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ABSTRACT

Assessments of student learning--what students know, and increasingly what they can do--at the departmental level are now required by higher education accreditation bodies. Direct assessments include proficiency exams; indirect assessments include exit interviews, frequently administered as surveys. Assessment plans usually consist of stated student learning objectives, assessments to determine student achievement of learning objectives, and a process where assessment leads to improved learning objective achievement, commonly termed intervention. While there are literatures on program-level interventions, there is little guidance for departmental program interventions in higher education. To begin to fill this gap, the present research describes the implementation of an exit survey. Along the way the research suggests an explanation for student over- or under-rating in the self-assessments required in exit surveys, and it provides details of how assessments were used to begin to improve a departmental marketing program (interventions). 

INTRODUCTION

Accreditation agencies such as the Association to Advance Collegiate Schools of Business (AACSB), and the Council for Higher Education Accreditation's (CHEA) regional accreditation body, the Commission on Institutions of Higher Education, North Central Association of Colleges and Schools (NCA) 
 now require assessment of student learning--what students know, and increasingly what students can do (e.g., Bloom 1956). These assessments require assessment plans: statements of student learning objectives and outcomes, with measures of weather students are achieving these outcomes, and a process where assessment leads to improvement (e.g., Engineering Accreditation Commission 1998, (NCA) Handbook of Accreditation 2003, UNESCO 2005) (also see Soundarajan 2004). There also are requirements for multiple measures of learning: direct measures such as proficiency exams, and student papers and presentations; and indirect measures, such as student exit surveys and focus groups, and employer surveys and alumni surveys.

The AACSB does not require assessment at the departmental level. However, departmental-level assessment is necessary to "control," in the managerial sense, departmental-level responses to AACSB mandated College-level assessments. 

Assessment in higher education usually refers to the assessment of individual students, or the assessment of academic programs. Academic program assessment has received attention recently (e.g., Banta, Lund, Black and Oblinger 1996; Banta 1999; Boyer 1990; Elphick and Weitzer 2000; Glassick, Huber and Maeroff 1997; Loacker 2000; Mentkowski 2000; Palomba and Banta 1999, 2001; Palomba and Palomba 1999; Schneider and Shoenberg 1998; and Shulman 1999) (also see the influential older cites in Van Vught and Westerheijden 1994). However, a matter closely related to program assessment, how to use assessment results to improve a program, which we will term intervention, have received comparatively little attention (Soundarajan 2004). 

Student assessment has been of interest for many years (e.g., Ruch and Stoddard 1925), and the topic has generated considerable research (e.g., Volume 1 of the journal Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education was published in 1976). Student assessment can be summarized as comprising two types, objective or summative assessment (e.g., tests involving multiple choice, true/false, matching, etc.) (see the citations at http://ahe.cqu.edu.au/MCQ.htm), and "alternative" assessment (e.g., essays, self-evaluation and peer evaluation, etc.) (see for example Schelfhout, Dochy and Janssens 2004; Maclellan 2004).

Exit surveys require students to rate or self-assess themselves, and student self-rating/assessment also has received considerable attention, with studies dating from 1932 (Sumner 1932). There have been several summaries of this literature. For example, Boud and Falchikov's (1989) review of the student self-rating literature concluded that studies have reported some degree of students' over- or under-rating themselves, but they saw no consistent pattern across studies. These ambiguous results are predicted by the "self-presentation tactic" (Shaw and Costanzo 1982) of Ingratiation Theory (Jones 1965, Jones and Wortman 1973). Ingratiation involves attempts to impress a target individual with one's positive qualities (Shaw and Costanzo 1982), sometimes involving exaggeration, and the characteristics of the target may determine ingratiation attempts. Because high authority and low disclosing targets are less likely to be ingratiated (Kaufman and Steiner 1968, Schneider and Eustis 1972), these attributes of the target may help explain the ambiguous results of previous student self-rating studies. 

