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INTRODUCTION 

Historically, every two years, the Dean and Vice Provost for Undergraduate Academic Affairs has asked 

all University of Washington Seattle (UWS) departments offering undergraduate degrees to submit 

information summarizing their learning goals for undergraduate majors and the means by which they 

assess student learning. In addition, they are asked to provide information regarding any curricular 

changes that have been made in the past two years or any they plan to make in the subsequent two 

years. This data was then compiled and summarized by the Office of Educational Assessment (OEA) to 

produce the Assessment in the Majors report.  

For nearly 20 years, departments submitted lists of their goals and assessment methods, which OEA 

researchers then analyzed, coding and sorting these entries to provide a rendering of assessment trends 

across UW majors. Upon the completion of the 2015 report, OEA decided to pause data collection of 

Assessment in the Majors due to increasing consistency from report to report; this pause allowed 

programs to continue to develop in their assessment efforts while we strategized for new directions for 

assessing learning for UW undergraduate students. In the spring of 2020, researchers in OEA designed 

an online instrument, the Undergraduate Learning and Assessment Inventory (ULAI) to gather similar 

information about departmental learning goals, assessment methods, and curricular innovations with 

three key innovations: 1) Building on a wealth of open-ended data, departments were presented with a 

series of closed-ended options representing the most common types of learning goals and assessment 

approaches that departments have identified in past years; 2) Departments were asked to identify up to 

five key non-major courses and the general education requirements each fulfill in addition to identifying 

learning goals and assessment methods for each course; and 3) Departments were asked to reflect upon 

how they integrate equity into the curriculum, ensure equitable delivery of curriculum and assessment 

practices across the curriculum, and how their department assesses whether or not student outcomes 

are equitable. Finally, for the first time, all three campuses, UW Seattle (UWS), Tacoma (UWT), and 

Bothell (UWB) took part in the reporting process with a total of 80 departments1 participating.  

LEARNING GOALS IN MAJORS 

As shown in Table 1, across all three campuses, departments were most likely to report that their 

learning goals included critical thinking and problem solving, written and oral communication skills, and 

becoming proficient in a body of knowledge. Furthermore, applying the field of study to other contexts, 

                                                           
1 UWS = 54; UWT = 17; UWB = 9 
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conducting research, and developing an awareness of diversity and/or global and multicultural issues 

were chosen by at least 70% of departments.  

There was general agreement across campuses on a number of learning goals including critical thinking, 

mastering a body of knowledge, and conducting research. Nonetheless, some distinct differences 

emerged. In particular, a greater percentage of programs at UWB reported the following as learning 

goals: working effectively as a team, understanding ethical practice in the disciplines, using quantitative 

reasoning effectively, and participating in experiential learning. In contrast, learning to use specialized 

instruments or computer programs and listening effectively were represented by a greater percentage 

of programs at UWS. The learning goal of creativity and innovation was more likely to be reported by 

UWB and UWS programs and civic engagement or citizenship was represented by a greater percentage 

of programs at UWB and UWT. 

Learning Goals: Comparisons with 20152 

It is important to underscore the format change in data collection this year. Instead of an open-ended 

question, departments were asked a closed-ended question consisting of 18 learning goals as possible 

choices. Therefore, it is conceivable that there will be higher percentages given that departments were 

primed with the categories as opposed to being required to produce open-ended responses. 

Consistent with findings from 2015, thinking critically and solving problems, written and oral 

communication, mastering a body of knowledge, and conducting research in the discipline were learning 

goals mentioned frequently by departments at UWS and UWB. 

There were some notable departures from the data in 2015. For the first time, UWB departments 

reported that they identify participating in experiential learning (67%), practicing/learning civic 

engagement or citizenship (56%), and developing an awareness of sustainability (44%) as learning goals. 

Moreover, a greater percentage of UWB departments reported a focus on developing an awareness of 

diversity (9% to 67%) and working effectively as team members (55% to 89%).  

The goal of listening effectively showed up for the first time for UWS departments with nearly one-half 

choosing this goal and the goal of applying field of study to related contexts increased from 33% to 72% 

of departments reporting.  

