
ASSESSMENT REPORT

I. SUMMARY OF ASSESSMENT   (suggested length of 1-2 pages)

A. Program Learning Outcomes (PLO)

List all your PLO in this box. Indicate for each PLO its alignment with one or more institutional 
learning outcomes (ILO). For example: “PLO 1. Apply advanced computer science theory to 
computation problems (ILO 2 & 6).”

1. Identify key concepts, principles, and applications of psychology’s content domains.
2. Apply scientific reasoning to interpret psychological phenomena and to design and conduct

basic psychological research (ILO 1: Critical Thinking).
3. Evaluate the ethics of psychological science and practice.
4. Demonstrate effective communication skills (ILO 2: Written Communication).
5. Describe career options within psychology.

B. Program Learning Outcome(S) Assessed
List the PLO(s) assessed. Provide a brief background on your program’s history of assessing the 
PLO(s) (e.g., annually, first time, part of other assessments, etc.)

During the 2016-2017 school year, we assessed PLO 4 using the CSUEB ILO Written 
Communication Rubric with our advanced research classes (PSYC 491/493). During the 2017-
2018 school year, we created a 15-question online multiple-choice test to evaluate PLOs 1 and 2 
in beginner and advanced students. During the 2018-2019 school year, we further developed the 
online multiple-choice test to assess a broader range of content areas under PLO 1 and added 
questions to assess PLO 3 (28 questions). This year (2019-2020), we used an empirical article 
analysis assignment to evaluate PLO 2. We also submitted our student assignments to assist the 
university’s assessment of ILO 1.

C. Summary of Assessment Process
Summarize your assessment process briefly using the following sub-headings.

Instrument(s): (include if new or old instrument, how developed, description of content)
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Students read a short empirical article and answered eight questions that assessed their critical 
thinking ability. First, we evaluated students’ understanding of the article content by asking 
questions about the theory underlying the research project, the operationalization of variables 
in the study, the researchers’ hypotheses and rationale, and the results. Next, we evaluated 
whether students could recognize pros and cons to the researchers’ approach and identify 
possible alternative explanations for the results. Lastly, we asked students to design a follow-
up study that operationalized the key variable in a different way. See Appendix A for complete
assignment. 

The assessment committee (Drs. Horne, Layous, and Little) evaluated student responses (each 
student evaluated by two raters). For each student, evaluators provided ratings on the 
Institutional Learning Outcome Critical Thinking Rubric (approved by Academic Senate 
March 2016) and also provided ratings on more specific questions of interest to the 
psychology department (e.g., How well did the student design their own study overall?). See 
Appendix B for complete evaluation. 

Sampling Procedure:

Our sample (N 



across students for items on the ILO Critical Thinking rubric. Table 2 includes the mean and 
standard deviation across students for the Psychology Department’s more specific questions.

Table 1

Mean (4-point scale
with higher numbers

indicating better
responses)

Standard Deviation

Explanation of Issues 2.43 0.65
Use of Evidence 2.90 0.83
Context, assumptions 2.31 0.91
Alternative viewpoints 2.17 0.62
Statement of position 2.24 0.61
Conclusions, implications, and 
consequences

2.21 0.62

Table 2

Mean (5-point scale
with higher numbers

indicating better
responses)

Standard Deviation

How well did the student 
explain sociometer theory?

3.16 1.43

How well did the student state 
the hypothesis?

3.69 1.01

How well did the student 
evaluate the design of the 
studies?

2.97 1.13

How well did the student design
their own study overall?

2.64 1.08

How well did the student 
operationalize social inclusion?

2.55 1.23

How well did the student state 
the implications/importance of 
their newly designed study?

2.29 1.16

D. Summary of Assessment Results 
Summarize your assessment results briefly using the following sub-headings.

Main Findings:

On the ILO rubric (4-point scale, with higher scores indicating better responses), all averages 
except “Use of Evidence” were closer to 2 than 3, indicating that students provided some 
evidence of skill in the area (scores were not 1), but perhaps missed important points or did not



more specific questions, students scored near the midpoint (5-point scale, with higher scores 
indicating better responses). They scored highest when asked to state the authors’ hypotheses, 
but the lowest when asked to design their own study and provide the reasons why this study 
would be important.