Boud and Falchikov (1989) also concluded that good students under-rate themselves, and weaker students over-rate themselves. This result is predicted by Impression Management Theory (Schlenker 1980). Impression management tactics vary depending on how public they are (Schlenker and Weigold 1989). When someone believes others may not find out how good they are, they modify their self-presentation efforts in a self-enhancing direction. If others will find out (or know), modesty is the rule. Under-rating is dissonance with the under-rater's attitude and behavior, but their later performance eliminates this dissonance (Steele and Liu 1983). Under-rating is also predicted by the self-presentation tactic (Shaw and Costanzo 1982) of Ingratiation Theory (Jones 1965, Jones and Wortman 1973): the ingratiator presents traits that are generally valued by society (Shaw and Costanzo 1982). 

Previous studies have reported that males and females variously over- and under-rate themselves. However, Boud and Falchikov (1989) reported that gender differences in student over- or under-reporting were inconclusive.

Nevertheless, Falchikov and Boud's (1989) meta-analysis of student self-rating studies concluded that overrating was more common than under-rating, especially in more recent studies. They concluded that overall, the "average" correlation between students and teacher rating was 0.39. In recent studies this correlation has been higher: Longhurst and Norton (1997) observed a correlation between students and teacher rating of 0.43; and Schelfhout, Douchy and Janssens (2004) observed a correlation of 0.53. 

THE PRESENT RESEARCH

However, because program assessment in higher education is in a developmental stage, the extant literature on program assessment provides little guidance for departmental program interventions based on student assessments. To begin to fill this knowledge gap, this research contributes the results of implementing an exit survey of graduating marketing majors. For emphasis, even with the potential for student over- and under-rating, exit surveys are useful to gauge how well Marketing students believe they are prepared for advanced marketing schooling, marketing employment, and so on. Stated differently, if students believe they are not prepared for advanced schooling, for example, they may not attempt such a perceptually risky objective.

The research also contributes an explanation for student over- or under-rating in the self-assessments required in exit surveys, and it contributes needed research on student self-rating conducted at the end of a course. Finally it contributes much needed details of how results were used to begin to improve a departmental marketing program (interventions).

The present intervention research is within the logic of action research (e.g., Winter 1989)--plan, act, observe and reflect--and within the tradition of evaluation research: objectives setting, program operation, evaluation, and replanning (e.g., Suchman 1967; see Miller 1991). As a result, the present research addresses the gap in the documentation of the interventions (how to improve a program) used to effect changes suggested by assessments (e.g., Soundarajan 2004). 

RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND INTERVENTION ISSUES

Dochy, Segers and Sluijsmans (1999) noted that there have been only two studies of student self-rating conducted at the end of a course. Because exit surveys provide "end-of-courses" student self-ratings, we investigated the following research questions: 

RQ1: Did good students under-assess themselves in exit interviews, while weaker students over-assessed themselves?

Weaker students may over-rate themselves, and good students may under-rate themselves (e.g., Falchikov and Boud 1989). However, because there have been comparatively few end-of-course studies of student self-assessment, where impression-management and ingratiation may be less important (plausible explanations for this behavior are discussed later), we were interested in any student over- or under-rating in this "end-of-courses" venue. 

Because Boud and Falchikov (1989) found gender differences in under- and over-rating inconclusive,

RQ2: If students did over- or under-assess themselves, were there gender, or other demographic, differences in these assessments? 

Finally,

RQ3: Was it possible to "profile" of the low marketing attainment (grades) students? 

If it were possible to segment the exit-survey questionnaires into high and low marketing attainment (grades) segments, the "profile" (e.g., age, gender, part-time student, etc.) of the low attainment students might result. This profile could then be used to identify potentially low attainment marketing majors so that interventions might be developed at the individual student level early in their marketing program.

The following issues related to intervention, using exit interviews, were also addressed:

o How should learning objectives and outcomes that produced low assessment scores be selected for intervention, and how could the effect of an intervention be detected? 

Comparing assessment results across small and infrequent samples of graduation seniors risks confounding the effect of an intervention with sampling variation. Similarly, a mean from these assessment samples has a large confidence interval because the samples are small. Pooling successive assessments to raise the power of this test risks confounding uncontrolled changes such as changes in faculty, texts, etc. with the assessment of the effect of an intervention.

