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The mantra for accountability through learning assessment continues in higher education.  Yet, the question of how to develop a coherent conceptual framework that aligns assessments with the valued diversity of learning outcomes—cognitive and loosely named “non-cognitive”—in higher education remains only partially answered.  There is somewhat of a consensus in assessing cognitive outcomes; however, in the assessment of non-cognitive outcomes there is less of a consensus.  Here we provide a brief overview of the major events that have driven the push for higher education learning assessment, how higher education groups have responded, and then briefly discuss three studies underway by the American Association of Colleges and Universities (AAC&U), the PACE Center’s (Tufts University) Innovative Measures of Personal Abilities, and the Wabash National Study of Liberal Arts Education which focus on broader conceptualizations of learning in higher education, namely individual and social responsibility.  We then offer a framework that integrates cognitive and non-cognitive outcomes and attempts to advance this work with a focus on a broad and responsible developmental approach to higher education assessment in non-cognitive outcomes.  Finally, we propose a new generation of non-cognitive assessment,- based loosely on the Collegiate Learning Assessment - which side-steps limitations of self-report measures.
Background

At the turn of the 21st Century, a push for the assessment of learning in higher education was advanced in large part as a consequence of continuing concerns over cost, access, and time to degree as well as The National Center for Public Policy and Higher Education’s Measuring Up report card giving every state in the United States an “Incomplete” in their assessment and reporting of student learning in college.  More recently, U.S. Secretary of Education Margaret Spellings’ Commission on the Future of Higher Education (2006), while recognizing the substantial accomplishment of American higher education, insisted that the system had to change from one based on reputation to one based on student performance which the Commission viewed as inextricably connected to institutional success.  At about the same time that the Commission released its report, higher education associations, anticipating the Commission’s findings and recommendations, and wanting to maintain control of their constituent institutions’ destinies, announced their take on the challenges confronting higher education.  In a document entitled, “Letter to Our Members: Next Steps,” the American Council on Education (ACE), American Association of State Colleges and Universities (AASCU), American Association of Community Colleges (AACC), Association of American Universities (AAU), National Association of Independent Colleges and Universities (NAICU), and the National Association of State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges (NASULGC) enumerated seven challenges confronting higher education (http://www.acenet.edu/AM/Template.cfm?Section=Home&CONTENTID=18309&TEMPLATE=/CM/ContentDisplay.cfm).  Among those challenges was the need to improve student learning and to be held accountable for educational outcomes.  The most extreme response came from AASCU and NASULGC in the form of a Voluntary Accountability System that would demonstrate accountability and stewardship to the public, measure educational outcomes to identify effective educational practices, and assemble information that is accessible, understandable, and, concurring with the Commission, comparable in the form of a “College Portrait” (http://www.voluntarysystem.org/index.cfm).  
Paralleling these events, the American Psychological Association published a special journal issue dedicated to the evaluation of college students’ increasing distress.  Benton’s (2003) longitudinal study, featured in this special issue, spanned more than 13 years and found that today’s students do indeed have significantly more complex problems (e.g., emotional distress, troubled sense of self, depression, sexual assault, severe anxiety, suicide, substance abuse) than those of a decade ago.  For example, the study reported that in the past ten years the number of students seeking counseling for depression doubled, the number of suicidal students tripled – suicide is now the second leading cause of death among college-aged students—and the number of students seen for sexual assault quadrupled.  Not surprisingly, these psychological issues, at the very least, can lead to academic failure.  Perhaps more importantly, their prevalence is further indication that higher education learning outcomes must focus broadly on the whole student to attain institutional as well as individual success.
But just what might those learning outcomes be?  In the cognitive domain, there seems to be somewhat of a consensus.  Cognitive outcomes range from discipline-specific knowledge and reasoning to broad abilities of critical thinking, analytic reasoning, problem solving and communicating to verbal, quantitative and spatial reasoning, to general ability or “G” (see Resources for pertinent articles).  Moreover, there are a number of instruments widely available to assess these college outcomes (e.g., College Assessment of Academic Proficiency, Collegiate Learning Assessment, Graduate Record Examination, Major Field Tests, Measure of Academic Proficiency and Progress).
However, sole focus on cognitive outcomes is limiting, unintentionally narrowing the curriculum if learning assessment becomes widespread and reported regularly as appears to now be the case.  What, then, might be the so-called non-cognitive outcomes on which institutions of higher education should focus, and how might they be measured?  In this domain, which the AAC&U calls “individual and social responsibility,” we see less discussion and agreement on content and measurement than that for cognitive outcomes.  With respect to the content of the domain, issues arise as to which of the myriad outcomes should be measured and the question immediately arises, “Who is or should be responsible for which of these outcomes?” As for measurement, the largely self-report nature of the instruments gives rise to concerns about accuracy, faking, and socially desirable responding.
These responsibility outcomes, we believe, are far too important not to measure, whatever their frailties.  And in measuring them a developmental view is needed, one in which definition of the content domain evolves,  as do the measures.  In what follows, we briefly review several proposals for individual and social responsibility outcomes and then present, in a bit more detail, a parsimonious set of content for the domain.  We note a sampling of current measures available for which there is evidence of technical quality.  And we conclude by presenting, as an existence proof, what we believe to be the first in a new generation of responsibility measures that builds on the approach taken by the Collegiate Learning Assessment in the cognitive domain.
Individual and Social Responsibility College-Outcome Content Domain

