's quality work and the possibilities for improving it. For audits 
above the department level, the question is who should do the reflection and be responsible for the self-study 
document. The answer usually is some kind of quality committee-for example, a standing committee on academic 
quality that reports to, and often is chaired by, the provost or dean. Ad hoc committees like those appointed to handle 
institutional accreditation reviews are less effective because they lack ongoing responsibility. (It's hard to reflect on the 
activities of others without coming across as judggmental.) The quality committee should be viewed as an extension of 
the administration for purposes of the self-study because its reflections must include the work of the relevant academic 
officers. 

The self-study should address four kinds of commonsense quesstions-questions that deal with commitment, 
information, action, and accountability with respect to AQW: 

• What is the entity's understanding of and commitment to AQW? 

What priority is given to quality work, and how is that priority affirmed and communicated? 

• How does the entity inform itself abour quality work at lower levvels in the organization? Are all five focal areas 
considered explic- 
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itly? To what extent do the seven quality principles drive the search for information and the evaluation of results? Has 
the entity made judgments about the maturity of AQW for each unit that reports to it, and if so, how? 

• What actions has the entity taken to improve AQW maturity in the units that report to it? What kinds of action is it 
prepared to take if units fail to give quality work an appropriate priority? Has the commitment to action been 
communicated? 

• To what extent does the person to which the entity reports care about AQW? What information is communicated 
upward, and what feedback, if any, is forthcoming? To what extent does the entity feel accountable for its quality 
work? 

Potential skeptics should note that there's nothing bureaucratic about these questions. There are no required procedures 
or forms to fill out. The questions are simply what one would ask if one really wanted to know what's being done to 
improve and assure AQW. Because wellltrained auditors will ask just such questions, it's important that they be 
considered carefully in the self-study. 

Selection and Training of Auditors 

Little more needs to be said about the selection and training of audiitors. We explained in Chapter 6 why the auditors 
need not come from the same discipline as the unit being audited, and indeed that is crucial for audits that focus on a 
whole campus or institution. Augmentation of auditors' training with material on quality work above the level of 
departments and the self-study questions discussed in the previous secction are the only change from department-level 
auditing. 

That auditors propagate the ideas and best practices of quality work is especially important in campus and institutional 
audits. One should select the audit teams with this in mind. Campus audits can draw from other campuses in the 
system and institutional audits from other uniiversities, regardless of whether the home entities have been audited or, 
indeed, whether they have officially endorsed the audit program. The Tennessee Board of Regents included all 18 of 
its campuses in its audiitor selection pool, for instance, even though only 12 campuses parrticipated in the first-round 
project. Likewise, Hong Kong's University 
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Grants Committee (UGC) used people from all of its campuses. The UGC had an "intact panel;' the same for all 
institutions-people from the campus being visited simply crossed over to the institutional side of the table for the 
duration of that visit. 

Hong Kong used an additional device to propagate the ideas of quality work and audit around the system: the so-called 
consultative committee. The committee consisted of two senior faculty members or administrators from each 
institution who bore significant responsiibility for teaching and learning quality. (Examples included vice channcellors 
for academic affairs and chairs of quality committees.) Many, though not all, also served as auditors. The committee's 
official assignnment was to advise the UGC's audit working group on all aspects of the emergent program. However, 
its members also served as ambassaadors and propagators of best practice within their institutions. 

Audit Visits 

Campus and institutional audit visits can be done in as few as two days, but three produces better coverage. They 
typically begin with the campus head and chief academic officer, often in concert with the immediate staffs. Interviews 
with campus-level committees that bear a particular responsibility for academic quality and representative groups of 
students usually follow. As in the case of departmental audits, these meetings take place in plenary sessions. 

The scope of campus and institutional audits requires the rest of the audit visit to be structured differently from 
department-level audits. First and foremost, it is not sufficient to limit coverage to the campus or institution's upper-
level administrators and committees. The auditors must verify the respondents' assertions and trace the influence of 
their actions and policies through the organization. This requires interviews and document review at all levels, right 
down to departments. We'll address three overarching design considerations here: 1) attaining covverage by taking a 
sample of operating units, 2) increasing sample size by splitting the audit panel, and 3) tracking flows of influence 
through "audit trailing." The visit schedule will be covered later. 

Sample %perating units. Because large campuses may have a dozen schools and many dozens of academic 
departments, visiting all such 



file:///I|/FC13~1/scan0259.txt[05/21/2015 09:11:58 ...]

Campus Audits and Continuous Improvement 239 

units is clearly impossible. The answer, of course, is to select a sample of units to visit. The units usually are drawn 
from the following sampling frame: 

• Schools ("faculties" in some institutions) 

• Academic departments within each school 

• Special units, like teaching improvement and research offices, that bear a particular responsibility for academic 
quality 

Units selected for the sample are asked to prepare a one-page "talkking paper" about their quality work. The paper is 
used as a conversation starter, not as a definitive description of the unit's activities. Except for the special units, which 
are sure to be included, sample selection should be deferred until a few weeks before the visit. This is enough lead 
time for producing the talking paper, and no other preparation is required. Deferring sample selection ensures that all 
units will take the audit seriiously until the last moment. 

Splitting the audit panel. Opinions differ about whether all interrviews need to be conducted by the whole audit panel. 
The advantage of doing so is that all members share the same body of experience. The disadvantage, of course, is that 
keeping the panel together reduces the number of interviews and thus coverage of the sampling frame. Ausstralia's 
institutional audit program, discussed at the end of this chapter, does not subdivide its panels. Hong Kong's academic 
audit program did subdivide its panels, and this is the approach we favor. We describe a way to mitigate the shortfall 
in shared experience when discussing the audit schedule. 

There are compelling reasons for the whole panel to interview the senior officers and campus-level committees. Two- 
or three-member subgroups, with one of each being designated as convener, strike us as being reasonable for the other 
interviews. Again, one must balance coverage with the number of people listening and interacting with the 
interviewees. Two persons are the minimum iffor no other reason than that one person can take the lead on asking 
questions while the other focuses more on note-taking. Three persons, the number generally used in Hong Kong, 
provide more interactivity. An added benefit is that the 
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subgroup remains viable if one person can't participate in a particular session. The same considerations apply to 
department-level audits as discussed in Chapter 6, but there the coverage trade-off is less pressing. 

Audit trailing. The term audit trailing) a somewhat distasteful term, was coined by the United Kingdom's academic 
audit unit to describe the tracking of approval and accountability chains from senior administrators or campus-level 
committees to the department level. The emphasis was on documented audit trails-whether committee decisions were 
properly minuted or whether adherence to them was formally demonstrated by departmental paper trails. The inevitable 
result was that many academics came to view audit trailing as a distracction-necessary, perhaps, for bureaucratic 
reasons but not a valueing activity. Paraphrasing Professor Higgins in My Fair Lady) skeptics were heard to mutter, 
"The auditors don't care what we do, exactly, as long as we document it correctly." 

Our brand of audit trailing eschews formality. It concentrates on the flows of influence between organizational units. 
This is consistent with Chapter 3's definition of quality work above the department level: "Each tier seeks to spur 
improvement in quality work at the level directly beneath it." Audit trailing seeks to ascertain whether this objective is 
being met. The auditors still follow trails, but they consider all kinds of evidence. Documented accountability 
represents a kind of evidence, but so does testimony from the lower-level units and data about the decisions they make 
and how they make them. The emphasis is on what is really happening, not on bureaucratic formalities. 

Hong Kong's design selected sample units with an eye to audit trailing. For example, the departments sampled tended 
to cluster within the sampled faculties so that flows of de canal influence could be ascertained. (Because each faculty 
reported to the chief academic offiicer, that link in the chain of influence could be examined as well.) Speecial units 
like teaching improvement offices were always interviewed, and questions about their influence were included in the 
departmental interviews. This approach of hierarchical sampling and reciprocal quesstioning ensures a threshold level 
of visibility about flows of influence. 

