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Voluntary System of Voluntary System of 
Accountability (VSA)Accountability (VSA)

Initiative by public 4Initiative by public 4--year universities to year universities to 
supply basic, comparable information on supply basic, comparable information on 
the undergraduate student experience to the undergraduate student experience to 

important constituencies through a important constituencies through a 
common web report common web report –– the College Portrait.the College Portrait.

Sponsored by APLU & AASCU.           Funding from Lumina.




 
Provide a useful tool for students during Provide a useful tool for students during 
the college search processthe college search process


 
Assemble information that is transparent, Assemble information that is transparent, 
comparable, and understandablecomparable, and understandable


 
Demonstrate accountability and Demonstrate accountability and 
stewardship to publicstewardship to public


 
Measure educational outcomes to identify Measure educational outcomes to identify 
and enhance effective educational and enhance effective educational 
practicespractices

VSA GoalsVSA Goals



VSA ContextVSA Context


 
Increasing disinvestment in higher educationIncreasing disinvestment in higher education


 
PolicyPolicy--makers and employers want evidence makers and employers want evidence 
of educational outcomes of educational outcomes –– particularly broad particularly broad 
transferable skillstransferable skills


 
Perceived lack of useful and transparent data Perceived lack of useful and transparent data 
prevents institutions from demonstrating prevents institutions from demonstrating 
accountability and contribution to public good accountability and contribution to public good 
((Spellings CommissionSpellings Commission))


 
Better for higher education to tackle the Better for higher education to tackle the 
challenges of measuring learning outcomes challenges of measuring learning outcomes 
than to have it imposed from the outsidethan to have it imposed from the outside



Background: SLO in VSABackground: SLO in VSA
Measure student improvement (learning gains) Measure student improvement (learning gains) 
in critical thinking, analytical reasoning, in critical thinking, analytical reasoning, 
problem solving, and written communication at problem solving, and written communication at 
the institution levelthe institution level


 
16 tests evaluated by 2 task forces, 3 16 tests evaluated by 2 task forces, 3 
selectedselected


 
CAAPCAAP: Collegiate Assessment of Academic : Collegiate Assessment of Academic 
Proficiency Proficiency -- ACT ACT 


 
CLACLA: Collegiate Learning Assessment : Collegiate Learning Assessment -- CAE CAE 


 
MAPPMAPP: Measure of Academic Proficiency and : Measure of Academic Proficiency and 
Progress Progress -- ETSETS



SLO:  VSA ReportingSLO:  VSA Reporting


 
Learning gains (valueLearning gains (value--added) added) -- the the 
difference between actual and expected difference between actual and expected 
scores of graduating and entering students scores of graduating and entering students 
after controlling for academic abilityafter controlling for academic ability


 
CAAP CAAP –– 2 modules: critical thinking, written 2 modules: critical thinking, written 
communication communication 


 
CLA CLA –– complete test including performance complete test including performance 
tasks, analytic writing taskstasks, analytic writing tasks


 
MAPP MAPP –– 2 test 2 test subscoressubscores: critical thinking, : critical thinking, 
written communicationwritten communication



Additional Research NeededAdditional Research Needed


 
Fund for the Improvement of PostFund for the Improvement of Post-- 
Secondary Education (FIPSE) provided Secondary Education (FIPSE) provided 
funding for a Test Validity Studyfunding for a Test Validity Study


 
Allowed systematic evaluation of results Allowed systematic evaluation of results 
when students across different institutions when students across different institutions 
took each of the three teststook each of the three tests

VSA needed evidence of relationships VSA needed evidence of relationships 
among CAAP, CLA, MAPPamong CAAP, CLA, MAPP



Test Validity Test Validity 
Study (TVS)Study (TVS)

DesignDesign
MethodsMethods
FindingsFindings



Study ParametersStudy Parameters


 
13 tests administered to 1,100 students at 13 tests administered to 1,100 students at 
13 universities13 universities


 
Test components of CLA, CAAP, MAPPTest components of CLA, CAAP, MAPP


 
4 tests of critical thinking* 4 tests of critical thinking* 


 
2 tests of reading2 tests of reading


 
2 tests of mathematics2 tests of mathematics


 
4 tests of writing*4 tests of writing*


 
1 test of science1 test of science

**Note that only tests of critical thinking and writing are Note that only tests of critical thinking and writing are 
used within the VSAused within the VSA



