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SPECIAL ISSUE: NATIONAL STUDENT SURVEYS

This issue of the Student Pulse is devoted to the topic of national student surveys. While it is common to see the national re-
sults of these surveys in the news media, often those stories do not include the background of the survey questionnaires and
other basic information. In this issue, we are providing the background for major national student surveys, while also ex-
plaining how they are utilized at The University of Georgia. In this edition you will read about the CIRP Freshman Survey
(Cooperative Institutional Research Project), CORE Alcohol and Other Drug Survey, EBI housing survey (Educational Bench-
marking, Inc.) and NSSE (National Survey of Student Engagement). Concluding this edition is a review of Student Success in
College, a book documenting effective educational practices based upon NSSE results, and an article that will help you under-
stand the differences between national and local survey instruments.

NSSE: UNDERSTANDING THE NATIONAL SURVEY OF STUDENT ENGAGEMENT

In a time of increased demands for accountability across all facets of higher education, the National Survey of Student En-
gagement (NSSE) serves as a vital tool to understand how undergraduates spend their time and what they gain from the col-
lege experience. NSSE was developed in the late 1990s with funding from The Pew Charitable Trusts, which assembled a
group of national leaders in higher education to discuss measures of quality and the limitations of current college ranking

systems. They were charged with looking beyond traditional measures of student selectivity,
faculty credentials, and procedural compliance to establish a more comprehensive picture of

institutional quality. The result was the inception of NSSE, which was piloted successfully in
1999 and has been administered at more than 1,100 schools since its official launch in 2000. It is housed at Indiana University-
Bloomington and directed by Student Affairs scholar George Kuh of the Center for Postsecondary Research and School of
Education and Peter Ewell of the National Center for Higher Education Management Systems.

NSSE Design

NSSE is designed to measure students’ levels of engagement in their studies and the effects on quality of learning and the
overall educational experience. The survey items are derived from empirically tested, high quality student outcomes that
result from good educational policy and practice. Most questions fall into one of three categories: institutional actions and
requirements, including curriculum and faculty; student behavior, which addresses how students spend their time on
coursework in and out of the classroom; and student reactions to college, which measures student perceptions of their own
experience and self-reported gains in different skill areas. Currently enrolled freshmen and senior students who have com-
pleted at least one full term at their four-year institution are the participants in the NSSE survey. Comparing the experiences
of these two groups allows schools to examine how students develop during college, looking specifically at their levels of
engagement. A random sample of students is selected from the freshman and senior classes; the sample size depends on the
undergraduate enrollment and typically ranges from 450 to 5,000 students. Institutions can choose to use an electronic or
paper survey format. Colleges and universities can also design their own questions for inclusion on the survey if at least six
schools agree to participate in a data-sharing consortium; the survey can be expanded to include additional questions rele-
vant to specific institutional characteristics or areas of student engagement of particular interest.

The information provided by NSSE is intended to help schools identify areas in which the student experience can be im-
proved through purposeful changes to policy and practice. Participating institutions receive a report with results for each
question, data for comparable institutions (which can be self-selected), and a data file of all student responses. These re-
sponses can be viewed in the aggregate, broken down by particular student characteristics, and combined with data from
other schools. The results can also assist prospective college students and their families, advisors, and educators to learn
more about how students spend their time and what they gain at a particular institution.

(continued on page 2)
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NSSE (CONTINUED FROM PAGE 1)

NSSE at UGA
The University of Georgia first administered NSSE in 2003;
in 2004, the Board of Regents decided that all schools in the
University System of Georgia would be required to adminis-
ter it to their students. In summer of 2002, the Vice Presi-
dents for Instruction and Student Affairs agreed to fund
UGA’s participation in NSSE. That fall, a steering committee
of faculty, administrators, and students partnered with then
Vice President for Instruction Dr. Delmer Dunn to oversee
the promotion of the survey, its administration, data analy-
sis, creation of proposals based on the results, and reporting.
The response rate to the 2003 survey, administered in elec-
tronic format, was 27%. UGA compared its results to those
of 16 other institutions. The committee compiled a report
that identified six major themes of interest: diversity, cur-
riculum, student-faculty interaction, technology, commu-
nity, and writing. They made a number of recommenda-
tions, including the creation of the Office of Service Learn-
ing, which opened in 2005. They also encouraged a year-
long campus conversation on teaching and learning; this
recommendation led to the establishment of the Task Force
on General Education and Student Learning. The steering
committee planned a series of NSSE conversations between
Dr. Dunn and various campus constituents to share the re-
sults and use them to spark fuller conversations about stu-
dent engagement and effective teaching and learning.