Recommendations for Program Improvement: (changes in course content, course 
sequence, student advising)

Although we had some promising evidence that students can extract research hypotheses and 
results from a professional empirical article in their field, we also found evidence that students 
struggled to go beyond the basic facts of the presented study. Specifically, they were not able 
to provide strong alternative viewpoints to the findings or implications of the research. 
Furthermore, they struggled to design a new study and provide rationale for why their new 
study would be important. Thus, students may understand research that has been conducted, 
but not necessarily have the skills to question it or improve upon it. Additionally, another 
surprising finding was that most students did not understand what an operational definition is, 
and this likely affected responses to several questions. Our suggestions for program 
improvement would be to encourage instructors teaching courses in the Psychology 
Department to provide more opportunities for students to work on these skills, even in courses 



In the future, it would be nice to compare our advanced students (PSYC 491/493) to our newer
students (e.g., in PSYC 200) to see whether advanced students scored better on this assignment
than newer students like we have done on the online subject matter assessment (2017-2018 and
2018-2019). That growth would indicate success in our research classes that we cannot 
presently infer based on mean scores from advanced students alone. The results of this 
assessment are positive in that students seemed to understand the presented research, but also 
leave room for improvement in students’ critical evaluation of the research and potential 
contribution to new knowledge.

E. Assessment Plans for Next Year
Summarize your assessment plans for the next year, including the PLO(s) you plan to assess, any 
revisions to the program assessment plan presented in your last five-year plan self-study, and any 
other relevant information.

During spring semester of 2021, we plan to evaluate PLO 3 (understanding of ethics) with four 



Article Analysis Assignment 
 

As part of the ongoing commitment to improve our instructional programs, CSUEB periodically 
conducts secondary reviews of randomly selected student work on key assignments. This is only 
to help faculty improve the curriculum and will NOT affect your grade. The purpose of this 
particular assignment is to assess your critical thinking skills, including your ability to interpret 
scientific findings and design studies to test psychological phenomena. Faculty from the 
Psychology Department and from other departments at CSUEB will evaluate your work to guide 
future changes to our curriculum and teaching methods. Please complete the assignment to the 
best of your ability to represent your knowledge accurately.  
 
To complete this assignment, please follow these instructions carefully. Download the Burrow 
and Rainone (2017) article (PDF) and �W�K�H���³�$�U�W�L�F�O�H���$�Q�D�O�\�V�L�V�´���:�R�U�G���G�R�F�X�P�H�Q�W�����5�H�D�G���W�K�H���%�X�U�U�R�Z��
�D�Q�G���5�D�L�Q�R�Q�H�����������������D�U�W�L�F�O�H���D�Q�G���W�\�S�H���\�R�X�U���D�Q�V�Z�H�U�V���W�R���W�K�H���T�X�H�V�W�L�R�Q�V���L�Q���W�K�H���³�$�U�W�L�F�O�H���$�Q�D�O�\�V�L�V�´��
Word document. Once finished, �S�O�H�D�V�H���X�S�O�R�D�G���\�R�X�U���F�R�P�S�O�H�W�H�G���³�$�U�W�L�F�O�H���$�Q�D�O�\�V�L�V�´���:�R�U�G��
document to the designated assignment in Blackboard. Please DO NOT include your name inside 
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and how many likes their profile pictures tend to receive on average. Researchers used the 
average number of likes as a predictor of self-esteem. 

Study 2 �± Researchers manipulated number of likes received. They stated that they were piloting 
a new social media site and they needed to take a selfie to upload to their personal profile. After 
taking the selfie, the experimenter claimed to upload the picture to the site and leave it displayed 
for five minutes. After the five minutes had passed, participants were told that, compared to other 
pilot testing, their selfie had received either average, below average, or above average likes. 