Both UWS and UWB departments reported marked increases in frequency of goals including engaging in 

self-assessment or reflection (UWS: 30% to 61%; UWB: 18% to 56%), understanding and practicing 

creativity and innovation (UWS: 12% to 50%; UWB: 9% to 44%), and developing skills that will foster 

lifelong learning (UWS: 17% to 61%; UWB: 27% to 67%). 

 

  

                                                           
2 UWT did not participate in the Assessment in the Majors in 2015; therefore, this report will not include any 
comparisons with 2015 data. 
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Table 1. Undergraduate Majors Learning Outcomes 

Learning Outcome 

Bothell  
(n=9) 

Seattle 
(n=54) 

Tacoma 
(n=17) 

UW  
(n=80) 

n % n % n % n % 

Think critically and solve problems 8 89% 47 87% 15 88% 70 88% 
Write and speak effectively for specific 
audiences 

9 100% 46 85% 14 82% 69 86% 

Master a body of knowledge 7 78% 41 76% 12 71% 60 75% 
Apply field of study to related contexts 6 67% 39 72% 14 82% 59 74% 
Conduct research and use appropriate 
methods of inquiry 

6 67% 39 72% 12 71% 57 71% 

Develop awareness of diversity and/or 
global and multicultural issues & 
realities 

6 67% 37 69% 13 77% 56 70% 

Understand ethical practice in context 
of the field/discipline 

8 89% 34 63% 8 47% 50 63% 

Engage in self-assessment, critique, or 
reflection 

5 56% 33 61% 11 65% 49 61% 

Work effectively as team members 
including taking on leadership roles 

8 89% 32 59% 9 53% 49 61% 

Develop skills that foster life-long 
learning 

6 67% 33 61% 9 53% 48 60% 

Use quantitative reasoning effectively 7 78% 29 54% 8 47% 44 55% 
Participate in experiential learning 6 67% 29 54% 7 41% 42 53% 
Learn to use specialized instruments, 
computer programs, or materials 

3 33% 29 54% 3 18% 35 44% 

Understand and practice creativity and 
innovation 

4 44% 27 50% 4 24% 35 44% 

Listen effectively 1 11% 25 46% 5 29% 31 39% 
Practice/learn civic engagement or 
citizenship 

5 56% 18 33% 8 47% 31 39% 

Develop awareness of sustainability 
and environmental/ecological 
practices 

4 44% 18 33% 4 24% 26 33% 

Understand how to mediate conflict 3 33% 6 11% 1 6% 10 13% 
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ASSESSMENT METHODS IN MAJORS 

As shown in Table 2, across all three campuses, departments were most likely to report that they used 

student course evaluations, peer review of teaching, and classroom assessment to measure how well 

students are meeting their learning objectives. Moreover, capstone courses/experiences and exit 

surveys were also mentioned frequently.  

Overall, the use of student course evaluations, exit surveys, as well as alumni and/or employer surveys 

as a means to assess student learning were fairly uniform across the three campuses. In contrast, some 

notable differences emerged. As compared with departments at UWT, those at UWS and UWB were 

more likely to report that they used classroom assessment and peer review of teaching to assess 

student learning. In addition, the use of both experiential learning and student focus groups, interviews, 

and/or meetings were cited by a greater percentage of departments from UWS and UWB. At UWT, 

student self-assessment was more likely to be embraced as an assessment method and departments at 

UWB were most likely to report the use of capstone courses or experiences.  

Assessment Methods: Comparisons with 2015 

In 2020, departments were asked a closed-ended question comprised of 14 learning goals as possible 

choices as opposed to an open-ended question in 2015. Thus, similar to the learning goals question, 

there may be higher percentages of certain categories given that departments are presented with the 

options.  

Echoing data from 2015, student course evaluations, peer review of teaching, and classroom assessment 

were among the top methods reported by UWS and UWB. There were some noteworthy changes in the 

data between 2015 and 2020. Most striking, departments at UW Bothell reported sizeable increases in 

their use of student self-assessment and critique (9% to 56%), experiential learning (9% to 44%), and 

capstone courses or experiences (45% to 78%) to assess their students’ learning. Moreover, UWB 

departments were more likely to note that they are using student focus groups, interviews, or meetings 

as well as external reviewers (18% to 44%, respectively) as part of their assessment of student learning. 