In 2005 UGA again administered NSSE, this time under
the leadership of Dr. Ann Crowther of the Office of the Vice
President for Instruction and Dr. Karen Bauer of the Office
of Institutional Research. The results were analyzed by Dr.
Diane Cooper, a faculty member in the Department of Coun-
seling and Human Development Services, and Ning Wong
of the Office of Institutional Research. Dr. Crowther and Dr.
Denise Gardner of the Office of Institutional Research are
leading the 2007 NSSE project, which collected data from a
sample of 2,500 freshmen and 2,500 seniors this spring; the
results will arrive in August. The University of Georgia will
use the information from the 2007 survey to examine cam-
pus-wide trends of student engagement and to compare it-
self to other institutions. “Because NSSE is administered
through the Office of the Vice President for Instruction,”
says Dr. Crowther, “we are able to address the findings and
respond at the university level.”

NSSE Data in Action
NSSE has already proven to be an integral factor in the Uni-
versity’s quest for academic rigor and overall educational
excellence, serving as the catalyst for major advancements in
teaching and learning. Though NSSE is used primarily as a
force for academic change at the University of Georgia, the
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minor in French. In spring of 2007, she received an M.Ed. in
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data have great potential to inform the policy and practice of
the Division of Student Affairs as well. Student Affairs
shares in the responsibility to enhance the overall under-
graduate experience, and collaborating with Academic Af-
fairs in using the NSSE data is an excellent start to achieving
this goal. Breaking down the NSSE data by demographics
could help individual Student Affairs departments examine
the levels of engagement of the student populations they
serve. Identifying discrepancies in levels of engagement
could allow Student Affairs to adjust and improve their ser-
vices and programs designed to target different student
groups. For example, if the Office of Greek Life wanted to
improve its Sophomore Leaders Circle program, staff could
examine Greek freshmen’s responses to relevant NSSE items
to identify interests, strengths, and areas for improvement
within their target population as compared to the general
student body. They might be particularly interested in ques-
tions addressing students’ participation in community ser-
vice; contact with students of a different race, ethnicity, or
ideology; or development of a personal code of values and
ethics. If NSSE data for this group of students identified high
levels of community services but lower levels of interaction
with diverse individuals, for instance, Greek Life staff might
decide to bring in an individual who specializes in service
and leadership of diverse populations, such as a staff mem-
ber in the Office of Intercultural Affairs, to conduct a pro-
gram workshop with the students.

In addition to using the data to examine demographic
patterns of engagement, Student Affairs can look to the de-
velopmentally oriented survey items as excellent examples
in the process of creating or revising quality learning and
development outcomes for specific programs or the Division
as a whole. Also, examining the data in the aggregate can
help Student Affairs professionals gain a comprehensive
understanding of the students we serve.

References
National Survey of Student Engagement. (2007). Retrieved
April 21, 2007 from http://nsse.iub.edu/index.cfm
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EBIl: UNDERSTANDING ASSESSMENTS IN UNIVERSITY HOUSING

University Housing at The University of Georgia conducts
annual satisfaction and benchmarking assessments through

Educational Benchmarking
By J -D. WHITE Inc. (EBI). The conception of
EBI began at a conference

where Dr. Joseph Pica and Glenn Detrick discussed their
frustrations with the lack of data and standards to allow for
the comparison of MBA programs (EBI, 2007). In 1994, a pi-
lot assessment with 68 schools was conducted and its find-
ings reported at the 1994 Graduate Management Admissions
Council (GMAC) annual meeting. This conversation and
pilot assessment led to the creation of EBI. Since 1994, EBI
has expanded its assessment offerings to aspects of Student
Affairs that include student unions, fraternity and sorority
life, and first year initiatives. In 1998, EBI developed assess-
ments for University Housing and now offers three types:
Resident, Resident Assistants (RA), and Apartments. These
assessments are based on the Association of College and
University Housing Officers — International (ACUHO-I) Pro-
fessional Standards, created by a task force comprised of
housing officers and research specialists. The assessments
are grounded in housing principles and considered both a
reliable and valid data source.

EBI Design
EBI measures student satisfaction through students’ sense of
community, the hall facilities, safety and security, and over-
all program effectiveness. Each assessment provides a statis-
tical factor analysis to uncover areas that affect student per-
ception of overall program effectiveness. Participating hous-
ing departments are able to ask up to ten custom questions.
These questions allow departments to assess areas particular
to that program and explore institution-specific interests.
The results can be benchmarked against multiple compari-
son groups, including all participating institutions and Car-
negie classifications. Each housing department also selects
six institutions to create a unique comparison group. Univer-
sity Housing at UGA bases its selections on similar housing
departments, demographics of residential population similar
to UGA, or peer and aspirational institutions. Last year, 268
institutions participated in the Resident Assessment with
more than 339,000 students completing the assessment na-
tionwide.

Housing departments conducting EBI studies can select
paper or web-based administration. Web administration al-
lows for real time viewing and reporting of results once ten
questionnaires have been completed. EBI provides a com-
prehensive written report of the findings that includes statis-
tical results, longitudinal trends, and benchmark compari-
sons. Each year, University Housing conducts all three EBI

housing assessments and a custom assessment designed for
East Campus Village residents. In 2006, the Apartment As-
sessment for Family and Graduate Housing and the East
Campus Village were conducted online. This spring all the
EBI assessments were conducted online in an effort to help
with the administrative challenges of a paper administration
and to quicken the availability of the results.