Finally, 

o How should program interventions be efficiently and effectively designed?

What Soundarajan (2004) terms "Closing the assessment loop"--developing and implementing program changes based on assessment--has received little attention in this venue. A review of the "evaluation research" literature (see Miller 1991), in which social programs such as those in Primary and Secondary Education, and in Health and Human Services, are evaluated, revealed that what we are terming (group-level) intervention may be thinly researched in most venues. Thus, the design of interventions based on assessments and aimed at departmental-level program improvement is generally an unresearched area. 

EXIT SURVEY RESULTS

An exit survey for graduating marketing seniors was developed by writing goals for student learning (e.g., obtain employment, graduate work, etc.), then by writing student-learning objectives tied to these goals, and learning outcomes tied to these objectives. Next, because we were measuring attitudes (e.g., "I can develop appropriate marketing strategies") Likert-scaled items were used. 

After the exit survey was developed, its scores (average attitudes), using pre-intervention baseline data, by, for example, marketing program learning outcome, were computed. These averages for each learning outcome and objective were ranked from high to low. Graphically, the result was an "s-shaped" curve. Specifically, there was one highest average, and averages dropped quickly from left to right. Then they tapered off to form a large "middle group" of averages that were all nearly the same. Farther to the right, averages dropped quickly to the minimum average in the "bottom tail" of this s-curve. Of interest for intervention were the minimum average and its immediate neighbors that were significantly different from the grand mean of all the objectives and outcome means. 

We elected to target the bottom four or five objective and outcomes means. As it turned out, there was one objective and its outcomes that were all in the bottom tail. However, concern over sampling variation because the sample was small, led to bootstrapping (sub-sampling)
 the pooled cases to estimate the effects of sampling variation on the ranking of the lowest means. These rankings changed across the sub-samples, so the means that were most often lowest were chosen for possible intervention. An additional mean was also included for possible intervention: the mean with the largest variance, which could be viewed as a measure of student uncertainty about their response, was also chosen for possible intervention in order to reduce its variance. As a final step, we investigated a "cutoff" rule for identifying the lowest means in the bottom tail: target means that were 2 standard errors below this grand mean. This identified low means that were less likely to be affected by sampling variation. The net result of these approaches was a set of six target means, one objective mean and four outcome means, and one outcome mean with high variance. 

INITIAL INTERVENTIONS

Our initial interventions involved emphasizing subject material related to each of the target means' objective/outcomes. Specifically, the interventions involved providing readings, lectures and homework in the final (capstone) marketing course in order to change students self-reported attainment of the target objective/outcomes. 

Our objective was to "flatten" the bottom tail of means using interventions aimed at increasing these target means. However, for several reasons including lack of a control group in these quasi-experiments (see Campbell and Stanley 1966), and the well-known difficulties with comparing multiple means across repeated small samples, an average of the five target means was used to help gauge changes. Specifically, we computed the average of the target means and aimed at reducing its difference from the grand mean.

In the next administration of the assessment (post-intervention administration 1), we compared differences between grand means and averages of the five target means. Specifically, in the pooled pre-intervention baseline data we computed the difference between the grand mean and the average of the target means. Then, we compared this "baseline deviation" to the corresponding difference between the grand mean and the average of the target means in the post-intervention administration 1 sample. This "deviations" approach was used to help account for any uncontrolled variation that might have, for example, affected all or most of the "post 1" means. 

In post-intervention administration 1 we observed a slight but significant difference in deviations. Specifically, the deviation in the post-intervention 1 sample was significantly smaller than the corresponding deviation in the pooled pre-intervention baseline data. We were anxious to consider improving interventions, and while admittedly not a perfect approach for these purposes (see Rossi and Wright 1984, and Campbell and Stanley 1966, for these and other difficulties with evaluation and quasi-experimental research), the small but significant difference in deviations suggested that we might begin to consider the individual target means further. The grand means had increased slightly, and individual means in the post-intervention administration 1 sample had "moved around" 
 when compared to the post-intervention administration 1. As result we bootstrapped the post-intervention administration 1 sample and elected to improve interventions in bottom three means. 