The AAC&U, the PACE (Psychology of Abilities, Competencies, and Expertise) Center at Tufts University, and the Wabash National Study of Liberal Arts Education have done a great deal of thinking about the nature of the individual and social responsibility college outcomes in the context of liberal education.  The AAC&U identified four content domains: (1) Civic responsibility and engagement, (2) ethical reasoning, (3) intercultural knowledge and actions, and (4) propensity for lifelong learning.  PACE’s Innovative Measures of Personal Abilities Cultivated in Tufts Students (IMPACTS) identified outcomes such as leadership skills, heightened international awareness, and deeper commitments to active citizenship and community involvement in addition to cognitive ones. Finally, the Wabash project identified four content domains, in addition to cognitive outcomes: (1) socially responsible leadership, (2) psychological well-being (including self-acceptance, environmental mastery, positive relations with others, personal growth, purpose in life, and autonomy), (3) universality-diversity (tapping attitudes, cognitions, and behavior regarding diversity), and (4) moral reasoning.
Building upon this work and that reported in Change Magazine in 2003 and 2007 on a framework for learning outcomes, we launched “The Outcomes Project” in fall 2007 at the the S. Engelhard Center. This project’s impetus was that higher education theory, research, and practice focused primarily on cognitive outcomes, while student “well-being” was rarely addressed in an intentional, comprehensive, and integrated way. Student development during college is often left to chance, distanced from the intellectual life and central educational efforts of the institution. Neglect of these outcomes is linked to the types of pervasive student disengagement observed across higher education. The project’s aim was to construct a more holistic view of “higher” education outcomes and  to assess such outcomes for the purpose of improving teaching and learning in colleges and universities. The initial phase of the project brought together a group of leading academic psychologists, experienced psychometricians, and civic learning experts with the goal of developing a conceptual framework integrating cognitive and non-cognitive outcomes.  In phase two, working groups of scholars operationally defined and prioritized a small set of these integrated outcomes in ways that allowed for useful assessment. A third phase focused on a prototype non-cognitive outcome measure that did not rely on self-report, following the lead of the Collegiate Learning Assessment as an “existence proof.”
The small set of outcomes for the individual and social responsibility domain identified in phase two of the project are somewhat different but overlapping. Here we include our rationale in choosing them and then follow with a brief description of each: (1) Perspective taking and acting – the common denominator that underlies and is manifested in moral judgment, civic engagement, inter-cultural competence, and social relations; (2) identity - the core behind understanding and accepting oneself (well-being); (3) emotional competence - an outcome missing from other accounts but seemingly essential in its intersection between more traditional intelligence and emotional ability; and (4) resilience—again finding this essential to student development but largely missing.  We by no means imply that these are the only outcomes of importance.  In fact, these four were chosen from a larger list of significant outcomes greatly influence by AAC&U, Wabash, and others.  These outcomes (using the acronym “PIER”) are developmental, holistic, integrative, and contextual in nature and are reciprocally connected to the traditional cognitive outcomes:

· P—Perspective taking and acting: An individual’s competence in accurately understanding others’ (individual, group, or culture) viewpoints in situational context—seeing, both cognitively and emotionally (empathically) a situation through the minds (i.e., thoughts and feelings) of other people.  This outcome is key for a person to appropriately balance the psychological well-being side of life—the I and Me—with the social well-being side— I and We.  It is essential to the development of multiple competencies: ethical, moral, and socio-cultural — the capacity for mutual interpersonal, social, and inter-cultural relations, community and civic engagement.

· I—Identity: The enduring self that is powerfully shaped from childhood through college and post-college years.  This outcome is critical for both traditional-age students who are faced with the new responsibilities and freedoms of college and for adult learners who must reconsider an identity that is currently being forged in the crucible of work and family responsibilities.  Identity development is intellectual, affective, and psychosocial in nature and involves the achievement of self-awareness and self-acceptance, establishment of interdependence between self and others/community, and the development of purpose and integrity.

· E—Emotional Competence: The ability to perceive and express emotion, assimilate emotion in thought, understand and reason with emotion, and regulate emotion in oneself and others.  Emotional competence is a developmental process which entails learning to recognize, make meaning of, manage, and reason with one’s emotions in the service of empathy, relationship building, and environmental mastery.
· R—Resilience:  An individual’s capacity to effectively deal with stressors and risks at all levels of severity, ranging from confronting the challenge of a difficult exam to coping with a serious illness to self or significant other.  In this regard, we include the attribute of coping under the umbrella of resilience and believe the resilience process reveals itself in the same mechanisms that promote successful adjustment to college as well as persistence through completion of one’s college degree.
Additionally, we acknowledge the importance of a larger focus on college students’ positive emotional, psychological, and social functioning; these are encompassed in the notion of flourishing (see Keyes, 2007).  The PIER outcomes in college lay much of the developmental groundwork for leading a flourishing life in college years and beyond, and have thus integrated the flourishing concept into our framework and measurement.
Measures of PIER Outcomes
Typically PIER and other individual and social responsibility outcomes have not been measured in learning assessments.  To a large extent, this neglect grows out of limitations in measurement technology giving rise to suspicion about the reliability and validity of these measures.  This suspicion arises because measurement of these outcomes usually relies on students’ self-reports of their behaviors, thoughts, feelings, attitudes, beliefs, and motivations.  And such self-reports are susceptible to faking, social desirability, and coaching.  Nevertheless these outcomes are too important not to be measured and should be measured as best as current technology allows.  Not to measure them would mean they would be ignored.  Consequently, we briefly enumerate several currently available measures of PIER for which reliability and validity information is available and adequate.  We recognize that PIER, at present, cannot be fully measured with existing instruments.
 