Participating UniversitiesParticipating Universities


 
Alabama A&MAlabama A&M


 
Arizona StateArizona State


 
Boise StateBoise State


 
California StateCalifornia State-- 
NorthridgeNorthridge


 
Florida StateFlorida State


 
MITMIT


 
Trinity CollegeTrinity College


 
University of University of 
ColoradoColorado--DenverDenver


 
University of Michigan, University of Michigan, 
Ann ArborAnn Arbor


 
University of University of 
Minnesota, Twin CitiesMinnesota, Twin Cities


 
University of Texas, El University of Texas, El 
PasoPaso


 
University of VermontUniversity of Vermont


 
University of University of 
Wisconsin, StoutWisconsin, Stout



Sample ParametersSample Parameters

Range at Range at 
InstitutionsInstitutions

Overall Overall 
MeanMean

SAT mean scoresSAT mean scores 1000 1000 -- 14581458 11811181

% Minority % Minority 4% 4% -- 97%97% 31%31%

% Women% Women 37% 37% -- 63%63% 55%55%



Sampling / Testing MethodsSampling / Testing Methods


 
46 freshmen and 46 seniors46 freshmen and 46 seniors


 
18 years old, SAT/ACT on file18 years old, SAT/ACT on file


 
Part of firstPart of first--time, fulltime, full--time cohorttime cohort


 
Students asked to complete three testsStudents asked to complete three tests


 
$150 Amazon.com / post$150 Amazon.com / post--paidpaid


 
Standardized administrationStandardized administration


 
CounterbalancingCounterbalancing



Research Question 1Research Question 1


 
What are the relationships among scores What are the relationships among scores 
on the tests?  on the tests?  


 
Are those relationships a function of the Are those relationships a function of the 
specific skills the tests presumably measure, specific skills the tests presumably measure, 
the teststhe tests’’ formats (multipleformats (multiple--choice or choice or 
constructedconstructed--response), or the testsresponse), or the tests’’ 
publishers (ACT, CAE, ETS)?publishers (ACT, CAE, ETS)?



Methods 1Methods 1


 
Student and schoolStudent and school--level correlationslevel correlations


 
Freshman and senior correlations highly Freshman and senior correlations highly 
similarsimilar


 
Combined to increase sample size Combined to increase sample size 



Findings: CorrelationsFindings: Correlations


 
General pattern of correlations at student General pattern of correlations at student 
level support test construct validitylevel support test construct validity


 
Correlations very high when the Correlations very high when the schoolschool is is 
the unit of analysisthe unit of analysis


 
Mean correlation = .92 for 9 multiple choice Mean correlation = .92 for 9 multiple choice 
teststests


 
Mean correlation = .84 for 4 constructed Mean correlation = .84 for 4 constructed 
response measuresresponse measures


 
Mean correlation = .85 for multiple choice Mean correlation = .85 for multiple choice 
tests and constructed response measures of tests and constructed response measures of 
different constructsdifferent constructs



Research Question 2Research Question 2


 
Is the difference in average scores between Is the difference in average scores between 
freshmen and seniors related to the freshmen and seniors related to the 
construct tested, response format, or the construct tested, response format, or the 
testtest’’s publisher?s publisher?



Methods 2Methods 2


 
Need common scaleNeed common scale


 
Effect sizes in standard deviation unitsEffect sizes in standard deviation units


 
School effect sizes combinedSchool effect sizes combined


 
PrecisionPrecision--weighted composite effect sizeweighted composite effect size


 
Need ability difference controlNeed ability difference control


 
Adjusted effect sizeAdjusted effect size



Findings: Effect SizesFindings: Effect Sizes


 
Larger effect sizes indicate greater Larger effect sizes indicate greater 
differences in freshman and senior differences in freshman and senior 
scoresscores


 
Seniors had higher mean scores than Seniors had higher mean scores than 
freshmen on all tests except the CAAP freshmen on all tests except the CAAP 
mathematics exammathematics exam


 
Effect sizes not systematically related to Effect sizes not systematically related to 
constructs, response format, or test constructs, response format, or test 
publisher publisher 



Findings: Effect Sizes Findings: Effect Sizes 
(cont(cont’’d)d)


 
Adjusted effect sizes across 12 tests Adjusted effect sizes across 12 tests 
range from approximately onerange from approximately one--quarter quarter 
to oneto one--half SD (CAAP math excluded)half SD (CAAP math excluded)


 
Adjusted effect sizes   Adjusted effect sizes   


 
CAAP = .33 (excluding math test)CAAP = .33 (excluding math test)


 
CLA = .31CLA = .31


 
MAPP = .34MAPP = .34



Research Question 3Research Question 3


 
What are the reliabilities of schoolWhat are the reliabilities of school--level level 
scores?scores?