Interestingly, both UWS and UWB were less likely to report using exit surveys as a means to assess 

student learning (87% to 61% and 73% to 56%). 

 

  



  OEA Report 21-01 

 

5 

 Table 2. Undergraduate Majors Assessment Methods 

Assessment Method 

Bothell 
 (n=9) 

Seattle  
(n=54) 

Tacoma 
(n=17) 

UW  
(n=80) 

n % n % n % n % 

Student course evaluations 8 89% 48 89% 13 77% 69 86% 
Peer review of teaching 8 89% 43 80% 10 59% 61 76% 
Classroom assessment 7 78% 44 82% 8 47% 59 74% 
Capstone courses or experiences 7 78% 33 61% 10 59% 50 63% 
Exit surveys 5 56% 33 61% 9 53% 47 59% 
Student self-assessment, 
reflection, critique 

5 56% 21 39% 12 71% 38 48% 

Experiential learning/supervisors' 
review 

4 44% 23 43% 4 24% 31 39% 

Student focus groups, interviews, 
meetings 

4 44% 24 44% 3 18% 31 39% 

Alumni and/or employer surveys 4 44% 19 35% 6 35% 29 36% 
External reviewers 4 44% 18 33% 2 12% 24 30% 
Undergraduate representation 
on program committees 

2 22% 18 33% 1 6% 21 26% 

External standards, such as those 
set by proficiency or professional 
exams 

2 22% 8 15% 6 35% 16 20% 

Focused studies of student work 2 22% 9 17% 4 24% 15 19% 
Mid-program assessment 1 11% 11 20% 2 12% 14 18% 
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LEARNING AND ASSESSMENT IN NON-MAJOR COURSES 

For the first time, we asked departments to list up to five popular non-major courses that their 

department offers. When asked to report their courses, we suggested thinking of “the popular or 

quintessential courses offered by your department that provide a strong introduction or foundation to 

non-major students. These could be lower or upper-level courses that likely fulfill one or more of 

the general education requirements (i.e., areas of knowledge and basic skills).” For each course, 

departments selected learning goals and assessment methods for each course, as well as which general 

education requirement(s) each course fulfills. As illustrated in Table 3, nearly one-half of reporting 

departments across all three campus included five courses. UWS and UWT reported a mean of around 

four courses and UWB slightly fewer with a mean of 3.3. 

Table 3. Number of Non-Major Courses Listed per Department 

Number of Courses 

Bothell 
 (n=6) 

Seattle  
(n=48) 

Tacoma  
(n=13) 

UW  
(n=80) 

n % n % n % n % 

1 course 2 33% 6 11% 1 6% 9 13% 
2 courses 0 0% 3 6% 1 6% 4 6% 
3 courses 0 0% 4 7% 1 6% 5 8% 
4 courses 2 33% 13 24% 2 12% 17 25% 
5 courses 2 33% 22 41% 8 47% 32 48% 

 M SD M SD M SD M SD 

Mean # of Courses 3.3 1.9 3.9 1.4 4 1.3 3.9 1.4 

NOTE: M = Mean, SD = Standard Deviation 

Across all three campuses, departments most frequently reported that the course(s) fulfilled the 

Individuals & Societies (I&S) general education requirement. UWS and UWT were also likely to indicate 

that the course(s) fulfilled the Visual, Literary & Performing Arts (VLPA) whereas UWB’s remaining 

courses were more evenly distributed across the general education requirements.  