There is another approach, however, one that is more akin to connventional document-based audit trailing. 
Conventional trailing identi- 
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fies a few key quality-related decisions during preparation for or during the audit visit and then requests documents 
related to those decisions. The auditors follow the trail wherever it leads, often requesting addiitional documents and 
perhaps interviews as they go. Such flexibility allows in-depth study of a few events-including some that were 
idenntified during the course of the audit itself 

But there is no need to focus on documentation. Instead of "folllowing the paper" one can "follow the influence." All 
that's necessary is to allow time in the visit schedule when the auditors can request addiitional interviews, and 
documentation as appropriate, to trail the impact of particularly interesting policies or decisions. We know of no 
instance where this feature has been used in a purely academic audit, but it is consistent with Australia's approach to 
auditing institutional manageement. Combining it with hierarchical sampling and reciprocal quesstioning will produce 
a paradigm that is both powerful and flexible. 

Audit Reports 

The process of preparing audit reports is similar to that for accreditaation and program review reports. The panel chair 
or an embedded staff member from the organizing body writes the first draft. A semifinished draft goes to the whole 
panel, perhaps with requests for special attenntion by panel members who followed certain areas during plenary 
sesssions or served on particular subgroups. A penultimate draft goes to the campus for correcting factual errors and 
commenting on clarity. 

Two features do differentiate an audit report, however. One stems from the fact that subpanels interview a sample of 
operating units. The interviews produce examples of good and bad practice-indeed, that is their purpose, and it would 
be illogical never to refer to such exammples in the audit report. However, there are two reasons why it isn't fair to cite 
the identified shortfalls in what should be a public document. First, such shortfalls were identified by a small subset of 
panel memmbers based on one interview with a few faculty and students. Second, the sample wasn't designed to give 
all units the same chance to be cited for good or bad performance. The result is a set of examples with suffficient 
collective reliability to inform the audit panel's overall concluusions but not enough individual reliability to put a 
particular unit in 
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the hot seat. In addition to basic fairness, assuring the sampled units that their warts won't be publicized makes 
uninhibited conversations easier to attain. 

For this reason it's best to disguise the names of units in citing examples, especially those describing bad performance. 
Exemplars may be identified, but this should be the exception rather than the rule. Generally speaking, key people on 
the campus will infer enough of the details to make their own inquiries and take action if necessary, but sinngling out 
particular units is not the panel's job. Sometimes a unit will recognize itself in the audit report and take action on its 
own. 

A second difference from program review is that, to achieve full effectiveness, the audit reports should be made public. 
Transparency furthers improvement, and not only because the private reports prooduce less incentive for change than 
public ones. To effect improvement, campus leaders need to communicate the audit's findings to those they are 
attempting to influence-for example, deans, department chairs, quality committee members, and influential faculty 
members. Dissemminating a report widely within the campus almost surely means it will become public, so it's better 
to preempt any suggestion of a cover-up by making the report public at the outset. In Hong Kong, for example, the 
UGC insisted that the campuses publish the audit reports along with their comments and the kinds of improvements 
planned. Publication serves to extend the conversation about quality work, which is a prime goal of the academic audit 
process. 

Follow-Up Activities 

The objectives of follow-up activities are no different in principle from those for department-level audits, and they are 
no less important. They are 1) to debrief the audit process in order to effect improvements the next time around; 2) to 
help propagate the ideas of AQW and the purrposes of academic audit throughout the institution; and 3) to share best 
practices in teaching, support of research and scholarship, and AQWitself. 

Achieving these objectives requires a two-stage approach. The first stage involves one or more sessions attended by 
"audit insiders" for debriefing and consideration of improvements. (By insiders we mean 
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audit chairs, interested rank-and-file auditors, and a cross-section of people from the audited departments.) The second 
stage involves sesssions with broader participation. Possibilities span the range from large conferences to workshop 
series that are designed to deepen underrstanding about AQW and share best practices in teaching, learning, and 
research support. 

Campus Visit Schedule 

We noted earlier that campus and institutional audit visits can be done in as few as two days, but that three produces 
better coverage. We'll describe the basic two-day visit because that's where the schedule is most binding. 

Suppose the audit panel numbers 10 people, the subgroups have 2 people each (so there are 5 subgroups total), and 
four time slots in a two-day visit are set aside for subgroup meetings. This allows 20 sepaarate sessions, which will 
provide an acceptable degree of coverage. Lonnger visits or larger panels, as might be fielded if the audit covers both 
teaching and research, open the way for 3-member subgroups. Hong Kong fielded an 18-member panel but limited the 
visit to one and a half days, which allowed only three time slots for subgroup meetings. This permitted 18 sessions, 
which turned out to be just sufficient for the larger institutions. 

First Day 

Table 8.1 shows a typical schedule for the first day of the audit visit. It assumes coverage of both teaching and 
research. (The "Research and Scholarship" column should be ignored for teaching-only audits.) Plenary sessions are 
indicated by merging the two columns. The time durations are indicative only, and coffee breaks are not shown. Chairs 
may want to consider assigning certain lines of questioning in the pleenary sessions to particular people, to ensure they 
are covered in a coherrent way. Also not shown are the working dinners usually scheduled for panel members the 
evening before the visit and after the first day. The dinners provide time for panelists to compare notes and plan the 
folllowing day's activities. Such planning is very important. 
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Table 8.1 First Day of a Two-Day Teaching/Research Audit Visit 

  Teaching and Learning   Research and Scholarship   Duration   
l.   Audit panel in executive session to prepare and look at documents   30min   
2.   Campus head and chief academic officer and their senior staff   45min   
3.   Key committee responsible for   Key committee responsible for   60min   
  education quality   research quality     
4.   Key senior academic officer   Key senior academic officer   30min   
  responsible for education quality   responsible for research quality     
5.   Students from undergraduate   Research students   30min   
  and professional programs       
6.   Lunch in executive session to process the morning's discussions,   60min   
  look at documents, and prepare for the af1:ernoon session     
7.   Small group sessions   Small group sessions   120min   
8.   Small group sessions   Small group sessions   120 min   
9.   Executive session to compare notes on the af1:ernoon sessions   30min   

Session 1 allows panel members to acquaint themselves with the institution, look at the documents provided in the 
panel room, and process any ideas that emerged overnight. Aside from welcoming forrmalities, the purpose of Session 
2 is to gauge senior management's understanding of and commitment to quality work. Session 3 provides more detailed 
descriptions, but there is no need to reiterate material already read by the auditors. Although Sessions 2 and 3 typically 
open with short statements, the presenters should be instructed to keep their comments short-say, to 10 minutes 
maximum. The importance of this cannot be overstated because the tendency is to describe things in too much detail 
and thus preclude effective dialogue. The panel chair should politely but firmly stop a presentation that is running long. 
Important factual material should be included in the self-study or, if necessary, in a supplementary memo to the panel 
provided at least a few days before the visit. Neither the auditors nor the respondents should forget that the purpose of 
the visit is structured conversation, not the transmission of facts. 

Choosing the committees for Session 3 can pose a problem. The job is easy if, like an increasing number of campuses, 
this one has creeated committees with specific responsibility for quality improvement and assurance-as opposed to or 
in addition to academic policy. If no 
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such committees exit, the curriculum and research policy committees that can be found on most campuses will suffice. 

Choosing the academic officers responsible for quality (Session 4) usually poses less of a problem. Associate provosts 
for undergraduate education, for instance, carry an implicit, if not explicit, quality porttfolio. The same is true for the 
principal research officer. Normally these officers will be members of or staff to the committee met with in Sesssion 3, 
but they should still be present at this session. One of the purrposes of Session 4 is to determine the line officer's view 
of committee performance and what might be done to improve it. 