DISCUSSION

INTERVENTIONS

Ideally, there are two approaches to creating or improving interventions, a "top-down" approach using for example a curriculum committee, or "bottom-up" using individual instructor efforts in individual classes. Our first-round intervention could be viewed as a bottom-up approach in a single course. Other examples of objectives/outcomes that could be viewed as course specific might be objectives/outcomes related to marketing research or consumer behavior. Intervention improvements (a second round of interventions) for the target bottom three deviations could use the round one interventions with more formal curriculum committee reviews for module content and inclusion in additional courses in which the modules were taught, where appropriate. 

The intended intervention pattern was an intervention followed by assessments to gauge its effects, then intervention improvement. However, this approach assumes that an intervention should have an almost immediate effect. It also assumes that subsequent administrations will detect a "real" effect of an intervention, and that the exit survey will detect changes due to interventions. While it is likely that high reliability measures will detect a "real" intervention effect, the other two assumptions may be unrealistic, especially for interventions in courses taken months ago. Specifically, if a target mean does not respond to interventions, this may reflect interventions that take more than several administrations to take effect. However, it also may reflect ineffective interventions (no learning), or that the effects of the interventions are not retained over time (no retention). For example, being "able to develop marketing plans" may require several courses spread out over a year or more, and measuring an intervention for that outcome immediately may produce a misleading evaluation of that intervention. Thus, an intervention design should be accompanied by an analysis of how long an intervention should take to show an effect. Stated differently, if an effect is not noticed within several administrations, any intervention improvement should be prefaced by an estimate of how long the intervention should take before it should be noticed. 

Our initial reaction to the outcomes in the "bottom tail" of means in the pre-intervention baseline data was similar to the well-known denial phase of grief (Kuber-Ross 1969). Specifically, the "bottom tail" means were difficult to accept because they involved outcomes we believed were heavily emphasized both in lectures and in the texts. While it was initially believed that these results reflected problems with the measures that produced these means, depth interviews with graduating seniors confirmed the plausibility of the low bottom tail means.

We speculate that the process of intervention and then assessment, then improved intervention and assessment, and so on, will ultimately not lead to a completely flattened tail. Specifically, since students and instructors have a fixed amount of time for a course, material related to outcomes that are not intervention targets may become less well covered as a result of an intervention, resulting in their declined means. Stated differently, interventions in "bottom tail" means may affect other higher means. In addition, changes in uncontrolled factors such as faculty changes may cause means to decline. 

It is difficult to guess where the process of intervening might lead. It is plausible that each objective and outcome could ultimately have at least one intervention, and these interventions would change one-by-one over time in response to uncontrolled factors such as changes in faculty, texts and students. Thus, to slow or avoid a plausible evolution into what might be viewed as a "micro-managed" program, it may be reasonable to limit interventions to means that are below a specified numeric level, such as 4 (Agree). In addition, it might be efficacious to experiment with selectively abandoning older interventions to see if their means subsequently decline.

RESEARCH QUESTIONS REVISITED

Returning to the Research Questions, RQ3 involved profiling the low marketing attainment (grades) students. While a two-group segmentation of the learning outcomes (plus AVG)and demographics without GPA produced a significant difference in marketing grades (oneway: dcol27 Group1 average = 3.40, Group2 average = 3.87, F of difference = 6.48, p = 0.01) using (Ward's method and squared Euclidean distance) case clustering, it produced little more profiling information. The students in the lower marketing grades segment had higher average learning outcome ratings than the higher marketing grade segment (oneway: AVG Group1 = 4.23, Group2 = 3.53, F of difference = 36.98, p = 0), in some cases by as much as 33%, suggesting the lower marketing grade students over-assessed their outcomes. They also appeared to over-assess their overall learning (oneway: dcol26 Group1 = 4.35, Group2 = 3.62, F of difference = 5.48, p = 0.02). A mean split of marketing grades produced similar results: the low attainment students over-assessed themselves, and they had lower GPA's (oneway: dcol28 Group1 = 3.38, Group2 = 4.44, F of difference = 24.56, p = 0). 

