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Learning Outcomes

Understand how nursing has implemented affective 
learning outcomes assessment.

Differentiate cognitive from affective learning outcomes.

Weigh the advantages of assessing for student 
outcomes in the affective learning domain.



KEY 
TERMS

- Learning Domains

- Affective Learning Domain

- Accreditation

- Southern Association of Colleges and Schools 

Commission on Colleges  (SACSCOC)

- Affective Learning Outcome (ALO)

- Commission on Collegiate Nursing Education (CCNE)

- Student Learning Outcome (SLO)

- Council for Higher Ed Accreditation (CHEA)  

- National League for Nursing (NLN)

- American Association of Colleges of Nursing (AACN)



Cognitive Affective



2
What we “know”

2
How we “do”

Knowledge, skills

Physical Skills

Learning Domains

Psychomotor

Cognitive

Attitudes, values, interests

Affective
What we “feel” & “believe”



Receiving/Attending

Responding

Valuing

Organization

Characterization

Cognitive Vs. Affective

Krathwohl’s Affective Taxonomy 
(1964)

Krathwohl’s Affective Taxonomy 
(1964)

Remembering

Understanding

Applying

Analyzing

Evaluating

Creating

Bloom’s Cognitive Taxonomy 
(1956)

Bloom’s Cognitive Taxonomy 
(1956)



Cognitive 
Learning 

Outcomes

Cognitive 
Learning 

Outcomes

Affective 
Learning 

Outcomes

Affective 
Learning 

Outcomes



Action Verb Lists



Learning Outcomes

Understand how nursing has implemented affective 
learning outcomes assessment.

Differentiate cognitive from affective learning outcomes.

Weigh the advantages of assessing for student 
outcomes in the affective learning domain.



Why 
Affective 
Domain

Personal 
Success & 
Well-being

Promotes 
Teaching 

Effectiveness

Requirement
s of 

Workplace

Cognitive

Affective

Psychomotor 

Bloom’s 
Taxonomy

Krathwohl’s 
Taxonomy

Learning 
Domains

Educational 
practices in the 
affective domain

Nursing

Affective objectives 
and outcomes

Accreditation 
Required

Insufficient 
Practical 

Examples of 
ALO 

Assessment

Why Nursing?

Values, 
beliefs, 

attitudes, 
feelings

Affective 
Domain

Challenges,
requirements in 
affective Domain

Healthcare



Nursing Education



Subjects of 
Legitimacy

Satisfy

Society

Demands, 
Cultures, ValuesInfluence

Government
—USDE Policies

Professional Advisory
—CHEA Regulatory

Accrediting Agencies
—Standards

Sources of 
Legitimacy

Regulate Direct Nursing 
Programs

Conceptual Framework

Accreditation

Legitimization

Legitimacy



Legitimization

Level of LegitimacyLevel of Legitimacy

AcceptedAccepted

ProperProper

DebateDebate

IllegitimateIllegitimate

Criteria of LegitimacyCriteria of Legitimacy

RegulatoryRegulatory

PragmaticPragmatic

NormativeNormative

Culture-CognitiveCulture-Cognitive

Note. Adapted from “Organizational legitimacy: Six key questions,” by D. L. Deephouse, J. Bundy, L. P. Tost, and M. C. Suchman, 
2017, The SAGE handbook of organizational institutionalism (2nd., pp. 27-54)
Note. Adapted from “Organizational legitimacy: Six key questions,” by D. L. Deephouse, J. Bundy, L. P. Tost, and M. C. Suchman, 
2017, The SAGE handbook of organizational institutionalism (2nd., pp. 27-54)



Insufficient guidelines for incorporating 

affective-learning outcomes for the affective-

learning domain into current general-education 

assessment practices.

Statement of Problem



Learning Outcomes

Understand how nursing has implemented affective 
learning outcomes assessment.

Differentiate cognitive from affective learning outcomes.

Weigh the advantages of assessing for student 
outcomes in the affective learning domain.