Table 4. Distribution of General Education Requirements Fulfilled by Non-Major Courses 

GE Requirement 

Bothell 
 (n=20) 

Seattle  
(n=187) 

Tacoma 
(n=54) 

UW  
(n=261) 

n % n % n % n % 

English Composition (EC) 0 0% 9 5% 4 7% 13 5% 
Writing (W) 0 0% 33 18% 2 4% 35 13% 
Quantitative & Symbolic 
Reasoning (QSR) 

5 25% 19 10% 5 9% 29 11% 

Foreign Language 0 0% 10 5% 3 6% 13 5% 
Diversity (DIV) 5 25% 45 24% 7 13% 57 22% 
Visual, Literary & Performing Arts 
(VLPA) 

2 10% 73 39% 12 22% 87 33% 

Individuals & Societies (I&S) 12 60% 78 42% 25 46% 115 44% 
Natural World 5 25% 49 26% 5 9% 59 23% 

 

http://www.washington.edu/uaa/advising/degree-overview/general-education/
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Consistent with findings from learning goals for major students, when choosing learning goals for their 

non-major courses, the goals of critical thinking, mastering a body of knowledge, and applying the field 

of study to related contexts were all in the top five (Table 5). Furthermore, developing an awareness of 

diversity and/or global and multicultural issues is frequently listed for both major and non-major 

students.  

Table 5. Non-Major Course Learning Outcomes 

Outcome 

Bothell  
(n=20) 

Seattle 
(n=187) 

Tacoma 
(n=54) 

UW  
(n=261) 

n % n % n % n % 

Think critically and solve problems 12 60% 164 88% 39 72% 215 82% 
Appreciation and/or introductory 
mastery of a body of knowledge 

17 85% 139 74% 43 80% 199 76% 

Develop awareness of diversity and/or 
global and multicultural issues & 
realities 

10 50% 115 62% 34 63% 159 61% 

Apply field of study to related contexts 10 50% 120 64% 27 50% 157 60% 
Write and speak effectively for specific 
audiences 

3 15% 97 52% 35 65% 135 52% 

Listen effectively 9 45% 104 56% 15 28% 128 49% 
Understand research and appropriate 
methods of inquiry 

7 35% 100 54% 16 30% 123 47% 

Engage in self-assessment, critique, or 
reflection 

6 30% 90 48% 19 35% 115 44% 

Understand ethical practice in context 
of the field/discipline 

9 45% 77 41% 15 28% 101 39% 

Understand and practice creativity and 
innovation 

3 15% 84 45% 10 19% 97 37% 

Use quantitative reasoning effectively 11 55% 62 33% 10 19% 83 32% 
Work effectively as team members 
including taking on leadership roles 

3 15% 59 32% 11 20% 73 28% 

Participate in experiential learning 1 5% 44 24% 6 11% 51 20% 
Learn to use specialized instruments, 
computer programs, or materials 

2 10% 41 22% 4 7% 47 18% 

Practice civic engagement or 
citizenship 

6 30% 35 19% 4 7% 45 17% 

Develop awareness of sustainability 
and environmental/ecological 
practices 

8 40% 32 17% 5 9% 45 17% 

Understand how to mediate conflict 0 0% 16 9% 2 4% 18 7% 
 

These findings provide us one of the first chances to compare learning goals for majors and non-major 

courses. In both instances, UW courses and programs of study on-the-whole place the greatest 

emphasis (based on frequency of use) on critical thinking and problem-solving as a key learning 

outcome. Writing and speaking effectively is a key outcome for both (in the top five), although they are 
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a much greater focus for majors (86%) compared to non-major courses (52%). Both sets of outcomes 

also focus on developing awareness of diversity (70% of major programs of study compared to 61% for 

non-major courses) and applying a field of study to related contexts (74% for majors and 60% for non-

major courses). Both sets of courses/programs also focus on a body of knowledge, with 75% of major 

programs focusing on master of a body of knowledge and 76% of non-major courses focusing on an 

appreciation and/or introductory mastery of a body of knowledge. Finally, programs focus on 

introducing research and appropriate methods of inquiry in roughly half of their key non-major courses 

(47%) while relying on their major programs of study to develop these skills (71% of programs). 

Turning to assessment methods, it’s clear that programs rely on three key approaches to assessing 

student learning and experience in their non-major courses: student course evaluations (85%), 

classroom assessment (78%), and peer review of teaching (65%). This makes sense given the briefer 

assessment window afforded individual classes compared to entire programs of study, but it also aligns 

with the three most frequently used methods for major programs (86%, 74%, and 76%, respectively).  