Session 5 gives the panel an overview of quality work from the stuudent perspective. Typically there are 15 to 20 
students in attendance, some from the student government structure and some who have signed up in response to a call 
for volunteers. Although students aren't privy to most of the faculty's quality work, they do have visibility on some 
cruucial aspects of it. For example, are they consulted on important course design questions involving learning 
behavior? Do professors seek their feedback and then act on the results? Usually these sessions produce more 
hypotheses for follow-up in the later sessions than they do definiitive answers, but they are important nevertheless. 

Session 6 provides panel members with lunch and an opportunity to compare notes and process the morning's findings. 
Because this time turns out to be very important, one should resist the campus organizzer's natural tendency to host a 
formal luncheon with many faculty and staff in attendance. Such sessions do provide opportunities for converrsation, 
but the cost in terms of the panel's ability to lead structured connversations is too high. A large luncheon might fit 
during a three-day visit, however-say, on the second day. 

The afternoon is devoted to small group sessions where two- or three-member subpanels meet with groups of 10 to 15 
faculty and students from schools, departments, and support units-that is, units sampled as described earlier. 
Departmental respondents will include the chair, faculty with assigned responsibilities for quality, a cross-section of 
faculty mainstays in teaching or research, and a representative group of students. School respondents include the dean, 
key associate deans(s), and student and faculty representatives from relevant committees. 
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Students generally compose one-quarter to one-third of the group. It's not uncommon for them to remain silent during 
the panelists' discusssions with faculty, though the convener should try to draw them out wherever possible. Such 
reticence can be mitigated by having the stuudents remain after the main session and asking them something like, 
"Does the conversation you just heard ring true? What's your take on the department's commitment to sustaining and 
improving quality?" 

The two hours allotted for each small group session allow up to 75 minutes for the main conversation, 10 or 15 minutes 
for a postsion with the students, and half an hour for comparing notes, looking at documents, and organizing for the 
next session. These small group sessions compose the core of the audit visit. They're where panelists can really find 
out what's happening and trace the flows of influence from one level to another. Top-level officers and committees 
generally have a rosy view of the campus's quality work, but such views mayor may not be borne out at the grassroots. 
Also, knowing that a cross-section of operating units will be interviewed causes people at the higher levels to take the 
audit more seriously. Some go so far as to stage mock audit conversations with a cross-section of departments. (They 
can't target the departments to be audited because the selection isn't made until the last minute.) In addition to 
preparing for the audit, such conversations help propagate the idea of quality work and thus further the audit's 
forrmative agenda. 

The final session of the day allows panelists to compare notes on the small group sessions while the ideas are still fresh 
in their minds. This session merges into the working dinner at which the whole day is recapped and plans are made for 
the following day. Depending on logistics, it may be desirable to extend the session to include the recap and planning 
at the campus venue, which leaves the dinner free for informal discussion. Australia's audits, known for the intensity of 
the auditors' working experience, continue the closing sessions for up to several hours-followed by a relaxed dinner. 

Second Day 

The schedule for the second day is described in Table 8.2. After a short warm-up, the panel continues with small group 
sessions. The sessions 
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Table 8.2 Second Day of a Two-Day Teaching/Research Audit 

  Teaching and Learning   I   Research and Scholarship   Durarion   
1.   Audit panel in executive session to prepare and look at documents   15 min   
2.   Small group sessions   I Small group sessions   120 min   
3.   Small group sessions   I Small group sessions   120 min   
4.   Lunch in executive session to process the morning's discussions,   45min   
  look at documents, and prepare for the afternoon session     
5.   Meeting with the deans as a group     45min   
6.   Follow-up on audit trails   I Follow-up on audit trails   60min   
7.   Executive session to prepare for the exit conference   90min   
8.   Exit conference with the campus head and those who attended the   30min   
  opening session         
9.   Executive session to recap the exit conference and finalize writing   30min   
  assignments         

are debriefed over lunch, which affords an opportunity to prepare for an early afternoon meeting with the deans and 
the audit-trailing interviews that were discussed earlier. The deans' meeting (Session 5) emerged in Hong Kong's 
second round as a key element of the audit. Although some deans already will have been interviewed in the small 
group sessions, this session interviews them as a group. Panelists can ask for comparisons across schools and 
determine whether the deans talk among themselves about quality work. Another test is how the provost treats AQW at 
one-on-one meetings and the deans' council. Because the deans are critical for embedding a culture of quality work in 
academic departments, this session often is the most revealing of the audit visit. 

The panel then retires to an executive session to structure its connclusions and prepare for the exit conference. The 
small group conveners are asked to report on their sessions if they have not done so in earlier debriefings. These 
reports mitigate the difficulties associated with subbdividing the panel, and it's not unusual for overall audit 
conclusions to emerge during the course of reporting. From this point things follow the familiar accreditation and 
program review pattern. Preliminary conclusions are aired at the exit conference (Session 8), and after a short wrap-up 
session the panel departs. 
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Adding a Third Day 

An extra day frees up the audit program considerably, though at the cost of an even more intensive experience for the 
auditors. Several features can be added to the audit program. The first priority is to add at least one more round of 
small group sessions. Other possibilities include a second slot for meetings with quality-related committees and a 
second slot for audit trailing. Yet another would be to adopt the Australian practice of "walk-about." Although 
panelists don't disappear into the bush for a month or two of contemplation, they do fan out to different areas of the 
campus, knock spontaneously on faculty doors, and engage the respondents in brief conversations about quality work. 
Sixty to 90 minutes spent this way can reveal much about the degree to which AQW ideas have permeated the faculty 
and whether the reaction has been positive. 

The third day also can allow for additional debriefing time and a longer session to prepare for the exit conference. 
Depending on what's been added, the panel's workdays can be slightly shortened as well. 

Campus Audits Internationally 

Hong Kong, Sweden, Denmark, New Zealand, Australia, and the United Kingdom provide examples of how audit's 
introduction can change the academic environment (Massy, 2003c, Chapter 8). We'll illustrate the motivation and 
approach using Hong Kong's experience (Massy, 1997; Massy & French, 2001) and add material from Sweden 
(Massy, 2000), Denmark, New Zealand, and Australia where it proovides extra insight. Although none of these early 
adopters of audit implemented the methodology exactly as recommended in this book, the spirit and general approach 
are similar. 

Hong Kong's UGC began its comprehensive quality evaluation program in the early 1990s. The UGC is a 
quasigovernmental body that funds and oversees the territory's eight higher education instituutions. (Government funds 
about 80% of the institutions' budgets.) Hong Kong's universities are self-accrediting in the sense that they can 
determine their own curricula, but the UGC is responsible for quality overall. In U.S. parlance, the UGC functions as a 
"strong" higher edu- 



file:///I|/FC13~1/scan0269.txt[05/21/2015 09:11:59 ...]

Campus Audits and Continuous Improvement 249 

cation coordinating board because of its influence on funding. Anttony Leong, then chair of the UGC and later the 
territory's financial secretary, recognized soon after taking office that public stewardship required performance 
measurement and that this would become ever more important as Hong Kong transitioned to become part of China in 
1997. 

The UGC's first foray into quality evaluation took the form of a research assessment exercise (RAE), patterned after a 
similar exercise in the United Kingdom, wherein every department's percentage of research-active faculty was 
evaluated by peer review panels (French, Ko, Massy, Siu, & Young, 1999; French, Massy, & Young, 2001). Installing 
qualitative research assessment triggered a massive shift of attention from teaching to research-a perfect example of 
the academic ratchet in action (Zemsky & Massy, 1990). Better research spurred improveements in faculty and 
infrastructure that benefited education quality. However, the UGC was concerned that the shift would move past the 
point of diminishing returns. Something had to be done to arrest the ratchet before it could undermine the quality of 
education. That something was the Teaching and Learning ~ality Process Review (TLQPR), which we identify as a 
form of academic audit. 