Higher Education 
Institutions

accredited by 
SACSCOC 

Baccalaureate 
Nursing Programs

accredited by 
CCNE

Research

Population

(227)

Note — No sampling involved in this research

Study Population



e.g.  Integrate 
professional nursing 
values in meeting 
current and emerging 
health needs in a 
dynamic, global society

Stage 1
Data- SLO statement

Data Analysis

Results
SLO is defined as an 
ALO

Stage 2
Data- Identified 

ALO statement

“Integrate” –
Scored as “4”

Data Analysis

Develop Taxonomy

ALO will be 
categorized… 

Data Analysis

Results
ALO is assigned to a 
score from “1” to “5” 
According to Krathwohl’s 

Affective Scoring 

Data- Taxonomic Level
(from Stage 2)

Statistical 
Analysis

Institutional 
characteristics that 

predicted the
exemplary practices for 

incorporating ALOs

“Integrate” –Falls 
into affective domain
According to Action 

verb lists 
(Appendices A,B) 

e.g.  Integrate 
professional nursing 
values in meeting 
current and 
emerging health 
needs in a dynamic, 
global society

Stage 3

Results

Data- Taxonomic Level 
(From Stage 2)

Statistical 
Analysis

Relationship between 
Institutions’ Carnegie 
Classification and the 

exemplary practices for 
incorporating ALOs

Stage 4

Results

Data- Institutional 
Characteristics

Data- Carnegie 
Classifications



Stage One

Institutions’ 
Official Websites

Institutions’ 
Official Websites

Collect SLO 
Statements
Collect SLO 
Statements

QualitativeQualitative
Affective 
Learning 

Outcomes 

Affective 
Learning 

Outcomes 

SLO
SLO
SLO
SLO

SLO
SLO
SLO
SLO

SLO
SLO
SLO
SLO

SLO
SLO
SLO
SLO

Non-Affective
Learning 

Outcomes

Non-Affective
Learning 

Outcomes

Qualitative Content AnalysisQualitative Content Analysis



Study Population N=227 

32
FL

32
FL

43
TX
43
TX

11
LA
11
LA

7
MS
7
MS

11
AL
11
AL 21

GA
21
GA

16
SC
16
SC

25
NC
25
NC

22
VA
22
VA15

KY
15
KY

24
TN
24
TN

(4.9%)(4.9%)

(14.1%)(14.1%)

(9.3%)(9.3%)

(6.6%)(6.6%)

(4.9%)(4.9%)

(3.1%)(3.1%)

(18.9%)(18.9%)

(11.0%)(11.0%)
(10.6%)(10.6%)

(9.7%)(9.7%)

(7.1%)(7.1%)

Stage

227 
Institutions

Total

227 
Institutions

Total



266
FL

266
FL

349
TX

349
TX

78
LA
78
LA

51
MS
51
MS

99
AL
99
AL

180
GA

180
GA

121
SC

121
SC

217
NC

217
NC

180
VA

180
VA112

KY
112

KY

203
TN

203
TN

Note — 5 institutions’ SLO statements were not found. 
8 SLO statements for each institution on average.

Note — 5 institutions’ SLO statements were not found. 
8 SLO statements for each institution on average.

SLO Statements N=1,856Stage

8 SLOs/
Institution
8 SLOs/
Institution
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Stage One

Institutions’ 
Official Websites

Institutions’ 
Official Websites

Collect SLO 
Statements
Collect SLO 
Statements

Narrative 
Inquiry 

Narrative 
Inquiry 

QualitativeQualitative

3 Affective 
Learning 

Outcomes 

3 Affective 
Learning 

Outcomes 

SLO 1
SLO 2
SLO 3
SLO 4

SLO 1
SLO 2
SLO 3
SLO 4

4 Non-Affective
Learning 

Outcomes

4 Non-Affective
Learning 

Outcomes

SLO 5
SLO 6
SLO 7

SLO 5
SLO 6
SLO 7



Findings

410

768

678

ALO CLO Non ALO Non CLO

Student Learning Outcomes

(22.1%)

(41.4%)

(36.5%)

Non-ALO-Non-CLO

CLO

ALO
29

68

53

0 ALO 1 ALO 2 ALOs 4 ALOs ≥ 5 ALOs Others

N=227

Affective Learning Outcomes - I

0 ALO

(12.8%)

(30.0%)

1 ALO

2 ALO

(23.3%)

2 ALO

(17.6%)
40

4 ALOs

(5.3%)

12

(4.8%)

11
≥ 5 

ALOs

Other

(4.8%)
11

N=1,856

Conclusion:
82.4% of institutions have incorporated ALO assessment—met the “proper” level of legitimization and reflected the 
“pragmatic” criteria

Conclusion:
82.4% of institutions have incorporated ALO assessment—met the “proper” level of legitimization and reflected the 
“pragmatic” criteria

Stage
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professional nursing 
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Results
SLO is defined as an 
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Data- Identified 
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Scored as “4”