5. Please summarize the results from Study 1 and Study 2. Also note whether these results 
�V�X�S�S�R�U�W�H�G���W�K�H���D�X�W�K�R�U�V�¶���K�\�S�R�W�K�H�V�L�V�� 

In both studies, authors found support for their prediction that a sense of purpose moderated the 
relationship between social media likes and self-esteem. In both studies, the number of likes 
received was only related to self-esteem among those with a lower sense of purpose. In other 
words, if one had lower sense of purpose, their self-esteem was contingent on social media likes. 
Astute students may notice that number of social media likes was not related to self-esteem 
�R�Y�H�U�D�O�O���L�Q���6�W�X�G�\���������Q�R�Q�V�L�J�Q�L�I�L�F�D�Q�W���E�L�Y�D�U�L�D�W�H���F�R�U�U�H�O�D�W�L�R�Q���D�Q�G���Q�R�Q�V�L�J�Q�I�L�F�D�Q�W���³�O�L�N�H�V���U�H�F�H�L�Y�H�G�´��
predictor in the regression model). The authors glazed over that point. However, in Study 2, 
researchers did find a main effect of social media likes, as well as the hypothesized interaction. 

6. Evaluate the design of Study 1 and Study 2, listing both pros and cons about each study. 
�:�K�L�F�K���R�Q�H���S�U�R�Y�L�G�H�V���V�W�U�R�Q�J�H�U���V�X�S�S�R�U�W���I�R�U���W�K�H���D�X�W�K�R�U�V�¶���Kypothesis and why? 

Study 1 �± Self-reporting number of likes on profile pictures is not ideal due to potential for social 
desirability or memory biases to affect accurate reporting. Also, Study 1 is a correlational design, 
so we cannot infer that likes affected self-esteem. For example, it is possible that people with 
higher self-esteem garner more likes due to other aspects of their personality (e.g., extraversion), 
rather than the number of likes affecting their self-esteem.  

Study 2 is an experiment, so addresses some of the shortfalls of Study 1. Because people were 
randomly assigned to receive a certain number of likes, we can be more sure that number of likes 
is what accounts for their differences in self-esteem. Although the hypothesized relationship 
between likes and self -esteem was found, I wondered how believable the cover story was to 
participants. The findings in the real world might be even stronger as people would be able to 
experience the dynamic nature of the likes�² who they are from, how much time passes before 
getting a like, etc. Thus, just being told the number of likes with no other information may have 
actually undermined/attenuated the true relationship between likes and self-esteem. In addition, 
in both studies, purpose was self-reported. It would have been nice if purpose could have also 
been manipulated (perhaps through a writing activity) so that we could have inferred causality. 
In both studies, self-reported purpose was very highly related to self-reported self-esteem, so 
would have been nice to have purpose operationalized in a different way to reduce common 
method variance and to infer causality. 

I could see students saying Study 1 was stronger because it was more externally valid, but I 
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�2�Y�H�U�D�O�O�����,���W�K�L�Q�N���W�K�H���D�X�W�K�R�U�V�¶���F�R�Q�F�O�X�V�L�R�Q�V���Z�H�U�H���D�S�S�U�R�S�U�L�D�W�H�����,���F�R�X�O�G���Q�L�W�S�L�F�N���W�K�D�W���W�K�H�\���G�L�G���Q�R�W��
discuss the nonsignficant relationship between likes and self-





because they are already guided by a sense of connection with and ser-
vice to others. This hypothesis is further supported by previous studies
that have found that individuals with strong civic and prosocial orienta-
tions tend to use Facebook for informational reasons rather than status
enhancement or socialization ( Park, Kee, & Valenzuela, 2009), and emo-



2.1. Methods

2.1.1. Participants and procedure
Participants were 102 undergraduate students (74% female) aged 18

to 31 ( Mage = 20.14, SD= 1.84) at a large northeastern university. Six
respondents were omitted because they failed an attention check.
Based on an anticipated small effect size (Cohen's f2 = 0.1), a power
analysis determined a sample size of 114 would be required to reach ad-
equate power of 0.80. Data collection did not depend on any analysis of
results.

Participants began the study by completing a demographics form, a
measure of purpose in life ( � = 0.84; same as described in Study 1), and
a personality inventory that was not included in present analysis be-
cause it was administered pre-manipulation and, as a covariate, was
found not to account for the hypothesized effects in Study 1. After com-
pleting the survey, an experimenter explained to participants that the
aim of the study was to pilot test a new social media site that resembled
Facebook (in actuality no new site had been created). Participants were
told that in order to test some of the features of the interactive features
of site, they would need to create a new personal pro � le by taking a
photograph of themselves to be uploaded by the experimenter. The

experimenter then provided participants with a digital camera and
asked them to take a sel � e. After taking the sel � e, the experimenter os-
tensibly uploaded the photograph to the site by connecting the camera
to a computer with a monitor that was not visible to participants. Partic-
ipants were told their photograph was being displayed for 5 min and
that other users would have the chance to view and like their picture.
While they waited for their results, participants completed a word-
� nd task designed as a distraction. After 5 min had passed, participants
were given randomized feedback about their sel � e. Speci� cally, they
were told that compared to pilot testing, their sel � e had received the av-
erage number of likes (27 likes; n = 32), above the average number of
likes (48 likes; n = 30), or below the average number of likes (6 likes;
n = 34). Finally, participants completed a post-manipulation measure
of self-esteem ( � = 0.91; same as Study 1).

2.2. Results and discussion

Across participants, both purpose ( M = 4.11, SD= 0.63) and self-es-
teem ( M = 3.84, SD= 0.72) were above the midpoint on both scales,
and were positively correlated, r = 0.58, p b 0.001.

To establish that our manipulation operated in a manner consistent
with sociometer theory, we � rst examined whether self-esteem was in-
� uenced by condition. An omnibus ANOVA revealed that participants in
the high likes condition ( M = 4.12, SD= 0.55) reported signi � cantly
higher self-esteem than those who received a low ( M = 3.74, SD=
0.79) or average ( M





accomplish aims they believe are of signi � cant social value. However, it
is important to note that while purposeful individuals may be less reac-
tive to the number of likes they receive on a sel � e, such feedback on
content intended to be more representative of their life pursuits (e.g.,
status updates about one's future goals, or shared video clips detailing




������������������ �4�X�D�O�W�U�L�F�V���6�X�U�Y�H�\���6�R�I�W�Z�D�U�H

�K�W�W�S�V�������F�V�X�H�D�V�W�E�D�\���F�R�����T�X�D�O�W�U�L�F�V���F�R�P���4���(�G�L�W�6�H�F�W�L�R�Q���%�O�R�F�N�V���$�M�D�[���*�H�W�6�X�U�Y�H�\�3�U�L�Q�W�3�U�H�Y�L�H�Z�"�&�R�Q�W�H�[�W�6�X�U�Y�H�\�,�'� �6�9�B�D���%�H�0�J�D�\���,�&�N�W�I�I�	�&�R�Q�W�H�[�W�/�L�E�U�D�U�\�,�'� �8�« ������



https://www.qualtrics.com/?utm_source=internal%2Binitiatives&utm_medium=survey%2Bpowered%2Bby%2Bqualtrics&utm_content={~BrandID~}&utm_survey_id={~SurveyID~}


������������������ �4�X�D�O�W�U�L�F�V���6�X�U�Y�H�\���6�R�I�W�Z�D�U�H

�K�W�W�S�V�������F�V�X�H�D�V�W�E�D�\���F�R�����T�X�D�O�W�U�L�F�V���F�R�P���4���(�G�L�W�6�H�F�W�L�R�Q���%�O�R�F�N�V���$�M�D�[���*�H�W�6�X�U�Y�H�\�3�U�L�Q�W�3�U�H�Y�L�H�Z�"�&�R�Q�W�H�[�W�6�X�U�Y�H�\�,�'� �6�9�B�D���%�H�0�J�D�\���,�&�N�W�I�I�	�&�R�Q�W�H�[�W�/�L�E�U�D�U�\�,�'� �8�« ������


	AssessmentReport-2020-Psychology-Submitted
	Appendix A - Assessment
	Article Analysis Assignment - Revised for 2020 - KEY
	Burrow & Rainone, 2017 - how many likes
	How many liP慲敮琠㔳㐠〠刯呩瑬攨How 吀物摥偯w摩摥䥩摥朠吀琀㼀㩩摥倀甀爀瀳㐠猠吀刯呩潷摩攀爀愀琀吀物摥ow湷 物摥戠吀琀眠吀敷湷 瀳㐠猠椀琀椀瘠吀刯猳㐠挀椀慥o刯呩敥偯w慯刯映吀敷摥戠愠挀歯刯瑬攨搀刯猳敥o昀ⴀ萀吀物琠吀敷洀⸩⽆楲獴‵㌷‸刯䱡獴猰〰㕐慲敮琠㔳㐠刯偡牥湴‵㈴㔰⁒⽔楴汥⡁㐠〠刯卅‵㘳‰″‰⁒⽓椀偡牥湴‱.R⽓楴⁵⡤þ䠱呯㸾㰼⽌慳瑳散匯䝯ㄵ偡䔠㔶㌠〠㌠〠刯匨䉵牲潷㤰⁒⽓椀偡牥湴⁒e睦楥re睮督Tr呯㸾㰼⽌慳瑳〰㜰⥔楴汥⡁爸〠刯卅‵㘳‰″‰⁒⽓⡂畲牯㐠〠刯卩P慲敮琠㌀⸀刯䜀敷湷攀爀愀汩摥偯w獷挀畷獷猠椀漀温⽆楲獴‵㌷″㰯䱡獴猰〵ぐ慲敮琠㔳㐱刯偡牥湴‵㈴‰⁒⽔楴汥⡁爹〠刯卅‵㘳‰″‰⁒⽓⡂畲牯㐠〠刯呩P慲敮琠㈀⸀刯卩琠用搀H㈩⽆楲獴‵㌷‱㰯䱡獴猰〵㕐慲敮琠㔳㐠刯偡牥湴‵㈴⁒⽐慲楴汥⡁㐲〠刯卅‵㘳‰‴‰⁒⽓椀偡牥湴′.1.R⽍⁔th楯睤楲呯㸾㰼⽌慳瑳〰㘵偡䔠㔶㌠〠㐠〠刯卅䉵牲漴⁒⽓椀偡牥湴′.2.R⽒Tr極l楴楤整汥⡤R⽐漀睳督u睳睳on⤯䙩牳⽌慳瑳〰㘰偡䔠㔶㌠〠㐱〠刯卩P慲敮琠㈀⸀⸀⸀刯健瑬爀琀椀挀椀灥瑬攨琠物摥瑬攨搀刯灬爀潷挀吀搀甀爀攩⽆楲獴‵㌷‶猯䱡獴猰〱ぐ慲敮琠㔳㐠〠刯偲敶‵㌴㝒⽐慲楴汥⡁㐵〠刯卅‵㘳‰″㜰⁒⽓椀偡牥湴‱.1.R⽍⁔th楯睤楲呯㸾㰼⽌慳瑳〰㐵偡䔠㔶㌠〠㌯呩瑬攨䅰灥渴㐰⁒⽓椀偡牥湴‱.2.R⽒Tr極l楴楤整汥⡤R⽐漀睳督u睳睳on⤯䙩牳⽌慳瑳〰ㄵ偡楴汥⡁㐷〠刯卅‵㘳‰‴㐰⁒⽓椀偡牥湴‱.1.1.R⽐整汲ticip整汥⡴楤整汥⡤R⽰汲o督Tdure⤯䙩牳琠㔳㜠㑳⽌慳瑳〰㈰偡牥湴‵㌴〠刯䍯畮琠㜯㐹〠刯卅‵㘳‰‴㐰⁒⽓⡁灰敮㐶〠刯卩P慲敮琠⸀⸀㈀⸀刯䴠吀愀物甀爀吀牔漾㸼㰯䱡獴猰〲㕐慩瑬攨䄵⁒⽔楴汥⡁獳敳㐷〠刯卩P慲敮琠⸀⸀㈀⸀⸀刯健甀爀瀳㐠猠吀刯楷湷 ow昀攩⽆楲猯䱡獴猰〴ぐ慅‵㘳‰‴⽔楴汥⡁灰敮㔰〠刯卩P慲敮琠⸀⸀㈀⸀㐀⸀刯䌳㐠癥瑬爀椀愀琀吀爩⽆楲猯䱡獴猰〳㕐慩瑬攨䄴㥒⽔楴汥⡁獳敳㐷〠刯匨䅰灥渵⁒⽓椀偡牥湴‱.1.2.3.R⽆e敢R⽩睮睦⽔楴汴on⤯䙩牳⽌慳瑳〰㌰⥔楴汥⡁㔰刯呩瑬攨䅳獥猴㜰⁒⽓⡁灰敮㐰⁒⽃潩P慲敮琠⸀⸀㈀⸀㈀⸀刯卩敥o昀ⴀ吀物琠吀敷浔漾㸼㰯䄠㔵㈠〠刯乥硴‵㌴‰⁒⽐慲敮琯䄠㜶㔲‰⁒⽎數琠㔳㐠〠刯偡牥湴琠㔳㜠㙳⽌慳䄠㜶㔲‰⁘奚㌳㔴⸴‶㐴⸸㐹‵㉮畬汝數琠㔳ㄠ〵刯偡牥湴‵㈷‰⁒⽓䔠㔶㌠〠㈰⁒⽃潩P慲敮琠䤀⸀刯卩唯䴠䴀䄯刀夀刯伯䘠 䄯匯匯䔯匯匯䴯䔯一吠 ⠀物甀来朠吀物琠吀摷 o敷湷最琀桩 漀替Hⴀ㈀刯灬慥朠吀物⤩⽆楲猯䱡獁‷㘵㈠〠塙娳㠶⸴‶ㄹ㉮畬汝敩瑬攨䄶げ⽔楴汥⡁獳敳㔴〠刯卩P慲敮琠䄀⸀刯健爀潷最爀愀洀刯䰠吀愀牷湷楷湷最刯伯甀琀挀潷洀吀物摥⠀倯䰠佩⤩⽆楲猯䱡獁ㄳ㔲‰⁘奚㌶㠮㐠㘲㘮㐰〰㈲湵汬嵥汥⡁獳敳㔴〠刯匨䅰灥渵㜰⁒⽓椀偡牥湴⁅.R⽁睳睳睳睳潥睮睴R⽐敬整汥⡳潒⽦⼠⽎ex睴R⽙⁔ar⤯䙩牳⽌慳䄵㔲‰⁘奚㌶㠮㐠㈰㤮㠹㤹㤲湵汬嵥楴汥⡁㜠〠刯卅‵㘳‰‵㐰⁒⽓⡁灰敮㔰⁒⽃潩P慲敮琠䐀⸀刯卩畬攨䰠吀愀牷湷椠洠㘲㘮㐰〰捴ar睮睩睮眀刯刀P慲敮琠䐀⸀椀稀刯健祩畬略汥瑬愀愀牷湷椠洠㘲㘮㐰〰捴牡r睮睩睮眀刯刀戀⸀椀刯卩氀刯卩甀刯偯刯䰠吀吀摷敷琀刯健汥汥li偯刯䰠吀睮睩戀琀栯 一摩偯刯䰠猀萀吀物瑧⁔r椩⤯䙩牳⽌慌慳䄵ㄵㄮ㜶㠮㐠㈰㤮㠹㤹㤷湵汬嵥楴汥⡁㜠〠刯卅‵㘳‰″‰⁒⽓⡂畲牯眹䍒⽃潩P慲敮琠䐀⸀刯卩畬攨䰠吀愀牷湷椠洠㘲㘮㐰〰捴倠物摥瑬攨猠癥瑬爀椀愀瑲椩⤯䙩牳⽌愷㈮‵㔸㠮㔶㠮㐠㈰㤮㠹㤹㤸湵汬嵥楴汥⡁㜠〠刯卅‵㘳‰㘰㐰⁒⽓⡁灰敮㔰⁒甀⸀椀刯䰠吀吀摷敷琀㈀ぷ最㘀琀桩ぷ最㜠吀睮挀⸀漀刯䜀礀潷最爀Ⱟ䜀睷敷琀愀愀牷湷椠洠物甀来o睭T琠卩甀刯偯刯䰠吀吀摷敷琀䍩P慲䔀䉷 吀睭T圀⸀椀琨r楮.1.e湴⁵amcR⽩睮睦っ琀慵b.ic⽇w睩⁔d眠�潵敬整污d2.n整汥⡤c瑲愀牷湯睧rcd眠c睳潡r睮睩⁵tco匠爯䍔琠㥷最⽮琠㥷㍔r刯䍯椠創.iR⽌⁔Td睥睴20睧7th椰睧8⁔w湣.1oR⽇yo睧r,⽇w睥睴c瑲愀牡⠀物甀来慷湷最㔀琀煒甀†(n睦っ瑦づrad敐uw楷湷R⽐敧⁔-湣.1i整汥⠠R⽔楯睴⠠R⽯⠠e2.lw楡⠀物来o睭T獷湷最挀椀灥瑬攨㈯健甀爀瀳摥o来甀爀敮琠㌀挀椀灥瑬攨愀搀㈀⸀湥瑬攨搀捴獐慲敮琠敬爀琀椀⽃潩⁒甀⸀椀刯䰠吀吀摷敷琀㈀ぷ最㠀琀桩ぷ最㤠吀睮挀⸀漀刯䜀礀潷最爀Ⱟ䜀睷敷琀晒甀⸀吀摷敷爀汩琠敷 瀳汥l灬攨搀捴吀摷敷琀映漰攀爀愀摥倀甀睩睮眀刯健朠吀挀⸀楥瑬攨 刯呩潷琨 刯漨 愀愀牷湷椠洠来慷湷戠物摥愀瀳㐠猠†䄀⸀滿H卩畬攨䰠挀映漰琲㘮㐰〰捴慴牡r慳⁓極np㌴† 潷洀吠渱cip整汥⡡dd汥⡤c瑱創  ⠀湷映漰猨 刯漨 愀愀牷湷椠洠来o睭T㌠甀琀挲8⁔q創  ⠀湷映漰猨r刯䍯楔.i敹o睧rutc㈀〨最㤠琀桩ぷ㈀〨⤀Ⱟ䜀睷敷琀甠洠物甀来愀爀瀳昀ⴀ瀀椠爀洀挀刯氰捴慴牡⸀⸀汷敷琀愀渀刯氰礀刯偯猨 愀愀牷槿H渠㘲㘮㐰〰捴刯漨 攀㈀⸀氀睩愨r楧攀潷洀吠湴‱.W睥睴alTw湷楢mit⠀物摷 o略汥瑬獐慲敮琠敬爀琀 愀愀牷槿H渠㘲㘮㐰〰猨 刯漨 愀愀牷椨潷琨 刯桷敷琀甠湷湷 瀳爀眠吀敷礠猨 愀愀牷湷椠洠㘲㘮㐰〰捴畬攨䰠䥯睭T萀吀物瑧⁔r椩⤯䙩牳⽌慌慳䄵㌴㘮〴奚㌶㠮㐠㈰㤮㠹㤹㤹湵汬嵥楴汥⡁㜠〠刯卅‵㘳‰‵㐰⁒⽓⡁灰敮㔰䈠刯卩P慲敮琠䄀⸀刯健爀潷最爀愀洀刯䰠吀愀牷湷楷湷最刯琀捓⠩L⁔ar睮睩楤眠L⽐潳⡴⠠R⽨睥睴�潷洀吀⠰猨r剴aar睮睩極R⽓椀偡牥湶䠀漀睥敡睮睢楩R⽓椠漀睡潒⽦偡牥湵p整汥⡦っ瑹極汵敬整汰偡牥湴⁁.R’潳⠠h⽐潳⡴⡯.R⽓極汥⡌ao睥ar睩⡒⽌⁔Td睥睴�潷洀吀⠰猨r剴�⠰攀刯最刯ⱷ琀愀渀渀睩慬⽬べ,睴f剩㍲w⁴⠠R⽩睧R⼬椠ofｲ〰っ瑵汥⡌Td睥睲l楡ar睮睩‶㈶⸴〰び⼬椠e睮睩眮吀物摥


	Appendix B - Qualtrics Survey for Evaluation