The UGC had known for several years that some type of educaation quality evaluation would be necessary. Fortunately 
Hong Kong's need coincided with the emergence of education quality work as a coherent concept. To date the UGC 
has conducted two rounds of acaademic audit. 

Sweden's academic audit program emerged from events in the late 1980s, when the country concluded that centralized 
regulation could not spur quality improvement and efficiency. As institutions became more autonomous, professors 
were asked to take full responsibility for their work and its results, and institutional self-regulation came to be viewed 
as necessary for continual development: "Universities [were] expected continuously to follow up and evaluate their 
own activities and take action on the basis of the results" (Wahlen, 1998, p. 28). That, of course, left accountability 
issues up in the air. 

The dominant university viewpoint held that an "invisible hand" would produce education quality as long as research 
quality could be 
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maintained. Starting in 1993, however, Minister of Education Per Unckel and newly appointed University Chancellor 
(and former Stannford professor and Silicon Valley executive) Stig Hagstrom challenged this view. Staffan Wahlen 
(1998), coordinator of the ~ality Audit Programme for the university chancellor, described their agenda: 

Each institution was responsible for maintaining and improvving the quality of its own activities, and was accountable 
to the Government and society for this. [One can say] that univerrsities and colleges have always been quality-driven. 
What has now been added ... is that they must have (and demonstrate that they have) systematic improvement 
processes regarding undergraduate education, graduate education, research, and administration. They are required to 
develop routines for reflecting on their activities, and make corrections wherever necessary for the sound improvement 
of the institution. (p. 35) 

The academic audit program, which began in 1996, sought to verify that institutions were carrying out the education 
portion of this agenda. 

In New Zealand comprehensive academic quality audits of all universities were carried out over the period 1995-1998 
by the counntry's academic audit unit, or AAU (Meade & Woodhouse, 2000). The audits sought to enhance education 
quality work, strengthen instituutional quality improvement units, boost benchmarking, encourage thorough program-
level reviews, and stimulate more discriminating use of performance indicators. To keep the process fresh and relevant, 
the second cycle of audits focused on a smaller number of factors: one selected (system-wide) by the AAU, and one in 
each individual instituution, selected by the institution. 

Australia began its audit program circa 2000, when David Wooddhouse was recruited from New Zealand to the 
Australian Universities ~ality Agency (AUQA) in Melbourne. The audits involve more than AQW-indeed, they might 
better be called "management" or "commprehensive" audits. The program is highly regarded for its relevance and 
thoroughness. Massy and Short have served as AUQA auditors and benefited greatly from the experience. Space 
limitations preclude 
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our describing the details for the Australian audit process, but some of its best-practice elements were introduced 
earlier. 

Denmark's higher education evaluation agency piloted academic audit at two universities during 2004, an experiment 
that was generally regarded as successful. (Massy chaired the audit panel for the Univerrsity of Copenhagen.) It's 
interesting to note that the idea of shifting from external program evaluation to academic audit was initiated by the 
Danish Parliament. 

We would be remiss not to mention academic audits in the United Kingdom, where the term originated circa 1990. 
The history is commplex, however, and we can sketch it only briefly. The audit idea came from the Committee of Vice 
Chancellors and Principals (CVCP), an organization roughly equivalent to the American Council on Educaation (ACE) 
or AAU, as an alternative to the government's scheme for comprehensive program evaluation. Called "subject-level 
evaluation;' the latter scheme aimed to evaluate the delivered quality of education in every academic department in 
every university. The evaluations were labor intensive and intrusive. For example, panelists would assess currricula 
and sit in classes to evaluate the quality of teaching. Worst of all, they disempowered the local academics. Why 
develop one's own quality assessment methods when evaluators from the funding council will come in and override 
them? Academic audit, in contrast, places all such responsibilities squarely in the laps of the university and its 
departments. The reviewers' job was to check the locals' quality work, not do it for them. 

The CVCP and the funding council ran the two systems in parrallel for a number of years to a growing volume of 
complaints about waste and duplication. Audit's prospects weren't helped by its reputaation, which we alluded to 
earlier, as a paper-intensive and bureaucratic exercise. In the late 1990s the two approaches were combined in a new 
~ality Assurance Agency (QAA). Subject-level evaluation was given primacy by the new agency, which caused the 
level of intrusiveness to increase. Things came to ahead in the springof2001, when the heads of the United Kingdom's 
most prestigious institutions (the so-called Russsell Group) laid down an ultimatum: reform the QAA or group 
memmbers would refuse to be evaluated and take the matter to Parliament. 
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The result was a change of management at QAA and the positioning of academic audit as the United Kingdom's 
primary review method, with subject-level evaluation reserved for institutions that failed to do well on the audit. The 
emphasis has fluctuated somewhat since, but audit seems to have retained its primacy. 

Finally, in a late-breaking development, Australia and Hong Kong are working to revise their audit processes to place 
more emphasis on standards and metrics. In Australia, for instance, greater emphasis will be placed on institutional 
standards, benchmarking activities, and their connsequent impact. The second-round audits will investigate how 
academic standards (such as those relating to student assessment, student progress, graduate attributes, and research) 
are determined, applied, maintained, and monitored. The institution will be asked to supply auditable evidence about 
the extent to which these standards are met and (as appropriate) the institution's assessment of its comparative national 
and international perrformance. We see this as a logical extension of the ideas presented in this book and look forward 
to making these areas of emphasis more explicit in our own audit work. 

The National Consortium for Continuous Improvement 

We pointed out in Chapter 1 that continuous improvement is a definning feature of AQW and that getting such 
processes started is a central objective of academic audit. Much of the material in subsequent chappters addresses 
continuous improvement in one way or another. Howwever, we'd be remiss to suggest that our work represents the 
only serious effort to stimulate academic continuous improvement. Such improveement is the hallmark of the research 
enterprise at many institutions. Moreover, initiatives are under way to broaden its penetration across large areas related 
to institutional effectiveness. 

As a growing number of colleges and universities seek new approaches to addressing challenges related to institutional 
effectiveeness, they are increasingly turning to the National Consortium for Continuous Improvement in Higher 
Education (NCCI, and to which we are indebted for supplying the following information). Founded in 1999, NCCI 
represents a wide range of institutions, with many indi- 
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viduals working actively in quality improvement, assessment, planning, institutional improvement, and organizational 
development. NCCI is committed to advancing administrative and academic excellence in higher education by 
identifying, promoting, supporting, and sharing effective organizational practices among member institutions. As a 
result ofNCCI's work, higher education is functioning collaboratively across institutions to employ effective methods 
for advancing academic and administrative excellence. 

Consistent with its teachings, NCCI uses planning and improveement approaches to articulate its own purpose and to 
chart a course of action. Goals and actions include sponsoring systems and events that promote the sharing of best 
practices and support professional devellopment of individual members, including use of electronic commuunication 
and partnerships with other higher education organizations. NCCI's funding comes from dues of member institutions 
and from event registration fees. 

NCCI is composed of more than 200 individual representatives from approximately 70 member institutions, including 
the University of Missouri. Members come from various backgrounds and occupy a variety of positions in 
administration, academic affairs, student life, planning, institutional research, assessment, and continuous 
improveement. The current membership includes nationally recognized quallity experts, authors, presidents, provosts, 
and chief financial officers, as well as representatives from institutions that have received state and national quality 
awards. The executive council has representatives elected from member institutions who volunteer their time to 
advance NCCI's goals. Committees develop and implement action plans for meeting membership, programming, and 
marketing goals. NCCI colllaborates closely with ACE and the National Association of College and University 
Business Officers (NACUBO) and offers professional development opportunities in conjunction with each group on a 
conntinuing basis. 