EBI Data in Action

One of the most beneficial aspects of the assessment is the
Priority Matrix compiled by EBI. The Priority Matrix allows
University Housing to see which factors have the highest
impact and serve as predictors of overall program effective-
ness. The matrix provides areas to monitor, maintain, or im-
prove upon in order to increase program effectiveness.
While EBI provides the majority of the data analysis for the
assessments, the Doctoral Intern for Assessment and Evalua-
tion further examines the data to assist staff in planning for
and improving services. University Housing produces The
Measuring Stick, a series of overview reports on the findings
from each EBI study. Data from these assessments are often
included in departmental publications, reports and presenta-
tions to university stakeholders, and to other units on cam-
pus. EBI data also serve as a foundation for additional as-
sessments to further understand the experiences of our resi-
dents and staff. One example is a current examination of RA
satisfaction with hall policies and their confrontation of vio-
lations of these policies.

Continuing to understand the experiences of our resi-
dents and staff and working to improve the quality of our
services drives University Housing’s assessment efforts.
Large scale assessments such as EBI allow University Hous-
ing to understand the efficacy of our services and identify
areas for growth and improvement. 5§

References
Educational Benchmarking Inc. (2007). Mission and company
history. Retrieved March 5, 2007 from http://
www.webebi.com/AboutEBI/companyhistory.aspx
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CORE: UNDERSTANDING A
NATIONAL ALCOHOL AND OTHER DRUG SURVEY

Housed in the Student Health Center at Southern Illinois
University Carbondale, the CORE Institute is a leading re-
search, assessment, and de-

velopment organization for
alcohol and other drug prevention programs across the na-
tion. The CORE Institute’s Alcohol and Other Drug Survey
was initially funded through a grant from the U.S. Depart-
ment of Education and has been administered annually since
its development in 1989. This survey assesses the nature,
scope, and consequences of alcohol and other drug use. The
CORE Alcohol and Other Drug Survey was expanded in
1994 to include questions on sexuality, campus violence, in-
stitutional climate, perceptions of alcohol and other drug
use, and extracurricular activity involvement. The long form
of the survey has 39 questions and takes approximately 25
minutes to complete.

CORE Design

This survey documents and quantifies the negative effects of
alcohol and other drug use among college students by ask-
ing questions about perceptions, beliefs, and behaviors in-
volving alcohol, other drugs, sexual behaviors, and violence.
Close-ended questions are used to assess students” knowl-
edge of campus alcohol and drug policies and prevention
programs. Questions about quantity and frequency of alco-
hol and drug use, age of first use, and negative consequences
are asked in a similar manner. The CORE survey also uses
close-ended, categorical questions to assess demographics
such as age, ethnic origin, marital status, living arrange-
ments, and cumulative grade point average. Participation
varies from year to year. In 2003, for example, the CORE In-
stitute compiled data based on a sample of 38,857 under-
graduate students from 89 two and four-year colleges lo-
cated in the United States.

Methods of survey administration vary across institu-
tions. Some prefer to administer pen and paper surveys to
randomly selected classrooms, though institutions on the
whole are increasingly using the online survey as a viable
means of collecting data. Data from the national sample are
reported annually on the CORE Institute’s Web site and at
professional meetings. The Institute also provides custom-
ized reports (cross-tabs) and a CD with the raw data to each
institution that administers the survey. The Institute has
used the national data to develop benchmarks or explicit
standards by which to measure performance. The bench-
marks reflect the characteristics of colleges with the lowest
alcohol and other drug prevalence and the lowest average
number of alcohol-related negative consequences. A college
can evaluate its success relative to the benchmarks that rep-
resent optimal levels of performance and readily diagnose
areas where they can make further improvements in the ar-

Moot The Quithor
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eas of education, policy, and campus environment.
CORE at UGA

The Health Promotion Department in the University Health
Center administers the survey at UGA. Traditionally, the
survey was administered biannually in paper format to a
convenience sample of classrooms. This year, the survey was
administered online to a random sample of undergraduate
students. The results are used (1) to examine trends in alco-
hol and other drug use, as well as beliefs and attitudes
among undergraduates at UGA; (2) to examine students’
perceptions of the campus climate in regard to alcohol and
drug use; and (3) to inform alcohol and other drug preven-
tion and intervention programs that are offered by the Uni-
versity Health Center. The data are posted on the University
Health Center’s Web site and shared with students, faculty,
staff and administrators.

CORE Data in Action
The data inform educational programs that are offered
through the University Health Center. For example, if this
year’s data were to indicate a significant increase in the use
(or perceived acceptance of use) of a certain illegal sub-
stance, we might focus our efforts on an educational cam-
paign regarding the health and legal implications of that
substance. Or if, for example, a certain population of UGA
students experienced greater negative consequences related
to their alcohol use than others, then we may develop an
intervention for that target population, ultimately aiming to
reduce those negative consequences.

In closing, defining and measuring success would be
complicated, but this survey provides one way to identify
programmatic needs among our students. UGA could use
the national benchmarks created by the CORE Institute to
identify environmental factors and educational programs
offered by institutions with comparatively lower rates of
alcohol and other drug use and negative consequences to
further inform programs and policies.

References
CORE Institute. (2007). Measuring Change, Delivering Results.
Retrieved April 10, 2007 from http://www.siu.edu/
departments/coreinst/public_html/
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UNDERSTANDING THE

COOPERATIVE INSTITUTIONAL RESEARCH PROGRAM

At the University of California, Los Angeles (UCLA), the
Higher Education Research Institute (HERI) sponsors sev-
eral national surveys used to better understand college and

gniversity student popl.ﬂa—

tions. One such survey is
the CIRP, or the Cooperative Institutional Research Pro-
gram. CIRP is known as “the nation’s oldest and largest em-
pirical study of higher education” (Cooperative Institutional
Research Program, n.d., I 1). Created in 1966 by The Ameri-
can Council on Education, CIRP has surveyed several gen-
erations of college students as a way of gauging national
norms as well as campus norms in relation to nationally ag-
gregated results.

CIRP Design

CIRP questions cover a broad range of subject areas, in-
cluding financial aid, academic preparedness, academic hab-
its and experiences, technology use, college plans, career
plans, political ideology, and values. Other questions in-
clude student demographic information, the number and
rank of college applications, and what factors influenced the
eventual institutional choice. Some examples of questions on
today’s CIRP address social issues, asking students’ stance
on issues like abortion and legalization of marijuana. Certain
questions are repeated each year so that longitudinal data
can inform the study of college freshmen over time (Pryor,
Hurtado, Saenz, Korn, Santos, & Korn, 2006). As a way of
tracking national trends, specific questions related to cul-
tural trends are asked. Because of this, some questions will
change throughout the years. Not only are standard ques-
tions available, but colleges and universities may choose to
include custom questions associated with institutional
trends they hope to track. This is helpful because not only is
an institution given the opportunity to compare itself to
other institutions nationwide, but also to track local concerns
(Hurtado & Pryor, 2007).

In 2006, 271,441 respondents at 393 colleges took the CIRP
Freshman Survey. Over the past 42 years, 8,319,319 total stu-
dents have taken the CIRP and 200 institutions have partici-
pated consistently to provide a strong base for result com-
parison (Hurtado & Pryor, 2007). Although many schools
participate, some are unable to be included in national re-
ports due to a response rate that is less than 85% (Hurtado &
Pryor). Current surveys are administered at many types of
institutions, including community colleges and different
types of four-year public and private universities.

CIRP Data in Action
The CIRP is administered by paper to UGA students at
freshmen orientation. CIRP and HERI analyze the data as

Cloit The Qoithior
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part of the participation fee. At many institutions, results are
sent to the Office of Institutional Research or Office of Insti-
tutional Effectiveness (Hurtado & Pryor, 2007); however, at
UGA, the CIRP results are sent to the Office of Student Af-
fairs Assessment (OSAA) and then shared with other offices
on campus with a vested interest in the results, such as the
Campus Student Research Team, the Student Affairs Leader-
ship Team, and the Office of Admissions. OSAA is currently
doing a longitudinal study of CIRP data to share with other
offices on campus and highlights current UGA student
trends, interests, and values on their Web site. CIRP data on
entering student demographics are discussed in the Columns
newsletter to faculty and staff. Data are also taken to Aca-
demic Affairs and Student Affairs joint meetings in efforts to
make the data more accessible across campus. Use of CIRP
data is not limited to Student Affairs practice. As faculty be-
come more informed about the students they are teaching,
the more effective their lessons can be taught to the student
populations with which they work.

(See Pages 10-11 for excerpts of UGA CIRP Freshmen Data)
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UNDERSTANDING SURVEYS: DEMYSTIFYING THE PROCESS

basic guidelines you can follow to ensure that your survey
is measuring what it is intended to measure and is the best-
design for gathering the data you need to answer your de-

partment’s assessment ques-
LG NANE® S 11 R0) T 1ion. The following are some
suggestions for writing sur-

vey items, testing the instrument, and keeping in mind the
aesthetic details of your survey. According to Babbie (2007),
following a few basic tips in writing your questions can go a
long way in ensuring that your survey instrument is collect-
ing the information you are seeking.
® Choose the right form of question for what you are
measuring. Questionnaires can include statements or differ-
ent question types, and using both can lead to a more flexi-
ble questionnaire design. Recognize that questions can be
open-ended or closed-ended, and depending on what type
of information you want to know and how the data will be
analyzed, one form may be more appropriate than the other,
or both may be used.
® Steer clear of double-barreled questions. A double-
barreled question is one in which the respondent can pro-
vide only one answer for a multiple-part question. This be-
comes problematic when a respondent disagrees with one
part of the question but not the other, but can only select one
answer. One telling sign that it is a double-barreled question
is if the word “and” appears in a question or statement.
¢ Respondents must be able to answer reliably. Asking
respondents to answer a question where they have little
knowledge or expertise or are missing important facts can
lead to answers that are not useful for the department.
When designing the item, ask if the audience you are writing
for would be able to provide a meaningful answer based on
what they already know.
¢ Respondents must be willing to answer. Be cautious
when writing questionnaire items that are sensitive or that
ask for information that is personal or private. One potential
outcome of a sensitive item would be an answer that some-
one has “no opinion” or does not know what his/her opinion
is, even if he/she has one. If the item is necessary, be sure to-
(continued on next page)
take steps to ensure respondent confidentiality and notify
potential respondents accordingly.
e Askrelevant questions. Try not to ask respondents
questions that they probably have not thought much about
or do not care about either way. In cases where such items
are necessary, be sure to provide an answer selection by
which the respondents can indicate that they have no opin-
ion, do not know, or are undecided in their opinion.
e Keep items brief and to the point. Respondents are

Olbo it The Oithor
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more likely to not take a survey or ignore an item than re-
spond to one that is lengthy and difficult to understand. It is
better to create simple, precise items that a respondent can
easily read and understand.
® Avoid negatively-worded items. Negative words in
questionnaires can lead to confusion, and in cases where the
items are misunderstood, can lead to answers opposite of
what the respondent really feels. Items that use double-
negatives or which have negative terms should be corrected
for clarity.
e Steer clear of items and terms that are biased or jargon-
filled. Any items with wording that encourages one re-
sponse over another would be biased, and sometimes this
influence can be subtle. Likewise, avoid jargon that may
confuse the respondent. If you are unsure about the best
question to ask on a particular topic, ask more than one
question.

Aesthetic Details
Design is important to consider when planning your instru-
ment because an unclear or visually-displeasing survey can
distract respondents or discourage potential respondents
from even taking the questionnaire. Babbie (2007) offers
some helpful tips for designing a survey that will make for a
pleasing and inviting questionnaire format.
e The survey should be uncluttered and simple. Avoid
putting more than one question per line; be sure that head-
ings and subheadings are used appropriately, and provide
plenty of white space to make the instrument appear less
cluttered.
e Provide clear instruction for responding to items. Do
you want the respondent to check a box, circle an item, or
write in an answer? Giving clear direction will make data
processing and analysis much easier.
Give clear direction when using contingency questions.
Contingency questions are those that are intended for only
some respondents to answer, based on their responses to
other questions. If you ask contingency questions, be clear
about who should answer the question, how it is linked
to other questions, and for those to whom the question is
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UNDERSTANDING SURVEYS (CONTINUED FROM PAGE 6)

take steps to ensure respondent confidentiality and notify
potential respondents accordingly.
e Ask relevant questions. Try not to ask respondents
questions that they probably have not thought much about
or do not care about either way. In cases where such items
are necessary, be sure to provide an answer selection by
which the respondents can indicate that they have no opin-
ion, do not know, or are undecided in their opinion.
e Keep items brief and to the point. Respondents are
more likely to not take a survey or ignore an item than re-
spond to one that is lengthy and difficult to understand. Itis
better to create simple, precise items that a respondent can
easily read and understand.
e Avoid negatively-worded items. Negative words in
questionnaires can lead to confusion, and in cases where the
items are misunderstood, can lead to answers opposite of
what the respondent really feels. Items that use double-
negatives or which have negative terms should be corrected
for clarity.
® Steer clear of items and terms that are biased or jargon-
filled. Any items with wording that encourages one re-
sponse over another would be biased, and sometimes this
influence can be subtle. Likewise, avoid jargon that may
confuse the respondent. If you are unsure about the best
question to ask on a particular topic, ask more than one
question.

Aesthetic Details
Design is important to consider when planning your instru-
ment because an unclear or visually-displeasing survey can
distract respondents or discourage potential respondents
from even taking the questionnaire. Babbie (2007) offers
some helpful tips for designing a survey that will make for a
pleasing and inviting questionnaire format.
¢ The survey should be uncluttered and simple. Avoid
putting more than one question per line; be sure that head-
ings and subheadings are used appropriately, and provide
plenty of white space to make the instrument appear less
cluttered.
® Provide clear instruction for responding to items. Do
you want the respondent to check a box, circle an item, or
write in an answer? Giving clear direction will make data
processing and analysis much easier.
®  Give clear direction when using contingency questions.
Contingency questions are those that are intended for only
some respondents to answer, based on their responses to
other questions. If you ask contingency questions, be clear
about who should answer the question, how it is linked

to other questions, and for those to whom the question is
irrelevant, provide further instruction (“If no, skip to ques-
tion...”).
® Decide on the best order for items in your instrument.
Do you have a number of questions that require in-depth
thought? If so, you may want to begin with questions that
are easier to answer to get the respondent engaged. Do you
have a series of questions that may become boring quickly?
Consider mixing in questions that ask for an opinion or
ideas that may interest the respondents and maintain their
interest.