Table 6. Non-Major Course Assessment Methods3 

Assessment Method 

Bothell  
(n=20) 

Seattle 
(n=187) 

Tacoma 
(n=54) 

UW  
(n=261) 

n % n % n % n % 

Student course evaluations 12 60% 175 94% 34 63% 221 85% 
Classroom assessment 13 65% 159 85% 31 57% 203 78% 
Peer review of teaching 10 50% 133 71% 27 50% 170 65% 
Student self-assessment, 
reflection, critique 

7 35% 78 42% 12 22% 97 37% 

Student focus groups, interviews, 
meetings 

1 5% 34 18% 1 2% 36 14% 

Experiential learning/supervisors' 
review 

0 0% 21 11% 3 6% 24 9% 

Focused studies of student work 0 0% 21 11% 1 2% 22 8% 
External reviewers 0 0% 11 6% 0 0% 11 4% 
Undergraduate representation 
on program committees 

0 0% 10 5% 0 0% 10 4% 

 

 

  

                                                           
3 Five assessment methods specific to major courses were omitted from the list for non-major courses including 
capstone courses or experiences, exit surveys, alumni and/or employer surveys, external standards, and mid-
program assessment. 
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LEARNING AND ASSESSMENT IN GENERAL EDUCATION COURSES 

In addition to identifying which types of learning outcomes are predominantly the focus for non-major 

courses, this assessment also allows us to better understand the distribution of these outcomes 

throughout the general education (GE) curriculum. A majority (92%) of courses listed by programs fit 

into the general education curriculum of UW (240/261). Table 7 lists the distribution of learning 

outcomes by general education requirement and suggests the common learning outcomes for all non-

major courses above are similar for all general education courses.  

Given they comprise the majority of non-major courses reported, the predominant learning outcomes 

and assessment methods are the same for all GE courses as for the non-major courses. Specifically, a 

vast majority of GE courses listed focus on critical thinking and problem solving (85%) and appreciation 

and/or introductory mastery of a body of knowledge (78%), with developing awareness of diversity 

and/or global and multicultural issues (63%), applying a field of study to related contexts (62%), and 

writing/speaking effectively (55%) focused on by more than half of the GE courses. These five outcomes 

seem to provide a potential encapsulation of learning through the general education curriculum at UW 

broadly. 

These data also allow us to examine different outcomes in specific requirements. Some findings are not 

surprising, such as 92% of English Composition (EC) courses focusing on effective writing, 95% of 

Diversity (DIV) courses focusing on developing awareness of diversity and 90% of Quantitative and 

Symbolic Reasoning (QSR) and 73% of Natural World (NW) courses focusing on using quantitative 

reasoning effectively. Others provide insight into the focus of different types of courses. For example, a 

vast majority of EC (85%) and NW (75%) courses focus on applying a field of study to related contexts, 

compared to only 47% of Visual, Literary, & Performing Arts (VLPA) and 46% of Foreign Language (FL) 

courses. Most courses focus on developing an awareness of diversity (72-92%), with the exception of 

QSR (17%) and NW (24%) courses. 

Table 8 lists the distribution of assessment methods in GE courses. We observe much less variation 

across the different requirements, with student course evaluations (88%), classroom assessment (80%), 

and peer review of teaching (70%) again being the predominant methods utilized. Beyond these, we 

observe a wide variation in the use of student self-assessment, reflection, and critique, utilized in over 

half of EC (62%), DIV (58%), and Writing (57%) courses, compared to only 14% in both QSR and NW 

courses.  
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Table 7. Distribution of Learning Outcomes by General Education Designations  

Learning Outcome 
EC 

(n=13) 
W 

(n = 35) 
QSR 

(n = 29) 
FL 

(n = 13) 
DIV 

(n = 57) 
VLPA 

(n = 87) 
I&S 

(n = 115) 
NW 

(n = 59) 
GE 

(n=240) 

Think critically and solve problems 100% 94% 90% 77% 88% 84% 86% 93% 85% 
Appreciation and/or introductory mastery of a 
body of knowledge 