Data Analysis

Develop Taxonomy

ALO will be 
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Data Analysis
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e.g.  Integrate 
professional nursing 
values in meeting 
current and 
emerging health 
needs in a dynamic, 
global society

Stage 3

Results

Data- Taxonomic Level 
(From Stage 2)

Statistical 
Analysis

Relationship between 
Institutions’ Carnegie 
Classification and the 

exemplary practices for 
incorporating ALOs

Stage 4

Results

Data- Institutional 
Characteristics

Data- Carnegie 
Classifications



Affective 
Learning 

Outcomes 

Affective 
Learning 

Outcomes 

Action Verbs 
for Affective 

Domain

Action Verbs 
for Affective 

Domain

Krathwohl’s Affective 
Scoring

Krathwohl’s Affective 
Scoring

Fused DataFused Data

Qualitative Content AnalysisQualitative Content Analysis

Stage Two

5 ALO
6 ALO
7 ALO

5 ALO
6 ALO
7 ALO

5 ALO –

6 ALO –

7 ALO –

5 ALO –

6 ALO –

7 ALO –





Krathwohl’s Affective 
Taxonomy

1

2

3

4

5

Receiving/Attending

Responding

Valuing

Organization

Characterization

Valuing the importance 

Willing to hear & 
listen

Reacting emotionally

Envisioning a 
performance realistically 

Adopting a philosophy 
or world view

Krathwohl’s Affective Scoring



Action Verb Lists

11 22 33 44 55



Affective 
Learning 

Outcomes 

Affective 
Learning 

Outcomes 

Action Verbs 
for Affective 

Domain

Action Verbs 
for Affective 

Domain

Krathwohl’s Affective 
Scoring

Krathwohl’s Affective 
Scoring

Stage Two

Fused Data AnalysisFused Data Analysis

Qualitative Content AnalysisQualitative Content Analysis

5 ALO –

6 ALO –

7 ALO –

5 ALO –

6 ALO –

7 ALO –

4
5
2

5 ALO –

6 ALO –

7 ALO –

5 ALO –

6 ALO –

7 ALO –

4
MedianMedian

“Valuing”“Valuing”



Taxonomy Development

IndexIndex

Maximum 
Score

Maximum 
Score

IndexIndex

Median    
Score

Median    
Score

IndexIndex

Number         
of ALOs
Number         
of ALOs

4
5
2

ALOsALOs
ALO 5 –

ALO 6 –

ALO 7 –

ALO 5 –

ALO 6 –

ALO 7 –

Low 1 

Medium 2, 3

High ≥ 4

Low 1 or 2

Medium 3 or 4

High 5

Low > 0 and ≤ 3

Medium > 3 and ≤ 4

High > 4

Song’s 
Affective 

Taxonomy  

Song’s 
Affective 

Taxonomy  

ExemplaryExemplary

GoodGood

AverageAverage

PoorPoor

NO ALOs 
(from 

Stage 1)

NO ALOs 
(from 

Stage 1)