· Perspective Taking and Acting
· Defining Issues Test (Rest, 1979; see also DIT-2, Rest, Narvaez, Bebeau, & Thoma, 1999): The Defining Issues Test (DIT) is an objective test of moral judgment derived from Kohlberg's theory of moral development.  Six dilemmas that are the same or similar to those used in Kohlberg's interview schedule are included on the measure, along with 12 Likert-like questions that address moral issues
· Interpersonal Reactivity Index (Davis, 1980): The 28-item instrument, with Likert-like response options, assesses facets of empathy.  The four subscales within the measure are perspective taking, empathic concern, personal distress, and fantasy (imagination).
· Identity

· Identity Style Inventory (Berzonsky, 1990): The 40-item Identity Style Inventory measures three identity styles using a Likert-like scale – normative, informational, and diffuse/avoidance - as well as level of ideological and interpersonal commitment.*
· Student Developmental Task and Lifestyle Inventory (Winston & Miller, 1987): This 140-item questionnaire (true/false and multiple choice) is used to gauge the social-emotional development of college students.  The inventory is grounded in Chickering’s (1969) theory of student development; the tasks in the measure assess the development and clarification of life purpose, mature interpersonal relationships, academic autonomy, mature intimacy, and healthy lifestyles.  
· Emotional Competence
· Mayer-Salovey-Caruso Emotional Intelligence Test (Mayer, Salovey, & Caruso, 2002): A 141-item measure based on an ability model of emotional intelligence - "how well people perform tasks and solve emotional problems" (p.  1, manual).  It is anchored on a four-branch model (Perceiving Emotions, Facilitating Thought, Understanding Emotions, Managing Emotions), in which emotional intelligence is conceptualized as having an experiential and a strategic domain or area.  This is an ability-based measure that appears to use a mix of short answer, images, Likert-like scales, and multiple choice.
· Other measures that purport to measure Emotional Intelligence (our EC) combine mental abilities (e.g., emotional self-awareness) with other characteristics separable from abilities—the so-called “mixed model” of Emotional Intelligence. They measure other characteristics than EI such as personality traits. 
The Bar-On Emotional Quotient Inventory (Bar-On, 2004; see also EQ-i Short Form, Bar-On, 2004) is considered a mixed model. This 133-item Likert-like scale of self-report measures emotionally and socially competent behavior based on Bar-On’s model of emotional and social competence.  The Emotional Quotient inventory is not meant to measure personality traits or cognitive capacity, but rather the mental ability to be successful in dealing with environmental demands and pressures.  There are 15 relatively specific factors that combine into five group factors (Intrapersonal, Interpersonal, Adaptability, Stress Management, and General Mood), and these in turn combine to form a general factor called an Overall Emotional Quotient.