NCCI assists member institutions and provides national leaderrship in quality in higher education through a number of 
channels. It sponsors national meetings and conferences, including an annual connference linked with NACUBO, and 
annual meetings and workshops 
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linked with ACE. A national higher education roundtable is offered in the fall, examining topics such as leadership for 
quality and impleementing large-scale change, and best-practice symposiums are offered in the fall and the spring. 
Conferences and meetings are held at various venues across the United States. 

Additional best practices, case studies, and other useful informaation can be found on NCCI's web site (www.ncci-
cu.org). Members network and discuss common issues formally and informally, through email,viaphone, and at NCCI-
sponsored events. Initially individuals came to NCCI to help advance efforts in their own institutions. Colllectively the 
group has advanced critical issues for higher education at the national level through shared expertise and commitment 
to orgaanizational excellence. 

We hope that recently initiated discussions with NCCI will help in disseminating the ideas and techniques presented in 
this book. 
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Policy Recommendations 

Our final task is to synthesize the ideas presented earlier into a coherrent set of policy recommendations. We will 
summarize the ideas briefly and then link them to the current debate about quality and return on investment in higher 
education. The importance of this linkage cannot be overemphasized. Unless colleges and universities can link quality 
and attentiveness to return on investment in all areas of their activvity, in teaching and scholarship as well as scientific 
research, some of that investment is likely to go elsewhere. The report of the Spellings Commission will surely sharpen 
the debate, and it may bring higher education to a tipping point in terms of public support. This should be a powerful 
motivator for adopting the ideas we have put forward in this book. 

Summary of the Book 

Chapter 1 laid out the case for AQW-that most colleges and universiities could become better than they are without 
additional spending. In addition to our own experience, we cited works by Bok (2006); Hersh and Merrow (2005); 
Massy (2003c); Ruben (2004); Vedder (2004); and Zemsky, Wegner, and Massy (2005)-and noted the many earrlier 
critics of college and university performance. Any serious reader of Bok, in particular, should come away feeling 
uncomfortable, that something significant needs to be done. 

Chapters 2 and 3 introduced the idea of education quality work (EQW), the term we use to describe the processes 
departments use or 

255 
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should use to improve and assure teaching and learning quality. Attackking the problems posed by Bok and others 
requires this kind of work, whether it's called "EQW" or something else. We believe that giving the processes a name 
and organizing them in a systematic way will help achieve what has eluded so many institutions over the yearsnificant 
and sustained improvement in teaching and learning quality, especially at the undergraduate level. It's only when the 
processes for sustaining and improving quality are examined carefully and themmselves made the subject of 
improvement that the shortfalls can be observed and corrected. Identifying EQW as a necessary element of 
departmental activity is a prerequisite for recognizing and rewarding the units that do it well. 

Chapter 4 described how faculty can become engaged in EQWWthat is, how change agents can alter departmental 
conversations to include quality work through structured questioning and peer review. We focused on academic audit 
as the best way to begin and then sustain the momentum over time. Chapters 5 and 6 provided a road map for how an 
institution can audit EQW at the department level. The methhodology follows the familiar pattern of self-study 
accompanied by a site visit and report. Unlike a conventional program review, however, academic audit structures the 
conversations around the focal areas and principles of quality work. As a fundamentally formative exercise, it seeks to 
inform and motivate improvement. Evaluations of departmen- 

tal EQW maturity emerge inevitably as a byproduct of the exercise, but they do not interfere with its formative 
objectives. 

Chapter 7 extended AQW to include research and scholarship. 

The extension allows audit to be substituted for conventional program review in most situations, except when an 
institution wishes to evaluuate a department's capacity to do good work as opposed to the way it uses the capacity it 
already has. (In other words, audit seeks to maxiimize the utilization of existing resources, and program review tends 
to ask whether new resources or leadership is needed.) Adding research and scholarship to the regimens of quality 
work and audit is not very difficult. The chapter explained the focal areas, principles, and methhods needed to do so. It 
is the addition of research and scholarship that converts education quality work to the broader academic quality work. 
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Chapter 8 described AQW above the level of the department and extended the audit methodology to cover whole 
campuses or instituutions. The AQW task of deans, provosts, academic vice presidents, and higher education oversight 
or quality agencies is to ensure that departmental AQW is being performed effectively and is continuously improved. 
Each level in the hierarchy needs to address performance at the next lower level, but to do that the performance at all 
levels-down to the department-must be made visible. The chapter presented a program for doing so-namely, the 
campus or institutional academic audit. It ended by describing how campus and institutional audits were introduced 
and are being used internationally. The increasing numbers of countries that use academic audit view it as a method for 
increasing the return on their investments in higher education. 

Return on Investment in Higher Education 

Is higher education a good investment? For decades the answer has been yes, both in regard to the core funds being 
put into higher educaation and to incremental money that covers new enrollments, research, and quality improvement. 
Now, however, people are questioning the United States' investment in its colleges and universities. Some go so far as 
to say that higher education should be "defunded" through reducctions in state appropriations, price controls, and 
limitation of the tax exemption (cf. Vedder, 2004). Such proposals have been heard before, but they seem to be 
growing in stridency. Indeed, the United States may be approaching a tipping point in political perceptions about the 
sector's cost, productivity, and quality. 

The irony is that universities have never been more important for sustaining the nation's competitiveness and defending 
our quallity of life. Tom Friedman, Pulitzer Prize-winning columnist for lhe 

~# ~,dr k/r,r.j(:fPI'd armfo-r <Yf H~ {{Wc! .If.!fat 21 'SJ, point ut that the global playing field is being leveled and 
that America must adapt and innovate to keep up. He describes the attributes of the "new middle-class jobs" that must 
emerge to offset the transfer of the tradiitional ones overseas. To protect American jobs, workers will need to be great 
collaborators, leveragers, synthesizers, and explainers. They must 
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map global ideas to local circumstances, be sensitive to environmenntal issues, and be great adapters. They must be 
passionate about what they do. They will do more with their right brains (the right brain is critical in the Rat world 
because so much left-brain work will be done by computers or in India). Friedman's formula for success in the new 
middle-class jobs is CQ+ PQ> IQ: One's "curiosity quotient" and "passsion quotient" will trump the intelligence 
quotient. Above all, workers in a Rat world will have to teach themselves if they're to keep ahead of the competition. 

Where better to acquire these attributes than at a college or uniiversity? The case for return on investment should be 
stronger now than ever before-but only if higher education can demonstrate that it can truly deliver the goods. Derek 
Bok (2006) cites example after example where undergraduate education fails to deliver or where it could be 
dramatically better than it is today. And as we pointed out in Chapter 1, he's not the only critic. A growing sense of 
malaise undermines the case for investment, even though failure to support America's colleges and universities will 
turn out to be dysfunctional in a Rat world. 

People who study change emphasize that a sense of urgency is important. We believe a sense of urgency about AQW 
ought to exist now. One cannot read Bok and the other critics we've cited without concluding that America's colleges 
and universities can and should be a great deal better than they are-that at least some of the money being poured into 
them is not used as effectively as it could be. Vedder's soluution is to defund the sector. The alternative is to spend the 
resources more effectively. 