Taxonomic Level
Indexes 

Level

Max Affective Score Number of ALOs MD of Affective Scores

H M L H M L H M L

(5) (3or4) (1or2) (≥ 4) (2or3) (1) (> 4) >3, ≤4 ≥1, ≤3

Exemplary

HHH 🔴 🔴 🔴

HHM 🔴 🔴 🔴

HHL 🔴 🔴 🔴

HMH 🔴 🔴 🔴

HMM 🔴 🔴 🔴

HML 🔴 🔴 🔴

HLH 🔴 🔴 🔴

HLM 🔴 🔴 🔴

HLL 🔴 🔴 🔴

MHH 🔴 🔴 🔴

Taxonomy Development

IndexIndex IndexIndex IndexIndex



Taxonomic 
Level

Indexes Level
Max Affective Score Number of ALOs MD of Affective Scores

H M L H M L H M L

(5) (3or4) (1or2) (≥ 4) (2or3) (1) (> 4) >3, ≤4 ≥1, ≤3

Taxonomy Development

Index Index Index

Good

MHM 🔴 🔴 🔴

MHL 🔴 🔴 🔴

MMH 🟡 🟡 🟢

MMM 🔴 🔴 🔴

MML 🔴 🔴 🔴



Taxonomic 
Level

Indexes Level
Max Affective Score Number of ALOs MD of Affective Scores

H M L H M L H M L

(5) (3or4) (1or2) (≥ 4) (2or3) (1) (> 4) >3, ≤4 ≥1, ≤3

Taxonomy DevelopmentTaxonomy Development

IndexIndex IndexIndex IndexIndex

Average

MLH 🟡 🟢 🟢

MLM 🔴 🔴 🔴
MLL 🔴 🔴 🔴
LHH 🟢 🟢 🟢

LHM 🟢 🟢 🟡

LHL 🔴 🔴 🔴
LMH 🟢 🟡 🟢

LMM 🟢 🟡 🟡

LML 🔴 🔴 🔴
LLH 🟢 🟢 🟢

LLM 🟢 🟢 🟡

LLL 🔴 🔴 🔴



Taxonomic 
Level

Indexes Level
Max Affective Score Number of ALOs MD of Affective Scores

H M L H M L H M L

(5) (3or4) (1or2) (≥ 4) (2or3) (1) (> 4) >3, ≤4 ≥1, ≤3

Exemplary

HHH 🔴 🔴 🔴

HHM 🔴 🔴 🔴

HHL 🔴 🔴 🔴

HMH 🔴 🔴 🔴

HMM 🔴 🔴 🔴

HML 🔴 🔴 🔴

HLH 🔴 🔴 🔴

HLM 🔴 🔴 🔴

HLL 🔴 🔴 🔴

MHH 🔴 🔴 🔴

Taxonomy Development

IndexIndex IndexIndex IndexIndex

1st –

2nd–

3rd–

1st –

2nd–

3rd–

5
3
4



Findings

Variable
Total 
Count

N* TrMean Min Q1

ALO 
Krathwohl’s 
Level

227 40 3.61 1.0 3.0

Table 1

Descriptive Statistics: Krathwohl’s Taxonomic Level

Table 1

Descriptive Statistics: Krathwohl’s Taxonomic Level

1

2

3

4

5

Receiving/Attending

Responding

Valuing

Organization

Characterization

HereHere

Krathwohl’s Taxonomic Level

Conclusion:
On average, the Krathwohl’s taxonomic level was between “valuing” and “organization”

Conclusion:
On average, the Krathwohl’s taxonomic level was between “valuing” and “organization”

Variable Median Q3 Max IQR
Standard 
Deviation 

ALO 
Krathwohl’s 
Level

3.5 4.0 5.0 1 0.6

Stage



Findings

40

54
63

70

17.6%

23.8%

27.8%

30.8%

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

Poor Average Good Exemplary

Song’s Taxonomic Level N= 227

Conclusion:
• A majority of institutions have implemented ALO assessment practices
—met the “proper” level of legitimization— and reflected the both “normative” and “pragmatic” criteria

Conclusion:
• A majority of institutions have implemented ALO assessment practices
—met the “proper” level of legitimization— and reflected the both “normative” and “pragmatic” criteria

Stage
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Data Analysis
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According to Krathwohl’s 

Affective Scoring 
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Analysis
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exemplary practices for 

incorporating ALOs

“Integrate” –Falls 
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According to Action 
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e.g.  Integrate 
professional nursing 
values in meeting 
current and 
emerging health 
needs in a dynamic, 
global society

Stage 3

Results

Data- Taxonomic Level 
(From Stage 2)

Statistical 
Analysis

Relationship between 
Institutions’ Carnegie 
Classification and the 

exemplary practices for 
incorporating ALOs

Stage 4

Results

Data- Institutional 
Characteristics from 

College Navigator

Data- Carnegie 
Classifications



Quantitative AnalysisQuantitative Analysis

Stage Three

Song’s 
Taxonomic 

Levels

Song’s 
Taxonomic 

Levels

Song’s 
Taxonomic 

Levels

Institution 
Type

Institution 
Type

Degree 
Award-
Level

Degree 
Award-
LevelCampus 

Setting
Campus 
Setting

House 
Availability

House 
Availability

S-F 
Ratio
S-F 

Ratio

St. 
Population

St. 
Population

TuitionTuition

Net 
Price
Net 

Price

ApplicantsApplicants

Admission 
Rate

Admission 
Rate

Retention 
Rate

Retention 
Rate

Graduation 
Rate

Graduation 
Rate

Cohort 
Default 
Rate

Cohort 
Default 
Rate

• Chi-square tests

• General Linear Model

• ANOVA 

• Hsu MCB

• Chi-square tests

• General Linear Model

• ANOVA 

• Hsu MCB

Institutional CharacteristicsInstitutional Characteristics



Institutional Characteristics - I
—College Navigator

S/F RatioS/F Ratio

n*= 2n*= 2

 X̄ = 15.07
Med = 15
 X̄ = 15.07
Med = 15

St. PopulationSt. Population

n*= 2n*= 2

 X̄ = 11,565
 Med = 5,738
 X̄ = 11,565

 Med = 5,738

Out-of-State 
Tuition

Out-of-State 
Tuition

n*= 8n*= 8

 X̄ = $41,694
 Med = $32,920
 X̄ = $41,694

 Med = $32,920

A-Net PriceA-Net Price

n*= 11n*= 11

 X̄ = $17,793
 Med = $17,032
 X̄ = $17,793

 Med = $17,032

2022 Applicants2022 Applicants

n*= 28n*= 28

 X̄ = 9,569
 Med = 4,802
 X̄ = 9,569

 Med = 4,802

Admission RateAdmission Rate

n*= 29n*= 29

 X̄ = 27.6%
Med = 26%
 X̄ = 27.6%
Med = 26%

Retention RateRetention Rate

n*= 24n*= 24

 X̄ = 71.9%
Med = 71%
 X̄ = 71.9%
Med = 71%

Graduation RateGraduation Rate

n*= 11n*= 11

 X̄ = 53.2%
Med = 52%
 X̄ = 53.2%
Med = 52%

n*= 2 n*= 2 

 X̄ = 53.2%
Med = 52%
 X̄ = 53.2%
Med = 52%

Cohort Default 
Rate

Cohort Default 
Rate

Note — n* represents the missing valuesNote — n* represents the missing values

Excluded:Excluded:

• Financial Aid
• Enrollment
• Outcome Measures
• Programs/Majors
• Servicemembers & 

Veterans 
• Varsity Athletic Teams 
• Campus Security & 

Safety 

• Financial Aid
• Enrollment
• Outcome Measures
• Programs/Majors
• Servicemembers & 

Veterans 
• Varsity Athletic Teams 
• Campus Security & 

Safety 

Stage



Institutional Characteristics

5

97

125

19

55

153

9

53

7 5

21

38
47 47

25

202

0

50

100

150

200

4-Year
private For-

Profit

4-Year
private Non-

Profit

4-Year public Bachelor Master Doctoral Rural Town Suburb-Small Suburb-Mid Suburb-Large City-Small City-Mid City-Large Yes No

Institution type Degree Award-Level Campus Setting Campus Housing
AvailabilityInstitution Type Degree Award-Level Campus Setting Campus Housing

(2.2%)

(42.7%)

(55.1%)

(8.4%)

(24.2%)

(67.4%)

(4.7%)

(27.5%)

(3.6%) (2.6%)

(10.9%)

(19.7%)
(24.4%) (24.4%)

(11.0%)

(89.0%)

—College Navigator

Stage



Findings

Variable
Degree 

Freedom
Adj SS Adj MS F-Value P-Value

ALO Percentage 1 0.0028 0.0028 0.22 0.642

Krathwohl’s Taxonomic Level 1 0.020 0.020 1.51 0.221

Song’s Taxonomic Level 2 0.103 0.052 3.98 0.021

Table 3

General Linear Model: Student Retention Vs Three Indices

Table 3

General Linear Model: Student Retention Vs Three Indices

Conclusion:
Student retention rate was significantly impacted by the exemplary ALO assessment practices, but not the other two. 

Conclusion:
Student retention rate was significantly impacted by the exemplary ALO assessment practices, but not the other two. 

Student 
Retention Rate

Student 
Retention Rate

Student 
Retention Rate

Institution AInstitution AInstitution A

ExemplaryExemplary

Stage



Findings

Variable
Degree 

Freedom
Adj SS Adj MS F-Value P-Value

S/F Ratio 1 0.21 0.21 20.26 0.00

Average Net Price 1 0.12 0.12 11.64 0.00

Campus Setting 2 0.13 0.07 6.55 0.00

State 10 0.21 0.02 2.06 0.03

Song’s Taxonomic Level 3 0.08 0.03 2.59 0.05

Table 4

General Linear Model: Student Retention Vs.  

Table 4

General Linear Model: Student Retention Vs.  

Conclusion:
Student retention rate was still significantly impacted by Song’s Taxonomic level alongside four other predictors

Conclusion:
Student retention rate was still significantly impacted by Song’s Taxonomic level alongside four other predictors

Student 
Retention Rate

Student 
Retention Rate

Student 
Retention Rate

Institution AInstitution AInstitution A

ExemplaryExemplary

Stage

Table 5

One-Way ANOVA: Song’s Taxonomic Level Vs. St. Retention

Table 5

One-Way ANOVA: Song’s Taxonomic Level Vs. St. Retention

Variable
Degree 

Freedom
Contribution Adj SS Adj MS F-Value P-Value

Song’s Taxonomic Level 3 4.72% 0.124 0.041 3.28 0.022



Findings

Conclusion:
Poor Vs. Exemplary was the most significant contributor

Conclusion:
Poor Vs. Exemplary was the most significant contributor

Student 
Retention Rate

Student 
Retention Rate

Student 
Retention Rate

Institution AInstitution AInstitution A

ExemplaryExemplary

Stage
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professional nursing 
values in meeting 
current and emerging 
health needs in a 
dynamic, global society 

Stage 1
Data-  SLO statement

Data Analysis

Results
SLO is defined as an 
ALO

Stage 2
Data-       Identified 

ALO statement

“Integrate” –
Scored as “4”

Data Analysis

Develop Taxonomy

 ALO will be 
categorized… 

Data Analysis

Results
ALO is assigned to a 
score from “1” to “5” 
According to Krathwohl’s 

Affective Scoring 

Data-  Taxonomic Level
(from Stage 2)

Statistical 
Analysis

Institutional 
characteristics that 

predicted the
exemplary practices for 

incorporating ALOs

“Integrate” –Falls 
into affective domain
According to Action 

verb lists 
(Appendices A,B) 

e.g.  Integrate 
professional nursing 
values in meeting 
current and 
emerging health 
needs in a dynamic, 
global society 

Stage 3

Results

Data- Taxonomic Level 
(From Stage 2)

Statistical 
Analysis

Relationship between 
Institutions’ Carnegie 
Classification and the 

exemplary practices for 
incorporating ALOs

Stage 4

Results

Data-      Institutional 
Characteristics

Data-      Carnegie 
Classifications



Quantitative AnalysisQuantitative Analysis

Stage Four

• Chi-square tests

• Logistic Regression test

• Chi-square tests

• Logistic Regression test

Bachelor’sBachelor’s

D-R1D-R1
D-R2D-R2

D/PUD/PU

M-M1M-M1

M-M2M-M2

M-M3M-M3

Special 
Focus
Special 
Focus

Last 
Reaf.
Last 
Reaf.

Song’s 
Taxonomic 

Levels

Song’s 
Taxonomic 

Levels

Song’s 
Taxonomic 

Levels

CARNEGIE CLASSIFICATION

Institutional CharacteristicsInstitutional Characteristics



Following the old SACSCOC 
Standards & Principles

20182018

SACSCOC ReaffirmationSACSCOC Reaffirmation

Following the new SACSCOC 
Standards & Principles
Following the new SACSCOC 
Standards & Principles

119 Institutions 
(52.4%)

119 Institutions 
(52.4%)

108 Institutions 
(47.6%)

108 Institutions 
(47.6%)

Institutional Characteristics - IIIInstitutional Characteristics - IIIInstitutional Characteristics - IIIStage



18.1%

14.1%

11.5%

19.8%

15.9%

10.1%

4.9%
5.7%

41

32
26

45

36

23

11 13

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

40

45

50

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%
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Conclusion:
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Implication 1 
Providing definitions for each term as well as sample 
contents to help programs directors better understand 
and implement particular essentials.

Implication 1 
Providing definitions for each term as well as sample 
contents to help programs directors better understand 
and implement particular essentials.

Implication 2
Providing detailed guidelines that articulate 
assessment instruments and assessment plans 
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Implication 3
Reinforcing communications with accreditors and 
educational institutions to obtain opinions, perceptions, 
and expectations in order to optimize accreditation
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and expectations in order to optimize accreditation



ImplicationsImplications

InstitutionsInstitutions

Implication 3
Allocating more resources to improve practitioners’ 
cognitive knowledge and skills focusing on ALO 
assessment practices 

Implication 3
Allocating more resources to improve practitioners’ 
cognitive knowledge and skills focusing on ALO 
assessment practices 

Implication 2 
Promoting the focus on affective domain learning and 
ALO assessment  for improving student retention rate
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Implication 1 
Implementing ALO assessments depend on 
educational practitioners’ efforts instead of being 
impacted by institutions’ reputations and resources 
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Research 1 
A qualitative study that obtains perceptions 
regarding affective domain learning from different 
perspectives, including accreditation agencies, 
education institutions, and society at large
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Research 2 
Studies that focus on ALO assessment practices of 
programs or institutions accredited by other 
regional and specialized accreditors 

Research 2 
Studies that focus on ALO assessment practices of 
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