69% 71% 93% 92% 75% 77% 82% 76% 78% 

Develop awareness of diversity and/or global and 
multicultural issues & realities 

77% 80% 17% 92% 95% 72% 78% 24% 63% 

Apply field of study to related contexts 85% 63% 62% 46% 60% 47% 64% 75% 62% 
Write and speak effectively for specific audiences 92% 91% 28% 92% 68% 66% 61% 31% 55% 
Understand research and appropriate methods of 
inquiry 

69% 57% 52% 8% 56% 43% 54% 61% 50% 

Listen effectively 46% 77% 48% 77% 67% 58% 54% 39% 50% 
Engage in self-assessment, critique, or reflection 62% 71% 28% 31% 60% 52% 52% 25% 46% 
Understand ethical practice in context of the 
field/discipline 

31% 54% 38% 31% 53% 41% 56% 39% 40% 

Understand and practice creativity and innovation 69% 49% 17% 46% 46% 67% 30% 25% 38% 
Use quantitative reasoning effectively 0% 9% 90% 0% 19% 13% 30% 73% 32% 
Work effectively as team members including 
taking on leadership roles 

31% 34% 28% 31% 32% 37% 30% 20% 29% 

Participate in experiential learning 8% 20% 35% 15% 16% 35% 14% 22% 20% 
Learn to use specialized instruments, computer 
programs, or materials 

8% 6% 41% 8% 11% 22% 10% 22% 18% 

Practice civic engagement or citizenship 15% 37% 7% 31% 32% 22% 27% 12% 18% 
Develop awareness of sustainability and 
environmental/ecological practices 

0% 20% 7% 0% 17% 18% 24% 37% 18% 

Understand how to mediate conflict 0% 6% 0% 0% 14% 10% 12% 3% 7% 

NOTE: EC = English Composition; W = Writing; Q = Quantitative and Symbolic Reasoning; FL = Foreign Language; DIV = Diversity; VLPA = Visual, 
Literary, & Performing Arts; I&S = Individual & Societies; NW = Natural World; GE = General Education Requirement
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Table 8. Distribution of Assessment Methods by General Education Designations 

 

Assessment Method 
EC 

(n=13) 
W 

(n = 35) 
QSR 

(n = 29) 
FL 

(n = 13) 
DIV 

(n = 57) 
VLPA 

(n = 87) 
I&S 

(n = 115) 
NW 

(n = 59) 
GE 

(n=240) 

Student course evaluations 100% 94% 97% 100% 86% 87% 82% 92% 88% 
Classroom assessment 92% 83% 90% 100% 83% 72% 82% 86% 80% 
Peer review of teaching 77% 74% 86% 100% 67% 68% 64% 76% 70% 
Student self-assessment, reflection, critique 62% 57% 14% 31% 58% 44% 44% 14% 37% 
Student focus groups, interviews, meetings 23% 26% 7% 0% 33% 15% 19% 14% 15% 
Experiential learning/supervisors' review 0% 11% 21% 8% 5% 14% 5% 10% 10% 
Focused studies of student work 0% 9% 10% 0% 5% 14% 5% 14% 8% 
External reviewers 0% 3% 3% 23% 7% 6% 1% 9% 5% 
Undergraduate representation on program 
committees 

0% 11% 3% 0% 4% 5% 7% 7% 4% 

NOTE: EC = English Composition; W = Writing; Q = Quantitative and Symbolic Reasoning; FL = Foreign Language; DIV = Diversity; VLPA = Visual, 
Literary, & Performing Arts; I&S = Individual & Societies; NW = Natural World; GE = General Education Requirement 
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CURRICULAR CHANGES AND EQUITY IN STUDENT LEARNING AND ASSESSMENT 

Seventy-percent (56 of 80) of departments reported making changes to their curriculum in the past four 

years with 45% of those (25 of 56) explaining that they made adjustments based on the assessment of 

student learning and achievement. 

Those departments that reported making changes based on assessment findings noted that they utilized 

methods including surveys/exit surveys, focus groups, and interviews, in addition to monitoring 

academic achievement in key academic areas. Other forms of evidence for curricular change included 

feedback from multiple stakeholders such as students, faculty members, alumni, advisory groups, and 

employers. One department explained changes that they made as follows: 

Last year, based on annual assessment data, we revised the structural engineering curriculum to 

better integrate design and analysis curriculum to better prepare students for capstone design 

classes.  

Over one-half of departments (44 of 80) reported that they incorporate equity into their curriculum in a 

meaningful way. Departments explained that they work to address the impact of social inequities in 

their given field through relevant courses, topics, readings, and other assignments. Two departments 

provide examples of how equity is incorporated: 

 In our courses with a social science foundation, equity and justice are central ideas upon which 

 ideas about information are discussed. This is partly from the school's history as a library and 

 information science department, which are disciplines that have always had social justice at 

 their core, from the beginnings of the public library movement in the United States. 

Civil and environmental engineering seeks to provide all members of society with access to 

sustainable transportation, clear air and water, and safe, functional, and healthy building 

structures. The issue of equity and access to these basic needs as well as the need for sustainable 

solutions to societies infrastructure needs is discussed in most capstone design classes as well as 

our required "professional practice" course. 

Additional program components such as research experiences and study abroad programs were also 

cited as a means by which equity is included in the curriculum. In an attempt to increase the equity of 

whose voices are heard in the classroom, some departments mentioned using evidence-based practices 

such as random calling or structuring group roles. 

Instructors are encouraged to employ active-learning teaching methods; in the large 

introductory courses, instructors are also encouraged to employ random calling for students to 

express their reasoning. Both of these have been shown in other contexts to promote equity. 

Thirty-nine percent (31 of 80) of departments reported that they engage in at least some type of process 

to ensure equitable delivery of the curriculum and assessment of learning and/or grading processes.  

In particular, departments noted that they strive to avoid cultural bias in assessment by the use of 

objective assessment criteria (e.g., rubrics), anonymous grading, and/or common final exams across 

sections. Some departments offer students alternative formats to exhibit their learning (e.g., project 
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based assessment vs. traditional final exams) and provide flexible degree completion (e.g., flexible 

schedule, online classes). In the words of one department: 

Faculty and advisors seek to provide equitable delivery of curriculum via online resources (office 

hours, review sessions, canvas sites), work-friendly schedules that concentrate classes on M/W/F 

leave Tu/Th for work or family and access to computing or other resources. 

Moreover, departments reported that faculty and/or staff participate in workshops and/or meet 

together to discuss issues surrounding equitable grading and assessment practices, and some gather 

feedback from students to inform these issues. 

Finally, when asked whether their department assesses whether student outcomes are equitable, 12 

departments (15%) reported that they are currently doing so whereas another eight (10%) plan to do so 

in the future. Those departments currently doing so reported activities such as tracking enrollment and 

graduation statistics by student demographics and using demographic data to identify achievement gaps 

in learning (e.g., grades in introductory courses). Grant-funded programs, UW data sources (e.g., UW 

Profiles), and the Office for Minority Affairs and Diversity served to inform and advance departments’ 

efforts.  In the words of two departments: 

Detailed statistics of our Department admissions, performance, graduation rates and career 

decisions are accumulated each year and reviewed in the Undergraduate program committee.   

During the last 2 years, an NSF-funded grant led to establishment of the CAUSE program…which, 

in addition to mentoring faculty in implementing active learning  strategies in their classroom, 

provides instructors with an analysis of their level of active learning and any gender or 

underrepresented minority gaps in learning on exams. 

CONCLUSION 

The Undergraduate Learning Assessment Inventory represents the next phase of tracking undergraduate 

student learning and assessment at UW. For years, we asked departments to report their majors 

learning outcomes in order to better understand what programs valued and the goals they had for their 

students. We can continue to track this important information while beginning to better track and 

understand the learning experience in non-major courses, which are frequently comprised of 

introductory and general education courses. This report provides much needed insight into the learning 

goals of a well-rounded undergraduate education across all three campuses of UW in order to provide a 

clearer picture of what our students are learning over the entire course of their years at UW. 

 