However, still searching for profiling information, we regressed grades on learning outcomes and demographics to identify the regression correlates of student grades. (Enter) The largest correlate was GPA (standardized beta = 0.487, t = 3.27). Next was the outcome INTERP5A"identifying marketing problems" (standardized beta = 0.657, t = 3.06), followed by INTERP5D"determining resources to implement marketing plans" (standardized beta = 0.328, t = 2.17), and gender (standardized beta = 0.283, t = 2.00). Similarly, a regression of marketing grades on demographics (step)to identify drivers of marketing grades produced a single driver, GPA with a standardized beta = 0.594 (t = 5.06), a large correlation (see Cohen 1977). In summary, since results of case clustering are sensitive to the variables involved, and data splits are sensitive to where the split is taken, the regression results suggested males were slightly likely to obtain lower marketing grades, and the best predictor of marketing grades in this venue was likely to be GPA. 

However, it is well known that GPA is not the best predictor for all students. In addition, marketing grades are also included in GPA. Nevertheless, because marketing courses are a comparatively small percentage of total GPA, it should be a reasonable predictor.

Turning to RQ1, good students over-assessing themselves and weaker students under-assess themselves, the above results suggested they did. In the two-group segmentation of the learning objectives and demographics just described, llow-marketing-grade students had higher assessments, and higher-marketing-grade students had lower assessments. An additional segmentation with GPA produced the same results: low GPA students over-assessed themselves, and higher GPA students under-assessed themselves.

However, regressing the average of assessments on demographics wo lrn, (enter), the significant regression correlates of assessment were gender (= - 0.236, t = - 2.30-1.64), and GPA (= - 0.193, t = - 2.01-1.34), suggesting that as GPA increased assessments were slightly likely to decline and females were slightly likely to assess themselves lower. 

Several comments may be of interest. The negative correlation between the average of assessments and GPA was moderately weak, suggesting that there may have been many individual exceptions to the theoretical predictions of impression management and ingratiation in the present context. However, these exceptions may have been concentrated in the high assessments. In a mean split of GPA, the regression correlation between the average of assessments and GPA within the low assessments was - 0.550 (t = - 3.05-2.18), suggesting that in the low assessing students the average of assessments and GPA were strongly associated (in the high assessments the correlation was - 0.054, t = - 0.44-.313).

As discussed earlier, Falchikov and Boud (1989) concluded that over-rating was more common than under-rating. However, it was not possible to determine the frequency of over-assessment versus under-assessment because the present data provided no absolute reference point for assessment. 

RQ2 involved the possible existence of gender or other demographic differences in over- and under-assessing in this venue. In Boud and Falchikov's (1989) summary of the student self-rating literature, the existence of gender differences in under- and over-rating were inconclusive. However, in the present study the overall (regr) correlation between gender and average assessment was - 0.256 (t-value = - 2.56-1.83). This suggested that females were slightly more likely to under-assess themselves in this venue. This also was more likely among good (high GPA) students where the correlation between gender and self-assessment was - 0.327 (t = - 2.37-1.69) (among the weaker students correlation between gender and self-assessment was - 0.185, t = - 1.24-.885).

In addition, older students were slightly likely to over-assess themselves. The overall (regr) correlation between age and self-assessment was 0.226 (t = 2.24 1.60), which suggested that as age increased over-assessment was slightly more likely. Again this was more likely among students who assessed themselves highly, the correlation between age and average self-assessment was 0.447 (t = 3.43 2.45) (among students who rated themselves lower, the correlation was 0.046, t = 0.31 .218).

These results were supported in a regression of the average of the self-assessments on demographics. There the "drivers" of self-assessment (without overall learning, marketing grade, or GPA) were gender (standardized beta = - 0.209, t = - 2.02-1.44), and age (standardized beta = 0.245, t =  2.00 1.22).