This book makes the case that AQW can improve teaching and research quality without additional spending, which 
means we need to spend today's resources more effectively. Ironically, to summarily defund higher education would be 
to compound the difficulty ofintrooducing AQW. Universities under siege find it difficult or impossible to call forth 
the collegial discussions that are essential for quality work. One can make funding increments contingent on progress 
or perhaps suggest that indifference might lead to defunding, but to defund first is sure to be counterproductive. 
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The Spellings Commission 

In Chapter 1 we cited two of the areas for improvement put forward by the US. Secretary of Education's Commission 
on the Future of Higher Education in its 2006 report (US. Department of Education, 2006): 

• The quality of teaching and student learning 

• The amount and quality of information about teaching and learnning that is available to the public 

Improving quality work through the use of academic audit aims to achieve both objectives. It's important to note, 
however, that our approach differs markedly from what we perceive to be the main thrust of the commission's 
recommendations. 

Recommendation 2 under the heading "Postsecondary education institutions should measure and report meaningful 
student learning outcomes" states: 

The Federal government should provide incentives for states, higher education associations, university systems, and 
institutions to develop interoperable outcomes-focused accountability systems designed to be accessible and useful for 
students, policymakers, and the public, as well as for internal management and institutional improvement. (US. 
Department of Education, 2006, p. 23) 

We read this as advocating a regimen of standardized ("interoperable") tests that would measure graduates' knowledge, 
skills and abilities, and perhaps other desiderata. By extension, tests of this kind, if reliable and valid, also could be 
administered during, say, the freshman year and thus used to measure value added. 

We agree in principle with the measurement of learning outtcomes-or, better, value added-and with using a 
combination of market and administrative action to hold institutions and departtments accountable for results. The 
problem is in the implementation. Is it possible to develop outcomes tests that would be reliable and valid when 
applied to all kinds of graduates from all kinds of colleges and 
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universities? We think not. Furthermore, to apply unreliable or invalid tests would be worse than useless. Such tests 
would drive higher educaation in undesirable directions, and for this reason, they would be vocifferously opposed by 
faculty. Trying to hold institutions accountable for misconceived test results would be a national disaster. 

We do not challenge the commission's recommendation as a kneeejerk reaction to the idea of accountability. The fact 
that we believe in accountability is amply demonstrated throughout this book and in our earlier work. Nor do we mount 
the challenge from a position of ignoorance about education quality evaluation. Massy, for example, has studdied 
academic quality and accounrability issues for more than a decade, has participated in policy-making, and has 
contributed heavily to the literature (cf. Massy 2003a, 2003b, 2003c, 2004, 2005). We formed our conclusion on the 
basis of extensive experience and after careeful consideration of systems around the world, including the United 
Kingdom's subject-level outcome standards and evaluation initiatives and Brazil's national testing initiative (cf. the 
Public Policy for Acaademic ~ality web site, www.unc.edu/ppaq). Given our experience, we can't help but wonder 
whether the commission's presumption of feasibility for its recommendation was based on evidence as opposed to, say, 
ideology or wishful thinking. 

Our view of the way forward can be summed up as follows: The federal government, state governments, university 
systems, and accredditation agencies should provide incentives and other encouragements for campuses to mount 
effective programs of AQW and to make results of the student assessments inherent in such work public as soon as 
posssible. Accountability should require that 1) academic departments demonstrate maturity in their quality work, and 
2) studenr learning assessments compare favorably to benchmarks and/or show steady improvement. This view is 
based on two propositions that we believe have been well demonstrated in earlier chapters: 

Every academic department and program in every institution should be able, with reasonable effort, to develop reliable 
and valid outcome evaluations that can be understood by people outside the unit and, indeed, outside the university. 
This contrasts with the 
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difficulty or impossibility of developing interoperable measures across the higher education sector. 

• The evaluations should be embedded in a feedback loop, like the one described in Figure 1.1 in Chapter 1, that spurs 
departments to continuously improve their quality. Because the evaluations would first and foremost benefit 
departments, their development and use would be taken more seriously by faculty than would any externally imposed 
measure. 

Our approach does not let faculty and their institutions off the hook with respect to accountability. Governments, the 
general public, and especially prospective students will have the information they need to judge performance. The 
evidence will deal with outcomes rather than the inputs that mainly compose the nation's current rating systems. Nor is 
our approach limited to common denominator measures as would be inevitable with interoperable testing-measures 
that although useful for certain kinds of students would be irrelevant or misleading for othhers. And in addition to 
improving market performance, the evidence will be maximally relevant for institutional improvement. In other words, 
what might seem to be lost in direct comparability across instiitutions would be offset by increased reliability, validity, 
and relevance to decision makers inside the academy and in the marketplace. 

None of the above should be taken as questioning the commission's endorsement of initiatives like the Collegiate 
Learning Assessment, the National Survey of Student Engagement, and the National Forum on College-Level 
Learning. In fact we strongly encourage universities to adopt one or more of those initiatives and make the results 
public. Our point is that such tests don't eliminate the need for developing learning assessments and value-added 
evaluations at the department and proogram level. Coupled with data on graduation rates, the two approaches taken in 
combination can eventually produce the kind of internal and market information so many have sought for so long. 

Our final comment on the commission's report concerns its reccommendation that "accreditation agencies should make 
performance outcomes, including completion rates and student learning, the core of their ass IDent,as .a~fjl)fjt {»){t'J 
M!lWh"~/,fttflltiUfi()J''IJI..JP~> 
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ment of Education, 2006, p. 24). Although we understand the desire to focus on outcomes, global best practice in 
quality evaluation includes consideration of process. The United Kingdom, for example, has durring the past few years 
shifted from outcomes to process evaluation as its primary assessment method, with the more intrusive and costly 
outtcomes evaluation reserved for cases where an institution's processes are found to be unacceptable. Australia's 
institutional audit program proovides a fine example of process-oriented evaluation. Combining such an audit with 
graduation rates and similar measures and, as is the case in Australia, a systematic employers' survey provides a 
powerful suite of relevant, reliable, and valid information. To recommend that the United States go against this 
important element of global best pracctice appears to be the product of uninformed and shallow thinking. Ironically, to 
downgrade process issues in accreditation would make the improvement of AQW that much harder. 

Recommendations 

We hope that, by this point in the book, our readers have become connvinced of three things: 

• Teaching, especially at the undergraduate level, and departmental processes for supporting research and scholarship 
can be signifiicantly better than at present without material spending increases. 

• AQW provides a way, possibly the best way, of effecting improveement, and results can be achieved quickly. 

• Colleges and universities ought to feel a sense of urgency for movving forward with improvement and demonstrating 
to higher eduucation's investors and other stakeholders that they are doing so. 

Therefore, to cite a familiar action-oriented phrase, one might ask, "What should I do Monday morning?" We offer 
suggestions for memmbers of key groups inside and outside the academy. 

Campus and System-Wide Academic Officers 

Initiate discussions aimed at developing pilot programs for enhanccing AQW through academic audit. Relying on local 
resources and 
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the materials provided in the book can eliminate the need for costly consultants and thus allow one to hold the 
program's costs to neggligible levels. What's needed is a sponsor and a champion: the forrmer to provide impetus and 
to legitimize the program, and the latter to learn and then to apply AQW and audit expertise. (In Missouri, Vice 
President for Academic Affairs Steve Lehmkuhle was the sponnsor, and Associate Vice President Steve Graham was 
the champion. Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs Paula Short played both roles in Tennessee.) Once AQW has 
gained a foothold within the instituution, one continues to roll out and reinforce the ideas with successive rounds of 
audit. 

Deans and Department Chairs 

There's nothing to prevent individual academic units from developing their own program of AQW enhancement. 
Again, the materials in this book can provide an initial resource package. Departments can study their AQW activities, 
make commitments for improvement, and then ask for a peer review by colleagues in other disciplines. Deans should 
encourage and support such initiatives. They also can institute miniiaudit programs for the departments within their 
schools. Once again, the cost of such programs is negligible. 