Methods 3Methods 3


 
Reliability calculated at the school levelReliability calculated at the school level


 
Modified splitModified split--sample approachsample approach


 
Students split randomly into sample A and BStudents split randomly into sample A and B


 
Mean scores for sample A and BMean scores for sample A and B


 
Correlations of mean scores across schoolsCorrelations of mean scores across schools


 
Repeated 1,000 timesRepeated 1,000 times


 
SpearmanSpearman--Brown correction for sample sizeBrown correction for sample size


 
Adjusted reliabilities reported by classAdjusted reliabilities reported by class



Findings: Reliability Findings: Reliability 


 
Reliability is score consistency Reliability is score consistency 


 
When the school was the unit of When the school was the unit of 
analysis, across the 13 tests:analysis, across the 13 tests:


 
mean reliability = .87 mean reliability = .87 


 
lowest reliability = .75lowest reliability = .75


 
Conclusion: Score reliability is not a Conclusion: Score reliability is not a 
concernconcern



Summary of Findings Summary of Findings 


 
Across constructs, response formats, Across constructs, response formats, 
and test publishersand test publishers


 
SchoolSchool--level correlations highlevel correlations high


 
Effect sizes consistentEffect sizes consistent


 
SchoolSchool--level reliabilities highlevel reliabilities high



Overall Conclusions Overall Conclusions 


 
CAAP, CLA, MAPP provide similar results for CAAP, CLA, MAPP provide similar results for 
ordering schools by mean scoresordering schools by mean scores


 
All tests rank schools similarly, regardless of All tests rank schools similarly, regardless of 
the construct, response format, or publisherthe construct, response format, or publisher


 
TVS did not have adequate data to directly TVS did not have adequate data to directly 
test comparability of valuetest comparability of value--added scoresadded scores


 
Students who do well on one test of critical Students who do well on one test of critical 
thinking generally do well on another test of thinking generally do well on another test of 
critical thinkingcritical thinking


 
High correlations do not High correlations do not ““proveprove”” the tests the tests 
measure the same constructmeasure the same construct



Implications for VSAImplications for VSA


 
VSA institutions continue to select from VSA institutions continue to select from 
CAAP, CLA, or MAPP to administer and CAAP, CLA, or MAPP to administer and 
report report 


 
Technical and measurement abilities Technical and measurement abilities 
consistent across testsconsistent across tests


 
Important considerations for selection:Important considerations for selection:


 
Acceptance by students, faculty, administrators Acceptance by students, faculty, administrators 
or other policy makersor other policy makers


 
TradeTrade--offs in cost, ease of administration, etc.offs in cost, ease of administration, etc.


 
Utility of the test for other purposes Utility of the test for other purposes -- supporting supporting 
campus activities and services or providing campus activities and services or providing 
guidance on improving learning guidance on improving learning 



TVS ReportsTVS Reports


 
3 reports are available on the VSA 3 reports are available on the VSA 
website website 
http://www.voluntarysystem.org/index.cfmhttp://www.voluntarysystem.org/index.cfm


 
The complete TVS reportThe complete TVS report


 
TVS Executive SummaryTVS Executive Summary


 
An interpretative summary by VSA, An interpretative summary by VSA, 
especially for VSA participating schoolsespecially for VSA participating schools

http://www.voluntarysystem.org/index.cfm


More InformationMore Information

Christine Keller Christine Keller 
ckeller@aplu.orgckeller@aplu.org
APLU Director of Research & Policy AnalysisAPLU Director of Research & Policy Analysis
VSA Executive DirectorVSA Executive Director



Extra Slides Extra Slides 
(tables from TVS Report)(tables from TVS Report)
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