Testing the Instrument
So now that you have carefully considered, planned, and
designed an eye-catching, thoughtful questionnaire, you are
ready to go, right? Not yet. One last important element is to
pretest your questionnaire to ensure that it is error-free.
Testing the instrument involves allowing others to take the
questionnaire to see if all of the question items make sense,
that the instructions are clear, and that the survey items are
measuring what they are intended to measure. This impor-
tant step can save time and effort by catching any mistakes
before the instrument is widely disseminated.

Surveys can be a powerful way of collecting information
for assessment purposes. The information surveys yield can
be useful and helpful in understanding student opinions,
attitudes, and cultures. Surveys can also be used to help
discern how effectively a department or unit is providing a
service or meeting a need. Surveys, however, are not proper
instrument for every assessment question, and not all sur-
veys are the same. There are a number of resources avail-
able to help with designing a survey, and remember that
your department’s A-Team (Assessment Team) representa-
tive and the Office of Student Affairs Assessment (OSSA)
can both offer assistance in choosing or designing a survey
to best fit your needs.

References
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fairs: A guide for practitioners. San Francisco: Jossey-
Bass.
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TAKING A “DEEFPER” LOOK AT PROMOTING

STUDENT SUCCESS: A REVIEW OF STUDENT SUCCESS IN COLLEGE

Student Success in College, authored by George Kuh, Jillian
Kinzie, John Schuh, and Elizabeth Whitt, (2005) illustrates
the impact broad-based as-
sessment can have at an in-
stitution. The book draws conclusions from a national re-
search project and provides colleges and universities a
roadmap to increase the success of their students. Before
reviewing the major findings, it is impotant to understand
the background of the project. The vision of the book was
inspired by the Documenting Effective Educational Practice
(DEEP) project sponsored by the Center for Postsecondary
Research at Indiana University. The purpose of the project
was to examine the practices of strong-performing four-
year colleges and universities in order to determine how
they encourage their students to succeed, and to provide
practical instruction for institutions wanting to create a cli-
mate and culture of student success. Institutions creating a
climate of student success were selected according to their
above-average performance in two areas: graduation rates
and student engagement. Institutional performance in stu-
dent engagement was evaluated by using the five domains
of effective practice identified by the National Survey of
Student Engagement (NSSE). The domains include aca-
demic challenge, active and collaborative learning, student
interaction with faculty members, enriching educational
experiences, and supportive campus environment. The
DEEP project research team selected 20 institutions that
varied across mission, size, selectivity, geographic location,
and student characteristics. The team traveled to each insti-
tution and conducted a series of extensive interviews, ob-
servations, and document analyses in order to find out
qualitatively how these institutions were creating cultures
for student engagement and success.

Student Success in College is based upon the themes or
common characteristics that emerged across the 20 DEEP
institutions. Each institution had: (1) A “living” mission
and “lived” educational philosophy; (2) an unshakeable
focus on student learning; (3) environments adapted for
educational enrichment; (4) clearly marked pathways to
student success; (5) an improvement-oriented ethos, and (6)
a shared responsibility for educational quality and student
success. The following section briefly describe the themes
using practical examples.

DEEP Themes
First, a “living” mission and “lived” educational philoso-
phy, are the central concepts among the 20 institutions,
highlighting the importance of having a mission that is
both espoused and enacted. All DEEP institutions have
clearly articulated educational purposes and a coherent,
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Andrea Haynes graduated from Mississippi State University
with a B.A. in Public Relations and a minor in Spanish. After
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learning, and living-learning communities.

stood philosophy of “how we do things.” At Gonzaga Uni-
versity, the espoused mission communicates “being Christ
at work in the world” and emphasizes service and civic
engagement. The mission is enacted through the activities
of its students: hundreds of students provide 300,000 hours
of community service every year. Second, the activities of
DEEP schools intentionally focus on student learning. Ho-
listic student learning drives all the activities at DEEP
schools, and a united body of administrators, staff, faculty,
and students promote practices that support student learn-
ing, such as intentionally making time for students and
experimenting with engaging pedagogies. For example,
Evergreen State College practices “seminaring,” courses in
which students engage in intelligent discussion with peers
over curricular readings or controversial topics.

Third, although DEEP schools vary in geographic loca-
tion, architecture, and campus resources, all institutions
embrace their location and campus settings and use them
for teaching and learning. They create learning opportuni-
ties on and off campus. Sewanee, an institution located in
the mountains of Tennessee, sees its rural location as an
educational resource. It utilizes surrounding wooded acres
as a laboratory for teaching, research, and recreation. Stu-
dents majoring in geology and forestry, and even psychol-
ogy, study the ecosystem from a 65-foot high walkway and
use the surrounding environment as inspiration for their
senior capstone projects.