Trustees and Regents 

Ask the president and chief academic officer about academic quality work and what's being done to improve it. Keep 
asking, and don't be satisfied with vague answers. Learn the academics' views about what it takes to sustain and 
improve teaching and research quality, and whether these views take account of the concepts and principles expressed 
herein. Insist that quality work gets a high priority throughhout the institution, by deans and department chairs as well 
as by highhlevel officers and committees. Press for some kind of systematic process, within the institution, for 
evaluating the maturity of quality work and spurring its improvement. Don't be put off by grumbles about 
microomanagement. Assuring demonstrated performance in key areas is a responsibility of the central board; 
micromanagement occurs only when the board specifies the details of how acceptable performance levels should be 
achieved. 
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Higher Education Oversight Boards 

Learn how the institutions under your authority view AQW and what they are doing to assure and improve it. The 
suggestions for trustees and regents apply to you as well, but you have an added opportunity and hence an added 
responsibility: to mount your own program of institution-level academic audit as described under the international 
rubric in Chapter 8. The efficacy of audit doesn't depend on whether you currently evaluate performance in other ways, 
though it does make sense to take account of audit findings in performance-based funding programs. Boards that have 
embraced student assessment will find academic audit particularly attractive. The problem with most such programs is 
that assessment is considered in isolation from the other elements of AQW. Shifting the emphasis from "assessment as 
required by others" to "assessment as part of the department's own quality work" changes everything. Hence academic 
audit achieves all the objectives of an assessment program and others besides. 

Higher Education Associations 

Encourage your member institutions to focus on AQW and the devellopment of value-added measures. Include these 
subjects in annual meetings, and consider special programs to further the ideas. Where applicable, bring institutional 
representatives together in working groups to develop standards and measures appropriate for their type of institutions-
for example, as the National Association of State Univerrsities and Land-Grant Colleges and the American Association 
of State Colleges and Universities have done in the development of a Voluntary System of Accountability for 
Undergraduate Education (McPherson, 2006). 

Accreditors 

Ask whether it's sensible to accredit an institution that is truly immaature in its AQW. After all, to accredit is to certify 
that the institution can and does produce quality. Traditional accreditation, happily now mostly a thing of the past, 
concentrated on the "can" part of the equaation by ensuring that the institution's financial, human, and physical 
resources were sufficient to deliver quality. Having an ethic of quality 
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work and the know-how to perform such work is a key indicator for the "do" part of the equation-that is, whether the 
resources are being used effectively. A number of accrediting agencies have embraced this view and blazed trails of 
good practice. This runs counter to the practice of allowing institutions to choose the areas that will be evaluated 
during accreditation. In-depth study and peer review of self-selected areas can be valuable, but they're no substitute for 
covering all the areas of quallity work. Individual accreditors and their umbrella associations should ask, and be asked, 
how visibility on these matters is being obtained, and whether academic audit or a similar process should be instituted 
as a routine part of accreditation. 

The Press 

Reporters who cover higher education can do much more to further the cause of quality improvement. In addition to 
writing about teachhing and research quality, per se, you can ask institutions and faculty about the evidence they use 
to gauge quality for their own purposessespecially the purpose of diagnosing difficulty and effecting improveement. 
This book offers up many appropriate questions, ones for which the interpretation of answers needs no academic or 
disciplinary backkground. Two kinds of stories are possible here: that the sector, or a parrticular institution, is doing 
well or doing poorly on particular aspects of AQW. Both are newsworthy. A second role is to help propagate best 
practice. A third is to add the effectiveness of an institution's quality assurance and improvement processes to the 
attributes considered by prospective students and their parents. A fourth, the Holy Grail of market information and an 
objective of the Spellings Commission, is to spur institutions to develop good measures of value added-which in due 
course can be made available to the public. 

What Everyone Can Do 

The fundamental message of this book is that America's colleges and universities should become more self-conscious 
about quality. The three of us believe strongly that once the academy is more conscious of quality matters, 
improvements will follow. There is no need for 
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coercive regulatory measures, though such may be forthcoming if the current shortfalls aren't corrected. The desire to 
produce top-quality academic work exists in full measure within the academy. What's misssing are systematic 
grassroots processes for attaining it. Such processes depend, in turn, on collegial efforts, mainly at the department 
level, to develop clear and meaningful learning objectives and value-added performance metrics-in other words, to 
develop effective feedback loops that will produce virtuous circles of continuous improvement. 

What all thoughtful Americans can do is ask, quietly but persisstently, for progress on this agenda. Such progress 
requires no additional funding. In fact, attention to AQW can be synergistic with efforts to control cost. The barriers 
are mainly cultural. Our experience shows, however, that simple questions like "What are you trying to do?" and 
"What evidence do you use to judge your results?" -if delivered in a friendly way-can break down the barriers. Such 
questions can be addressed to faculty, academic administrators, and nonacademic staff as well as to presidents, 
provosts, and deans. We believe that improvement will be forthcoming if enough people ask such questions often 
enough. 

The nation's ability to compete in a flat world depends on its educational system, and especially on higher education. 
Some say the 21st century will belong to Asia, and China in particular. But again to paraphrase Tom Friedman, "We 
shouldn't cede a century to a country that censors Google. America's ability to innovate, to adapt to the flat world, 
should not be underestimated. But we won't win by default." Nor can our higher education system play its vital role by 
leaving quallity to an "invisible hand." The time has come to give AQW the attenntion it deserves. We urge everyone, 
inside and outside the academy, to strive to make that happen. 
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audit report publication, 242 audit trailing, 240 

audit visit time limit, 243 capability maturity model, 66-67 dean's meeting, 247 

dean's views on quality work, 69-70 EQW introduced, 51 

splitting audit panel, 239 standards/ metrics emphasis, 252 

See also Hong Kong University Grant Committee (UGC) 

Hong Kong University Grant Committtee (UGC), 67 

active participation need and, 236 



file:///I|/FC13~1/scan0295.txt[05/21/2015 09:12:03 ...]

278 Academic Quality Work 

Hong Kong University Grant Commit- 

tee (UGC) (continued) 

auditor panel, 237-238, 239 
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	I:\ترجمه\scan0005.txt