In summary, good students were slightly likely to over-assess themselves, and weaker students were slightly likely to under-assess themselves (rGPA,AVG = - 0.193, where rGPA,AVG denotes the correlation between GPA and AVG, the average of the outcome assessments). However, among weaker students, the likelihood of over-assessment was comparatively high (weakerrGPA,AVG = - 0.550, where weakerrGPA,AVG denotes the correlation between GPA and AVG among weaker students). In addition, males and older students were slightly likely to over-assess themselves (rGender,AVG = - 0.256, rAge,AVG = - 0.226). However, the gender correlation was stronger among better students (betterrGender,AVG = - 0.327), while the age correlation was stronger among the weaker students (weakerrAge,AVG = 0.447). The profile of the low marketing attainment (grades) students was that they had considerably lower GPA's (rMktng Grades,GPA = 0.594).

INTERVENTION ISSUES REVISITED

In detecting the effect of an intervention we employed bootstrapping. Because each administration of the exit survey produces a small data set, the power of a test to detect the effect of an intervention by comparing means is low. Stated differently, a "successful" intervention might not be detected using the small number of cases produced in an administration of the exit survey. Pooling successive administrations to increase the power of the test risks confounding uncontrolled changes with assessment. Thus, we elected to Bootstrap the first several successive post intervention administrations to detect a successful intervention. 

An obvious question is the "trustworthiness" of the exit surveys given student over- and under-assessment. Specially, did good students have one set of "bottom-tail" (lowest) outcome means, while the weaker students had a different set of lowest outcome means? If so, what were the implications for interventions designed for "bottom-tail" means produced by the full samples? Comparing the ranking of the outcome means from the good students (high GPA's) and those from the weaker students (low GPA's) to the rankings from the full sample, the set of bottom-tail means for the high GPA students who under-assessed, the lower GPA students who over-assessed and the full sample were the same. While exact rankings within the set of bottom-tail means changed, bootstrapping produced the same results. Curiously, the rankings of all the means changed little between high and low GPA, and the overall sample. This result was confirmed by comparing ranks between the high assessing cluster and the low assessing cluster in a two-group segmentation (clustering) of the cases. Again, comparing rankings among the high assessing cluster, the low assessing cluster and the full sample, the set of bottom-tail means were same for all three sets of cases. While this suggests that using the full sample's bottom-tail means was appropriate, these results may have been an artifact of the assessment. The exit surveys were all administered by the same instructor who was judged to be approximately neutral on authoritarianism and accessibility. Stated differently, for higher or lower authoritarianism/accessibility, the bottom-tail means may have been different between students who over- and under-assessed themselves. If that is case, bottom-tail means, those targeted for intervention, may depend on who gives the exit survey. 

FUTURE INVESTIGATIONS

A matter not considered until after the analysis, was, did students over and under-report their overall learning, their marketing grades or their GPA? The results hint that they were likely to under- or over-report their overall learning. Specifically, the regression correlation between average self assessment and GPA was - 0.183 (t = - 2.01-1.26), which is consistent with theoretical predictions from Impression Management (Schlenker 1980) and Ingratiaton Theories (Jones 1965, Jones and Wortman 1973), and previous results, that good students tend to under-report. However, the correlation between the average self-assessment and marketing grade was - 0.072 (t = - 0.81-0.510), and the correlation between overall learning and the average self-assessment was 0.340 (t = 4.04 2.53), which are not consistent with theoretical  predictions. Together this suggested there may have been no consistent pattern to marketing grade self-reports, and overall learning may have been over-reported. This overall learning result may have implications for student evaluations of a course. There, it is assumed that student evaluations reflect their affect, not impression management or ingratiaton. Thus, it would be interesting to explore this implicit affect-impression management/ingratiaton boundary. 

As just discussed, under- and over-assessing did not appear to affect the "bottom-tail" means in the present research, but that this result may have been an artifact of instructor authoritarianism or accessibility, and thus on who gave the exit survey. Thus, it would be interesting to investigate the possibility that bottom-tail means could be different between over- and under-assessing students for higher or lower authoritarianism/accessibility instructors. 