· Resilience

· Resilience Scale (Wagnild &Young, 1993): A 25-item Likert-like scale that measures people’s ability to deal with change and adversity in their lives.  Resilience is viewed by these authors as a personality characteristic, describing people who are confident and aware of their own strengths and coping abilities, including the capacity for maintaining balance, persistence, and meaning-making in difficult situations.  The scale has been shown to have two factors, “Personal Competence” and “Acceptance of Self and Life.”*
· Ways of Coping Questionnaire (Folkman & Lazarus, 1980; see also revised version, Folkman & Lazarus, 1988): This 66-item, Likert-type scale was designed to identify how people use their thoughts and actions to cope with specific stressful encounters in their lives.  The measure reflects the authors’ view that coping is a dynamic interaction between individuals and their environments, and that dispositional approaches underestimate the multidimensional and dynamic nature of the coping process.  It comprises eight subscales, including Confrontive Coping, Distancing, Self-Controlling, Seeking Social Support, Accepting Responsibility, Escape-Avoidance, Planful Problem-Solving, and Positive Reappraisal.  
New Generation of Responsibility Outcome Measurement
Over time, as demand for improved PIER and other responsibility measures grows, new technologies will emerge to address such concerns.  We have been developing one such new technology drawing on experience with the Collegiate Learning Assessment (CLA).  The CLA measures critical thinking, analytic reasoning, problem-solving, and communicating.  It does so with a combination of performance tasks and analytic writing tasks.  The performance task is relevant to our work reported here.  A CLA performance task sets a complex, practical situation (e.g., cause of and response to increased crime in a city) and provides students with an “in-basket” of information bearing on the situation.  Some of the information is reliable; some not.  Some of the information bears on the issue at hand; some does not.  The student’s task is to decide on an explanation for increased crime and a course of action, justify that decision with evidence from the in-basket, and show why it is the best possible decision given the available information.
We have adapted the CLA performance task to one of the PIER outcomes—perspective taking and acting.  The intent of the task is to assess the following perspective taking and acting abilities:  (1) Take (and inherently understand) the perspective of others when presented with diverse points of view; (2) recognize one’s membership in multiple, interdependent communities (campus, local, national, global as well as race, religion, ethnicity, gender, class, ability); (3) demonstrate a sense of personal responsibility for contributing positively to these multiple communities; (4) demonstrate intercultural competence by recognizing cultural contexts, using effective intercultural communication skills, and considering the implications of one’s and others’ membership in multiple identity groups; and (5) engage reflectively with the difficult questions of diversity in American democracy, such as power, privilege, and discrimination, in both their historical and current contexts.  
To assess these dimensions of perspective taking and acting, a scenario was created involving a moderately-sized city, its citizens, and the local dam, long-since retired from its former power-providing services.  The Parker Dam, in need of significant repair, has prompted a local debate as to whether it should, indeed, be repaired or taken down entirely.  The citizens of the city are split.  Some want to maintain Parker Dam as it has provided a reservoir and a multitude of recreational water activities with related businesses; others want it down so that the endangered indigenous fish and wildlife have a chance to thrive once again; moreover, the nearby Native American community would also benefit from the dam’s demolition with a restoration of their cultural heritage.  
To address this debate, the mayor has asked three citizens, representative of the city’s diversity, to participate in the decision-making process.  Documents relevant to both the dam and the backgrounds of the three citizens are provided in the in-basket.  They include newspaper articles, a technical report, transcripts of public speeches, interviews, and internet searches.  These materials provide test takers an opportunity to understand the depth of the issue and the experiences, thoughts, and emotions of the three community members.  Test takers are then asked to imagine themselves as each of these three citizens when responding to questions such as: “Citizen A, are you for or against the removal of the dam? What led you to this decision?”  Due to the unique nature of the outcome measured (perspective taking and acting), each of the questions are scaffolded for the test taker, beginning with a highly structured format and progressing in degree to a highly open-structured format.  
Test takers’ performance is scored on the extent to which they provide a comprehensive description of each community member’s perspective on the dam issue and justifiable description of the possible emotions held by each based on the provided in-basket materials.  There is no single “correct” answer, but more or less justifiable perceptions of the community members’ positions and emotions.
While there is still much work to be done in the realm of performance assessments of individual and social responsibility, we believe this perspective taking and acting task provides an existence proof for a new generation of such measurement tools.  With these kinds of advances researchers, administrators, faculty, and policy makers will be positioned to answer the call to assess a broad set of higher education learning outcomes, in both the more traditional cognitive outcomes as well as in the non-cognitive domain.

Concluding Comments

We have argued that assessment of learning should go beyond assessment of cognitive outcomes and include individual and social responsibility outcomes; the PIER model provides one possible set of such outcomes.  However, inclusion of responsibility outcomes must be accompanied by responsible assessment, and to that end we have reviewed a number of reliable and valid measures which might be employed for such purposes.  One characteristic of all but one of these measures is that they rely on self-report.  Consequently, we have also presented an alternative way of measuring responsibility outcomes, namely measuring perspective taking and acting in the form of a performance assessment modeled after the Collegiate Learning Assessment.  This performance assessment constitutes an existence proof and could represent a formative step in the development of new approaches to the assessment of individual and social responsibility outcomes.

And so, the mandate to assess learning outcomes in higher education is in place, the need to address the ever-growing problem of psychological and emotional distress in college students is clear, and the time to reconsider the role of colleges and universities in the overall positive development of its students is now.  
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