	scan0006
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0006.txt


	scan0007
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0007.txt


	scan0008
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0008.txt


	scan0009
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0009.txt


	scan0010
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0010.txt


	scan0011
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0011.txt


	scan0012
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0012.txt


	scan0013
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0013.txt


	scan0014
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0014.txt


	scan0015
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0015.txt


	scan0016
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0016.txt


	scan0017
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0017.txt


	scan0018
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0018.txt


	scan0019
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0019.txt


	scan0020
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0020.txt


	scan0021
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0021.txt


	scan0022
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0022.txt


	scan0023
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0023.txt


	scan0024
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0024.txt


	scan0025
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0025.txt


	scan0026
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0026.txt


	scan0027
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0027.txt


	scan0028
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0028.txt


	scan0029
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0029.txt


	scan0030
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0030.txt


	scan0031
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0031.txt


	scan0032
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0032.txt


	scan0033
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0033.txt


	scan0034
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0034.txt


	scan0035
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0035.txt


	scan0036
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0036.txt


	scan0037
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0037.txt


	scan0038
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0038.txt


	scan0039
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0039.txt


	scan0040
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0040.txt


	scan0041
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0041.txt


	scan0042
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0042.txt


	scan0043
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0043.txt


	scan0044
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0044.txt


	scan0045
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0045.txt


	scan0046
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0046.txt


	scan0047
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0047.txt


	scan0048
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0048.txt


	scan0049
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0049.txt


	scan0050
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0050.txt



	02
	scan0051
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0051.txt


	scan0052
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0052.txt


	scan0053
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0053.txt


	scan0054
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0054.txt


	scan0055
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0055.txt


	scan0056
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0056.txt


	scan0057
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0057.txt


	scan0058
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0058.txt


	scan0059
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0059.txt


	scan0060
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0060.txt


	scan0061
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0061.txt


	scan0062
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0062.txt


	scan0063
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0063.txt


	scan0064
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0064.txt


	scan0065
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0065.txt


	scan0066
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0066.txt


	scan0067
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0067.txt


	scan0068
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0068.txt


	scan0069
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0069.txt


	scan0070
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0070.txt


	scan0071
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0071.txt


	scan0072
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0072.txt


	scan0073
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0073.txt


	scan0074
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0074.txt


	scan0075
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0075.txt


	scan0076
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0076.txt


	scan0077
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0077.txt


	scan0078
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0078.txt


	scan0079
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0079.txt


	scan0080
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0080.txt


	scan0081
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0081.txt


	scan0082
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0082.txt


	scan0083
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0083.txt


	scan0084
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0084.txt


	scan0085
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0085.txt


	scan0086
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0086.txt


	scan0087
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0087.txt


	scan0088
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0088.txt


	scan0089
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0089.txt


	scan0090
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0090.txt


	scan0091
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0091.txt


	scan0092
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0092.txt


	scan0093
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0093.txt


	scan0094
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0094.txt


	scan0095
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0095.txt


	scan0096
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0096.txt


	scan0097
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0097.txt


	scan0098
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0098.txt


	scan0099
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0099.txt


	scan0100
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0100.txt



	03
	scan0101
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0101.txt


	scan0102
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0102.txt


	scan0103
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0103.txt


	scan0104
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0104.txt


	scan0105
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0105.txt


	scan0106
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0106.txt


	scan0107
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0107.txt


	scan0108
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0108.txt


	scan0109
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0109.txt


	scan0110
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0110.txt


	scan0111
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0111.txt


	scan0112
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0112.txt


	scan0113
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0113.txt


	scan0114
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0114.txt


	scan0115
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0115.txt


	scan0116
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0116.txt


	scan0117
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0117.txt


	scan0118
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0118.txt


	scan0119
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0119.txt


	scan0120
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0120.txt


	scan0121
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0121.txt


	scan0122
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0122.txt


	scan0123
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0123.txt


	scan0124
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0124.txt


	scan0125
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0125.txt


	scan0126
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0126.txt


	scan0127
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0127.txt


	scan0128
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0128.txt


	scan0129
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0129.txt


	scan0130
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0130.txt


	scan0131
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0131.txt


	scan0132
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0132.txt


	scan0133
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0133.txt


	scan0134
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0134.txt


	scan0135
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0135.txt


	scan0136
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0136.txt


	scan0137
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0137.txt


	scan0138
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0138.txt


	scan0139
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0139.txt


	scan0140
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0140.txt


	scan0141
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0141.txt


	scan0142
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0142.txt


	scan0143
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0143.txt


	scan0144
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0144.txt


	scan0145
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0145.txt


	scan0146
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0146.txt


	scan0147
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0147.txt


	scan0148
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0148.txt


	scan0149
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0149.txt


	scan0150
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0150.txt



	04
	scan0151
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0151.txt


	scan0152
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0152.txt


	scan0153
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0153.txt


	scan0154
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0154.txt


	scan0155
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0155.txt


	scan0156
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0156.txt


	scan0157
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0157.txt


	scan0158
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0158.txt


	scan0159
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0159.txt


	scan0160
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0160.txt


	scan0161
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0161.txt


	scan0162
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0162.txt


	scan0163
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0163.txt


	scan0164
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0164.txt


	scan0165
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0165.txt


	scan0166
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0166.txt


	scan0167
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0167.txt


	scan0168
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0168.txt


	scan0169
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0169.txt


	scan0170
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0170.txt


	scan0171
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0171.txt


	scan0172
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0172.txt


	scan0173
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0173.txt


	scan0174
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0174.txt


	scan0175
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0175.txt


	scan0176
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0176.txt


	scan0177
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0177.txt


	scan0178
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0178.txt


	scan0179
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0179.txt


	scan0180
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0180.txt


	scan0181
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0181.txt


	scan0182
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0182.txt


	scan0183
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0183.txt


	scan0184
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0184.txt


	scan0185
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0185.txt


	scan0186
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0186.txt


	scan0187
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0187.txt


	scan0188
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0188.txt


	scan0189
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0189.txt


	scan0190
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0190.txt


	scan0191
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0191.txt


	scan0192
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0192.txt


	scan0193
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0193.txt


	scan0194
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0194.txt


	scan0195
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0195.txt


	scan0196
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0196.txt


	scan0197
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0197.txt


	scan0198
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0198.txt


	scan0199
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0199.txt


	scan0200
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0200.txt



	05
	scan0201
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0201.txt


	scan0202
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0202.txt


	scan0203
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0203.txt


	scan0204
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0204.txt


	scan0205
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0205.txt


	scan0206
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0206.txt


	scan0207
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0207.txt


	scan0208
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0208.txt


	scan0209
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0209.txt


	scan0210
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0210.txt


	scan0211
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0211.txt


	scan0212
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0212.txt


	scan0213
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0213.txt


	scan0214
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0214.txt


	scan0215
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0215.txt


	scan0216
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0216.txt


	scan0217
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0217.txt


	scan0218
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0218.txt


	scan0219
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0219.txt


	scan0220
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0220.txt


	scan0221
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0221.txt


	scan0222
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0222.txt


	scan0223
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0223.txt


	scan0224
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0224.txt


	scan0225
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0225.txt


	scan0226
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0226.txt


	scan0227
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0227.txt


	scan0228
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0228.txt


	scan0229
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0229.txt


	scan0230
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0230.txt


	scan0231
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0231.txt


	scan0232
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0232.txt


	scan0233
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0233.txt


	scan0234
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0234.txt


	scan0235
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0235.txt


	scan0236
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0236.txt


	scan0237
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0237.txt


	scan0238
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0238.txt


	scan0239
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0239.txt


	scan0240
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0240.txt


	scan0241
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0241.txt


	scan0242
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0242.txt


	scan0243
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0243.txt


	scan0244
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0244.txt


	scan0245
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0245.txt


	scan0246
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0246.txt


	scan0247
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0247.txt


	scan0248
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0248.txt


	scan0249
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0249.txt


	scan0250
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0250.txt


	scan0251
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0251.txt


	scan0252
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0252.txt


	scan0253
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0253.txt


	scan0254
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0254.txt


	scan0255
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0255.txt


	scan0256
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0256.txt


	scan0257
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0257.txt


	scan0258
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0258.txt


	scan0259
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0259.txt


	scan0260
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0260.txt


	scan0261
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0261.txt


	scan0262
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0262.txt


	scan0263
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0263.txt


	scan0264
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0264.txt


	scan0265
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0265.txt


	scan0266
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0266.txt


	scan0267
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0267.txt


	scan0268
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0268.txt


	scan0269
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0269.txt


	scan0270
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0270.txt


	scan0271
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0271.txt


	scan0272
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0272.txt


	scan0273
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0273.txt


	scan0274
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0274.txt


	scan0275
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0275.txt


	scan0276
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0276.txt


	scan0277
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0277.txt


	scan0278
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0278.txt


	scan0279
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0279.txt


	scan0280
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0280.txt


	scan0281
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0281.txt


	scan0282
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0282.txt


	scan0283
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0283.txt


	scan0284
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0284.txt


	scan0285
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0285.txt


	scan0286
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0286.txt


	scan0287
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0287.txt


	scan0288
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0288.txt


	scan0289
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0289.txt


	scan0290
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0290.txt


	scan0291
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0291.txt


	scan0292
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0292.txt


	scan0293
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0293.txt


	scan0294
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0294.txt


	scan0295
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0295.txt


	scan0296
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0296.txt


	scan0297
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0297.txt


	scan0298
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0298.txt


	scan0299
	Local Disk
	I:\ترجمه\scan0299.txt