We were surprised that GPA was the only predictor of marketing attainment (grades) in this venue. While the correlation between GPA and marketing grades was comparatively large (0.487) and it explained 35% of the variance in marketing grades, this suggests that 65% of the variance in marketing grades may be due to other variables that might be efficaciously used for profiling. Thus, it would be interesting to investigate other variables that might be related to attainment. It is well known that motivation is positively associated with effort and outcomes (e.g., Vroom 1964--see Walker, Churchill and Ford 1977). There has also been considerable investigation of learning styles and student approaches to learning (see Curry 1983; Hunt, Eagle and Kitchen 2004 for summaries). Finally, there is an emergent literature on adult student "success" in distance learning programs (e.g., Coggins 1988) that suggests motivation, expectancy of success, locus of control, and self-regulation, among other factors, may determine student "success" there. While distance learning is not a characteristic of most marketing programs, the thorough consideration of the "factors that might matter" there might be useful.

IMPLICATIONS

It is always tempting to generalize from an investigation, as is usually done in other marketing literatures besides marketing education, and to provide suggestions and recommendations, or "implications," based on the study's results. However, this is risky for a single study, especially one involving action research, which is aimed more at informing rather than generalizability (see Cherns 1973). Nevertheless, because assessments at the departmental level are now required, and there is little specific guidance for intervention, it is likely there is, or will be, a "market" for information on intervention at the departmental level. In addition, the results, experiences and comments in the present research may trigger additional thinking and writing in what is currently an undeveloped venue.

Profiling also involved a three-group clustering. There, the two-group cluster Group1, the high GPA students, splintered into two clusters, high GPA's and medium GPA's, producing three clusters, high, medium and low GPA's, with the high GPA's under-assessing themselves and the low GPA's over-assessing themselves. However, the correlation between GPA and average assessments in the medium GPA's was -0.184, suggesting this medium-GPA group may have only weakly distorted their assessments. Thus, we speculate that if "accurate" assessments are desired for "the" bottom tail means and "the" means-below-4, for example, a medium GPA group from a three-group clustering may be more appropriate than the overall means that include more aggressive over- and under-assessing. 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

Regional university-wide accreditation bodies such as the NCA now require interventions based on indirect assessments of student outcomes as a result of a departmental program. Yet we could find no guidance for interventions based on indirect assessment at the departmental level. Thus, this research described the implementation of a survey-based exit "interview" at the department-level. This research also described several analyses involving student self-assessment that attends an exit survey. Summarizing the results from the research questions involving student self-assessment in the present research, good students were slightly likely to over-assess themselves, and weaker students were slightly likely to under-assess themselves, as predicted by Ingratiation and Impression Management theories and previous studies. However, among weaker students, the likelihood of over-rating was higher. In addition, males and older students were likely to over-rate themselves, with a stronger gender effect among the better students, and a stronger age effect among the weaker students. However, these over-and under-assessments did not appear to affect the set of lowest outcome means selected for intervention. 

The present research provided theoretical explanations for these students' tendency to over- or under-rate themselves in the self-assessments required in exit surveys, and it suggested an explanation for Boud and Falchikov's (1989) conclusion of no consistent trend of student over- or under-rating across studies. Other matters, such as the extent of gender, or other demographic, differences in student over- and under-rating in the present venue were investigated, with results that included over-rating was more likely with age among weaker undergraduates.
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ENDNOTES

�. The other five regional accreditation bodies in higher education are the New England Association of Schools and Colleges (NEASC), the Middle States Association of Colleges and Schools (MSA), the Southern Association of Schools and Colleges (SACS), the Northwest Commission on Colleges and Universities (NWCCU) and the Western Association of Schools and Colleges (WASC).





�. A Bootstrap (see Efron 1981) involves randomly removing cases (10-20%) from a data set and analyzing the remaining cases as a sample. Then, the removed cases are replaced, a second set of cases is randomly removed, and the remaining cases are analyzed. This process is repeated and the analyses are examined across the resulting set of sub-samples. We judged this approach to provide a statistical equivalent of additional administrations to the target population as it currently existed, unaffected by changes from sources of variation.





�. Some individual means in the post-intervention administration 1 sample had "moved around" (changed their ranking) when compared to the pooled pre-intervention data. Specifically, the rank of several of the target means changed, and a new mean had taken the place of the highest mean in the five target means.
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