Having clearly marked pathways to student success is
the fourth common characteristic of DEEP schools. These
institutions give students clear direction toward success
through acculturation and alignment. They first teach stu-
dents institutional values, good practices for achieving suc-
cess, and how to take advantage of institutional resources.
DEEP institutions provide students with what they need to
be successful. Some DEEP institutions serve underpre-
pared students who need clear direction and support in

(continued on next page)
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order to persist and succeed. At Fayetteville State University, faculty and staff embrace their student body: “We work with
the students we have, not those we wish we had.” FSU especially promotes the success of its first-year students through a
summer transition program that helps them acquire the skills and confidence they need in order to succeed in college. Fur-
thermore, FSU implements an early-alert system involving faculty, mentors, and staff. Within the first two weeks of the
semester, all faculty and staff are able to alert the mentor of any first-year student who is having difficulty. The mentor
then contacts the student to determine which measures are needed to help the student succeed academically.

Fifth, DEEP institutions operate from an improvement-oriented ethos. These institutions are in a constant state of evalu-
ating their programs and curriculum in order to gather assessment data that can be used to improve and enhance pro-
grams, activities, and academia. In 1986, the University of Michigan launched an institution-wide effort to assess and im-
prove the institution. The institution earmarked $1 million per year for 10 years to complete the assessment effort that ex-
amined specific initiatives, such as promoting critical thinking and writing skills in students, improving student-faculty
interactions, and enriching the intellectual life of all undergraduate students. Data from the project resulted in a revision of
curriculum, creation of first-year seminars, founding of an alternative career center, and improvement of numerous physi-
cal facilities.

Finally, the administration, faculty, staff, and students at DEEP institutions share the responsibility for educational
quality and student success. The strong relationships among academic faculty and student affairs staff, senior leadership,
and students, fuel the collaborative spirit and positive attitude of DEEP schools. Wofford College, for example expects stu-
dents to teach others through tutoring, presentations, and collaboration, while students at the University of Maine Farm-
ington are involved in campus governance committees so they can learn about decision-making and university issues.

Implications for Student Affairs
While many of the practices employed by the DEEP schools are familiar effective practices (learning communities, first-
year seminars, service learning, study abroad), the difference lies in how well the institutions implement these programs.
Whether you are an administrator, academic faculty member, or student affairs professional, this text offers practical rec-
ommendations for creating environments that will enhance the success of students. Keeping in mind that all recommenda-
tions for best practices need to be translated into the context of your specific institution’s culture, I conclude with sugges-
tions that could enhance student success at UGA:
e  First, review UGA’s Task Force for General Education and Student Learning. It is a great starting place for planning
and designing student success unique to UGA.
e Second, invite more student participation in the curricular and co-curricular design and institutional planning and
governance; doing so encourages greater student engagement and empowerment.
e Finally, create smaller, more intimate campus communities in order to make the size of UGA seem more manageable
for students; for instance, continue to increase the number and quality of living-learning communities.

Mission
The Student Pulse serves to introduce the University community to the
unique research being conducted on college students both at UGA and in the

field of Student Affairs. In addition, this publication serves to increase the
Division’s exposure to, knowledge of, and experience with assessment
principles.
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Matt Edwards Donna Lee Davis Andrea Haynes Ali Sabin
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CIRP 2006—UGA SPECIFIC DATA
STUDENT ATTITUDES, OBJECTIVES AND OPINIONS

A2\ PN ul S0) /NI o The following is an excerpt of the 2006 CIRP report. Each section contains bulleted state-
ments that summarize UGA response data and make comparisons to the aggregate data of
public university peers of UGA. UGA percentages are indicated in bold font. Further data on a number of viewpoints is pre-

sented on page 11. For the entire data set, refer to the full institutional summary found at http://www.uga.edu/studentaffairs/

assess/.

Attitudes, Objectives, & Opinions
Students were asked to respond if they agreed “strongly or somewhat strongly” with a list of statements.

e 52.1% of UGA respondents agreed that abortion should be legal, compared to 65.4% of public peers.

e 41.8% of responding UGA students agreed that “wealthy people should pay a larger share of taxes than they do
now,” compared to 58.2% of public peers.

e 55.8% of UGA respondents agreed that “a national health care plan is needed to cover everybody’s medical costs,”
while 71% of public peers agreed.

e A majority of responding UGA students (56.3%) agreed that “undocumented immigrants should be denied access
to public education,” while less than a majority (44.6%) of public peers agreed.

e 83.1% of UGA respondents agreed that “through hard work, everybody can succeed in American society,” com-
pared with 76.1% of public peers.

e 20% of UGA respondents characterized their political views as liberal, compared to 34.3% of public peers.

e 36.9% of UGA respondents characterized their political views as conservative, compared to 21.3% of public peers.

Students were asked to estimate if their chances were “very good” for an event/action to occur while in college.

e More UGA students (28.1%) said there was a very good chance they would join a fraternity or sorority, than their
public peers (12%).

e 78.9% of UGA respondents reported a very good chance of making at least a “B” average, compared to 64.5% of
public peers.

e Responding UGA students (43.9%) indicated there was a very good chance they would participate in a study
abroad program; 36% of public peers reported the same.

e 72.5% of UGA respondents reported a very good chance of being “satisfied with your college,” while only 58.5% of
public peers reported the same.

e Fewer UGA respondents (5.5%) reported a very good chance they would “seek personal counseling” than public
peers (8.8%).

Students were asked to indicate statements of objectives that they considered to be “essential” or “very impor-
tant.”

e The top five objectives for UGA respondents were: raising a family (78.1%), being very well off financially (73.9%),
helping others who are in difficulty (67.1%), becoming an authority in my field (63.9%), and improving my under-
standing of other countries and cultures (57.7%).

e The top five objectives for public peers were very similar: raising a family (74.4%), being very well off financially

(74.2%), helping others who are in difficulty (66.4%), becoming an authority in my field (59.3%), and obtaining rec-
ognition from my colleagues for contributions to my special field (55.4%).

(continued on next page)
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The tables below represent data from the 2006 CIRP report. In the data section of each question are the UGA data,
UGA public peers data, and data of all public universities. Also provided is a breakdown of male and female re-
sponses. All responses are reported in percentages of total sample. In an effort to make the report easier to read, the
columns of data for total UGA respondents and total public university peer respondents have been highlighted.

First-time Public
U of Georgia # of Resp- Full-time Univ-hi
First-time Full-time ondents Men Women Men Women Total
Number of Respondents 1,796 659 1,198 18,720 23,773 42,493

How would you characterize your political

Far left 2.0 0.8 3.6 2.5 3.0
Liberal 17.9 22.4 30.2 38.1 34.3
Middle-of-the-road 37.5 40.5 40.8 39.5 40.1
Conservative 39.7 35.3 235 19.4 21.3
Far right 2.8 1.0 1.9 0.6 1.2

Student rated self “above average or
“highest 10%” as compared with the aver-
age” person of his/her age

Academic ability 1,844 92.8 88.9 85.8 80.0 82.8
Artistic ability 1,842 27.0 30.2 28.4 321 30.3
Computer skills 1,845 50.7 28.9 52.9 28.7 40.2
Cooperativeness 1,842 73.9 78.3 74.2 76.1 75.2
Creativity 1,842 58.7 61.1 57.7 56.3 57.0
Drive to achieve 1,844 80.3 88.1 73.4 815 77.6
Emotional health 1,839 77.6 64.4 65.3 53.7 59.2
Leadership ability 1,843 74.4 70.5 64.6 61.7 63.1
Mathematical ability 1,841 70.3 53.1 65.9 46.4 55.7
Physical health 1,840 72.4 55.1 67.5 50.1 58.4
Public speaking ability 1,841 45.8 39.5 42.6 38.4 40.4
Religiousness 1,837 34.5 39.9 25.6 28.9 27.4
Self-confidence (intellectual) 1,838 81.0 63.9 73.3 57.7 65.1
Self-confidence (social) 1,835 68.6 57.3 57.2 51.0 53.9
Self-understanding 1,832 72.1 62.5 64.7 57.7 61.0
Spirituality 1,834 42.2 47.5 34.7 37.1 36.0
Understanding of others 1,834 68.0 71.6 66.3 71.0 68.7
Writing ability 1,836 58.0 57.0 51.0 53.8 52.5

*For “academic ability,” 90.3% of UGA respondents rated themselves above average, compared to 82.8% of public peers.
*85.3% of responding UGA students reported above average “drive to achieve,” compared to 77.6% of public peers.
*More UGA respondents rated selves above average (71.9%) in “leadership ability” than public peers (63.1%).

*In fact, more UGA respondents rated themselves above average than public peers in all but two of the 18 categories for this ques-
tion. Those categories were “artistic ability” (29.1% to 30.3%) and “computer skills” (36.6% to 40.2%).




OSAA on the WEB

http.//www.uga.edu/studentaffairs/assess
The OSAA web site serves as a resource for practitioners who would like to learn more about assessment.

The site offers a variety of information about OSAA, including:

e A list of selected projects B JEER
o Reports from selected projects QE p=——
, ’ = Student Affairs Assessme
e G ) —

 Consulting services and processes .
o Assessment training resources 8 { eicome:
o Examples such as IRB forms

You can also access general assessment and research informa-
tion, including:

o A glossary of assessment terminology
« A list of available research grant and funding sources
e Links to other assessment-related organizations

If you have any questions about the OSAA or the web site, contact us at (706) 542-3564 or osaamail@uga.edu.

Office of Student Affairs Assessment
201 Holmes/Hunter Academic Building
The University of Georgia

Athens, GA 30602-6111

Phone (706) 542-3564 / FAX (706) 542-8225
www.uga.edu/studentaffairs/assess

Office of Student Affairs Assessment Staff

Jan Davis Barham, Ph.D., Assistant to the Vice President

Leslie Atchley, Coordinator of Assessment & Staff Development
Joel H. Scott, Doctoral Intern

Matt Edwards, Graduate Assistant



