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Project DEEP

To discover, document 
and describe what high 
performing institutions 
do and how they 
achieved this level of 
effectiveness.

DEEP Research Questions:

What do high-performing colleges and 
universities do to promote student success?

What campus features (e.g., policies, 
programs, and practices) contribute to high 
levels of engagement and better than 
predicted graduation rates?

DEEP Selection Criteria

Controlling for student and institutional 
characteristics DEEP schools have: 

Higher-than-predicted graduation rates 
Higher-than-predicted NSSE scores

Region and institutional 
type, special mission 

Project DEEP

Doctoral Extensives

University of Kansas

University of Michigan

Doctoral Intensives

George Mason University

Miami University (Ohio)

University of Texas El Paso

Master’s Granting 

Fayetteville State University

Gonzaga University

Longwood University

Liberal Arts
California State, Monterey Bay
Macalester College
Sweet Briar College
The Evergreen State College
Sewanee: University of the South
Ursinus College
Wabash College 
Wheaton College (MA)
Wofford College 

Baccalaureate General
Alverno College 
University of Maine at Farmington
Winston-Salem State University

Research Approach

Case study method
Team of 24 researchers 
Two multiple-day site visits to 20 institutions.
Review institutional documents 
Observations of campus culture, meetings, and 
other.
Identification of effective practice and programs

AAHE Roundtables
Explore uses of NSSE data for improvement of 
student learning
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Six Shared Conditions
1. “Living” Mission and “Lived” Educational 

Philosophy
2. Unshakeable Focus on Student Learning   
3. Environments Adapted for Educational 

Enrichment
4. Clearly Marked Pathways to Student 

Success
5. Improvement-Oriented Ethos
6. Shared Responsibility for Educational 

Quality 
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Clearly Marked Pathways to 
Student Success

Make plain to students the resources 
and services available to help them 
succeed.
Some pathways tied directly to the 
academic program; others related to 
student and campus culture. 
Institutional publications accurately 
describe what students experience. 

Efforts tailored to student needs. 

Mutually reinforcing student expecta-
tions and behavior, institutional 
expectations, and institutional reward 
systems. 

Redundant early warning systems 
and safety nets.

Clearly Marked Pathways to 
Student Success continued

Pathways to Student Success 
Recommendations

Draw a map for student success.
Front load resources to smooth the 
transition.
Teach newcomers about the campus 
culture.
Create a “sense of specialness”
about being a student.
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Pathways to Student Success 
Recommendations

Emphasize the importance of 
student initiative.

If an activity is important to student 
success, consider requiring it.

Focus on under-engaged students.

Improvement Oriented Ethos

Positive Restlessness
Decision Making Informed by Data
Confident enough to question whether 
performance matches potential.
Inclined to innovation – not afraid to 
experiment and invest in ideas.
Efforts to improve and innovate are grounded 
in the institutions’ mission and values.

Improvement-Oriented Ethos 
Recommendations

Use discretionary funds to support 
innovation.
Encourage bottom up innovation.
Engage faculty to discuss and dissect the 
data.  Ask, “what does this mean?”
Share data with stakeholders and external 
constituents of interest.

Shared Responsibility for 
Educational Quality

Leaders articulate and use core operating 
principles in decision making.

Supportive educators are everywhere.

Student and academic affairs 
collaboration.

Student ownership.

A caring, supportive community.

Shared Responsibility for Educa-
tional Quality Recommendations
Encourage collaboration concerning 

student learning.

Tighten the philosophical and 
operational linkages between academic 
and student affairs.
Peer tutoring and mentoring.
First year seminars.
Learning communities.

Shared Responsibility for Educa-
tional Quality Recommendations

Encourage collaboration across 
functional lines and between the 
campus and community.

Harness the expertise of other resources.

Make governance a shared responsibility.

Form partnerships with the local community.
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Making the DEEP Results Real

Integrating mechanisms.

Critical mass.

Being systemic.

Creating opportunities to reflect.

Discussion and Comments

NSSE Institute
Indiana University Center for 

Postsecondary Research
1900 East Tenth Street
Eigenmann Hall, Suite 419
Bloomington, IN 47406-7512
Ph: 812-856-5824
Fax: 812-856-5150

http://www.indiana.edu/~nsse/

For more information:


