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Using NSSE to Understand
Students’ Experiences: Digging Overview
Deeper into Data to Improve
Effective Educational Practice Introductions
: “NESSIE”
AIR Preconference Workshop, OERIER @ N
May 29, 2005 NSSE Foundations
Administration & Results
. Beyond the Standard Report
Ty Cruce, Jillian Kinzie, and Digging Deeper into Data
. ' Rick Shoup Demonstrations and Exercises
: Center for Postsecondary Closing Discussion/Questions
N{“;"’:“' Survey Research, Indiana
o Sndant Brggenent University Bloomington
What Really Matters in College:
Student Engagement Lessons from the Research
Because individual effort and What matters most is what students
Waren | involvement are the critical do, not who they are
determinants of college . .
; impact, institutions should A key factor is the quality of effort

' A/
COLLEGE focus on the ways they can students expend

IVGifa g shape their academic, Educationally effective institutions

interpersonal, and

SIRIDELTS extrarz:urricular offerings to channel student energy toward the
encourage student right activities
engagement.

Pascarella & Terenzini, How College Affects Students,

2005, p. 602

Two Components of
Student Engagement Foundations of Student Engagement

Quality of Effort (Pace)
Student Involvement (Astin)

1. What students do --
time and energy devoted
to educationally

purposeful activities SYE ] SN

Integration (Tinto)

Good Practices in .
Undergraduate Education
(Chickering & Gamson)

2. What /nstitutions do --
using effective
educational practices to
induce students to do the B
right things

LearninP and Development
Model (Pascarella)

Student Engagement (Kuh)
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Principles of Good Practice in

Undergraduate Education
(Chickering & Gamson, 1987)

Active learning
Prompt feedback
Time on task

High expectations
Experiences with diversity

Cooperation among students

Student-faculty contact

e gl

Survey & Administration 6\‘\

Ml
of

College student
survey that assesses
the extent to which
students engage in
educational practices
associated with high
levels of learningand -
development '

NSSE’s Purposes

Provide reliable national
indicators of “good educational
practices”

Support institutional
improvement and
accountability efforts

Foster comparative &
consortium activity

Refocus conversations about
quality in undergraduate
education

NSSE Project Scope

® Launched in 2000 project  Colleges &
® First Years & Seniors RGN
® Spring Administration | 2 | 27
® Database =613,500 zzzz zz;
students from 850+
different schools 2003 437
® 50 states, PR, Canada 2008 e
® 40+ consortia 2005 °29

419%b response rate

Student Report

NSSE — Taking a look at 7he College

Based on effective
educational practices

Face validity of items

Designed & tested for high
validity and reliability

Relatively stable over time

Credibility of self-reported
data

Students will participate
Actionable data

ege Student Report 7004

5

Steps to a Successful NSSE
Administration - NSSE Cycle

Late May - July February - March

Registration opens NSSE & FSSE ;'rSt _Wlalve ’\:SZE s_ent i "
iy~ G pecial local admin. surveys sen

Regi . . March - April
eg!strfmon rema\ims operl1 Web admin. of FSSE begins
Institutions submit materials

NSSE/FSSE, CSR, and institutions
October conduct aggressive follow-up -letters

o . : and emails
Institutions submit materials Ma
Population file submission v
deadline 10/31 FSSE admin. closes mid-May
NSSE and institutions finalize June - July

consortium questions
November - December
FSSE registration closes 11/1

NSSE web and paper closes 6/1
Analysis of NSSE data
Prep of NSSE Institutional Reports

Institutions continue to submit ~ AUgust
January Institutional Reports sent

Institutions upload late materials //€70€r
Benchmark & Annual Reports sent
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Step 1: Pre-Administration

Before the Administration
What do you want to get out of the survey?

* What questions are you hoping to have
answered?

¢ Should you oversample?
+ Should you join a consortium?

What are your current understandings of your
students?

Step 1: Pre-Administration Checklist

MSecure campus partners

M Determine mode and
sample size

MExplore response rates, v r————r
incentive plans, and need o
for survey awareness =
campaign -
R YT i T T e

MThink about FSSE, BCSSE,
joining a consortium

MGather required materials
(letters, signatures, etc.)

FSSE
Faculty Survey of Student Engagement

Designed to parallel NSSE
undergraduate survey

-~

Catalyst for productive ’ e
discussions related to |
teaching and learning iy

To date more than 34,000
faculty members at 276
four-year institutions

Step 1: Pre-Administration

Before the Administration, cont’d

What other data do you have about your
students?

How can you get others involved?

+ Student Affairs, Students, Faculty

* Give a “sample NSSE” or partial NSSE
+ Build excitement and understanding
Have you started any new initiatives?
How to ensure student participation?

Step 1: Mode and Sample Size

The ability to maximize respondents plays a critical role in
making the most of your data.

[Comparison of Sampling Procedures and Outcomes by Mode

Undergra
i Sampling Error
duate Standard Sample Size Approximate Total Number of pling
Enrollme Respondents
(n =total number of first-year and senior
nt students)
Paper Web+ |Web-Only| Paper Web+ |Web-Onl
(20% Web (20% Web
response rate response rate
(0% | &20% paper [ (40% 0% | &20% paper|  (40%
Paper | Web+ [Web-Only rate)|response rate)
Less than All FY and| 6.6% | #4.7% | £1.6%
4,000 450 1,350 SR 180 306 800" n=1,000 [ n=1000 | n=1000
4,000 to 456% | +4.2% | *25%
15,000 700 2,100 2,800 280 476 1,120 n=4,000 n=4,000 1=4,000
More than +48% | £36% | +22%
15,000 | 1,000 3,000 4,000 400 680 1,600 | n=10000 | n=10000 | n=10000

[ Assuming sample size of 2,000

BCSSE — Beginning College Student
Survey of Engagement

Based on numerous requests
over the years for pre-college .
controls

Measures first-year students’
expectations for college and
selected high school
experiences

Ability to combine with
spring NSSE data for pre- and
post-look at first-year
experience

Piloted in fall 2004 at 20
institutions




AIR Preconference Workshop 2005
San Diego, CA 2005

NSSE Consortium & Peer Groups

6 or more institutions )
. . Select Consortia
sharing comparative

data Urban Institutions

Women's Coll
Great way to add SIS ElEg=

value to participation Private Liberal Arts

Research Universities

Often times mission HBCUs
SPECiﬁC Christian Colleges
Ability to ask Jesuit Institutions
additional questions State Systems

Sample Consortium guestions

Additional Questions
iddmonal

a1

FER

Step 2: Administration

Decisions

+ Choosing Mode
* Web, Web+, Paper (Firewalls)

New for 2006: Collected After Registration

+ Consortium
+ Finding like schools
+ Additional Questions

+ Sample Size
+ Oversampling Options
+ Special Groups
+ Subpopulations at your school

Step 2: Response Rates Tips

Start Early @
Check Often
Be Creative ' '
Know your Students

U
Disseminate and Use

Try not to Over-Survey
Get Broad Buy-In

Step 2: During the Administration

Monitor Response Rates
Continue the discussion on campus

Begin to link questions to activities or
offices on campus as well as the
educational mission

Make plans for the results
+ Distribution

+ Meetings to discuss

Step 3: NSSE Deliverables
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Step 3: NSSE Institutional Report

Overview

Institutional data file

Item averages and

response pércentages

Respondent.
characteristics

First-year students and

seniors
Comparisons by

consortium, Carnegie, and

national
Information video
Using NSSE Data

Accreditation
toolkit

Benchmarks (Nov)

Who has
your
Institutional

Report?

Ac

g

. National Survey of
Student Engagement

demic and Intellectual Experiences

NSSE 2004 Means Comparison Report
Nesseville State University

‘ Nesseville

State

Master's NSSE 2004

r, about howofen have you done eac

. [Poket questions i class o contibute o { R 1% 250 269
diecissions = 31 310 318

b |Made a class presentation amessv | ac | 7Y 85 8 Q| e 0

*® 265 274 245

. |Prepared two o more afsof apaperor J— v 29 29 = x| 24 R
assignment before turning it in . 2 m oo @llm = @
Worked on a paper o project that required

o [integrating deas o information rom various | NTEGRAT Fr 32 30 305
sources = 37 3% 3%
Included diverse perspectves (iffrent races,

. |religions, genders, poitcal belifs, etc) in lass | DIveLASS v 28 273 2
discussions or writing assignments & 273 281 261

| come tocass wthout completng reaings or | v 17 189 )
ssignments ® 182 210 28+ -8
Worked it othr studentson pofectscuring | (|| Ry 245 237 23
s SR 268 251 20 | 244 = 2
Worked it classmates uiside o las oprepare| o | F 205 232 329 o a4
class asignments *® 254 21 T Y
Put together ideas or concepts from different

i |courses when completing assignments o during | INTIDERS v 257 20 247
class discussions 2 G o 0 5 ”

Benchmark Report

Level of Academic Challenge

Comparisons ~ —

Annual Report
national comps

Deciles

Step 3: NSSE Reports -
Respondent Characteristics

Respondent
Characte

A quick snapshot
of your
institution

Confirms if
sample is
representative

Response Rate
and Sample Error

Step 3: NSSE Reports

Benchmarks

Benchmarks of Effective
Educational Practice

-

Level of Academic
Challenge

-

Active and
Collaborative
Learning

-

Student Faculty
Interaction

-

Enriching
Educational
Experiences

.

Supportive Campus
Environment

How Benchmarks are Calculated:

.

.

.

.

Items are converted to a 100
point scale

Part-time students’ scores are
adjusted on four Level of
Academic Challenge items.

Student-level scale scores are
created for each group of items
by taking the mean.

Institutional benchmarks are
created by calculating weighted
averages of the student-level
scale scores.

The NSSE Reports:
Benchmark Recalculation

Recaleuated NSSE Benchmarks'

Changes made to the

2004 Benchmarks

S W
9 3 il §
Level ¢ heademio Ca erge ‘; . ‘ Allows for
B 5 i 5 ;
) , . . comparisons across
Achzad Collbon e F Rl 3 4 1 A
Ly 0 '3 I 8 5 time
N ' B Y Some caveats
St (4} 9 il ol SFI
.
Friccing F eaional il kil i 3 3
Experietess’ qQ 5 ) q 3 + EEE

. ppotiie Carjes it k! e
Ervitnrert s bl 30
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Institutional Engagement Index Step 3: Reading Your Data
EY SR - -
- ot P P T e it T Ask general questions first
Level of Acaderric Chall 50 524 35 13 600 569 31 11 g
it e P ol Sl [ o = +*What confirms what you suspected?
Student-Faculty Interaction 27 B8 69 17 484 454 30 08
Enviching Educational Experiences 506 504 02 00 | 47 487 40 09 *\What su rprises you?
Supportive Canpus Environnent 708 633 75 20 674 626 47 12
1. Are you doing better or worse given +* How accurate was you sample
your institutional and student NSSE?
characteristics? P |58
Ac Clall L Look at trends as well as individual
Active Coll = = .
2. Compared to 90t%6? IIﬂ T y X items
Enrich = =
Supportive

Step 3: Reading Your Data Step 4: Using NSSE Results...

Think about your comparison groups T COUD SIT HERE

DOING NOTHING.

il

OR 1.COULD IMPLEMENT
A BOLD QUALLTY
INTTIATIVE (ITH

THE HELP OF MY
TRLENTED AND
ENERGETIL COLORKERS.

Special Analysis

yndicate. Inc (MY C)

Look at significance and effect size

Go back to data set — there is more
variance within institutions than
between

Do different types of students answer in
different ways?

fe= 1995 Unitea reats

Using NSSE Results...Stimulating FSSE and NSSE Point to
Conversation on Campus “Disorienting Dilemmas”

“NSSE is a great way to stimulate
reflection and debate about what . . i . .

d 2 lees vl Dl ere Situations in Whlch_usual perspectives
e 9 [ieis Eli ’ or ways of responding do not work or

why. For us it’s proving an exciting don’t fit are more likely to motivate us
and enlivening tool for self- to learn and change (Mezirow, 1990)

reflection and self-improvement.”

--Michael McPherson, President of The Spencer
Foundation (former President of Macalaster
College)
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Using NSSE Data for = .
g Step 4: Using Your Data
Improvement
Problem Ident|f|cat|0n' Refocus Conversation Sharing results... Q
results point to things about collegiate quality . :
institutions can do Provide summaries of results
.sometdh'rlglab"”t —almost « Helps inform decision- Involve the groups from the
immeadiately mak|ng beglnning
Mobilize Action i
) ) Provides lexicon for Make meaning of the data; why are
Context Setting —painta  talking about collegiate the numbers what they are?
picture of the institution quality in an
Evidence of outcomes & under_stafnollable, Go back to other data sources
PIOCESSES JSSIOE way How might scores be improved
Communicating Results - INTERNAL Communicating Results - EXTERNAL
Internal Sharing of NSSE 2004 Results % External Sharing of NSSE 2003 Data %
President 80 No External Disclosure 35
Faculty & Accreditation Agencies 31
Administrative Staff 68
Web Site 25
Department Chairs 59 Media 13
ey — 51 Prospective Students 13
Governing Board 34 Parents 13
Alumni 13
S 2 State Agencies 11
Other (web site, fact book, etc.) 20 Other 7
Making Sense of Data: Making Sense of Data:
Benchmarking Two Approaches
Two Approaches: Most valued activities
Normative - compares your students’ What is most valued at your institution, in
responses to those of students at other departments, what does the data show?
colleges and universities.
Criterion - compares your school’s Eliminate “Nevers”
performance against a predetermined Work on reducing or eliminating reports by
value or level appropriate for your students of never doing specific
students, given your institutional mission, engagement activities.

size, curricular offerings, funding, etc.
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Seniors Never Participating

601

K} NSSE Accreditation Toolkit

\-T.'J;.,..i;v.».ﬂ

50

40

% 30+

207

10+

0 e
Preprare Fac Activities  Tutored Others Service Faculty Career Fac Ideas Out-
Muttiple Drafts ~ Out-of-Class Leaming Plans of-Class

Accreditation Tool-Kit-Middle States

NSSE Questions

Criteria

L |Academic and Intellectual Experiences

a Asked questions in class or contributed to class discussions

14

b. Made a class presentation

12,14

c Prepared two or more drafts of a paper or assignment before turning it in

14

Worked on a paper o project that required integrating ideas or information from various
sources

14

Included diverse perspectives (dlifferent races, religions, genders, political beliefs, etc.) in

class disoussions or witing assignments

Step 4: Using Your Data

6, 14

Doing NSSE is just the first step. What
you do with it is what makes a
difference

Use is institutional specific- what are
the questions on your campus?
Diversity? Adult learners? Community
service initiatives?

Start thinking about follow-ups, next
NSSE administration, what other
questions do you want answered?

Step 4: How NSSE can help

Intra-institution vs. Inter-institution

+ Selecting a peer group
+By mission
+By size
+By department
*By Race
+By Locale
+Current or Aspirant Peers

+ New for 2005: You pick it!

NSSE Cautions A

Only one source of information about
student experience

Not everyone will jump on the student
engagement bandwagon

Managing denial when confronted with
less-than-desirable results

Be sure results are thoroughly vetted
Data don’t speak for themselves

Link results to other data

NSSE Virtues ~ i

Survey has compelling face validity
Concept of engagement is accessible

Window into the areas that all colleges
and universities espouse to be
important

Points to areas where improvement is
possible

Benchmark data reveal national picture
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Step 5: Beyond the Standard Reports

Working with Your Data File

Utilizing NSSE Resources

NSSE Student-Level Measurement Scales
Possibilities for Digging Deeper
Considerations in Analysis

Ways to Improve Level of Analysis

+ Special Analyses

¢ Oversampling

+ Consortium Participation

Working with Your Data File

Maintain student “crosswalk” files

Develop appropriate population files
Document how population files are created
OPEN your data file

Merge data file with other sources of data on your
campus and nationally

+ student educational outcomes
+ other student characteristics
+ other campus surveys

+ other national surveys

Working with Your Data File

EDUCATIONAL OUTCOMES

« Retention/Graduation
« Progress to Degree

OTHER CHARACTERISTICS
« Program Participation

*+ Provisional Status
NSSE ID - Specific Degree Tracks
DATA CROSSWALK
FILE

EXTERNAL SURVEYS
*YFCY

+HERI

- Etc.

INTERNAL SURVEYS

+ Grad Senior Survey

« Campus Experience Survey
- Dept-Specific Surveys

Utilizing NSSE Resources

Materials available on NSSE website
FAQs (Psychometric, Benchmark, Media, etc.)
NSSEville generic binder materials
SPSS Syntax
Codebooks
New NSSE Institute website

Featured articles on NSSE home page and
features bar

Utilizing NSSE Resources

Materials in Development
Sample Analyses
Customized Report Engine
Data and reports available online
NSSE Knowledge Base

Student-Level
Measurement Scales

Benchmarks of Effective Educational
Practice

Level of Academic Challenge

Active and Collaborative Learning
Student-Faculty Interactions

Enriching Educational Experiences
Supportive Campus Environment

Complex Learning
Deep Learning
Higher Order Thinking
Integrative Learning
Diversity
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Student-Level
Measurement Scales

Satisfaction

General Satisfaction

Satisfaction plus Quality of Campus
Relationships

Campus Environment
Environmental Emphases
Quality of Campus
Relationships

Gains Factors
Personal/Social
General Education
Practical Competence

Outcome Measures - Deep Learning
Activities Clusters

Higher-Order Learning— activities that require
students to utilize higher levels of mental activity
than those required for rote memorization (2b,c,d,e)

Integrative Learning— activities that require
integrating acquired knowledge, skills, and
competencies into a meaningful whole (1d,e,i,p,t)

Reflective Learning — activities that ask students to
explore their experiences of learning to better
understand how they learn

Calculating Scale Scores

First recode each item on a scale of 0 to 100

Items are converted using the formula :

[(response value - 1)/(total number of response values - 1)]

Thus, a item where a student has been given a 1, 2, 3, or
4, that student receives a value of 0, 33.33, 66.67, or
100.

Items that the student indicated they have “done” get a
100, while students who indicate otherwise get a 0.

Scales are then calculated for each student by taking the
mean of all items, as long as the student answered at
least 3/5ths of the items.

Using Student-Level
Scale Scores

Used to stimulate conversation on campus:
Have your scores changed from prior years?
Are scores aligned with your institutional mission?

Do scores make sense in light of recent institutional
initiatives?

Do scores mirror impressions of your institution on
campus and in your community?

Using Student-Level Scale Scores

Institutions may use student-level scale scores to:

.

Investigate differences in key institutional subgroups
(Program, departments, colleges, etc.)

.

Investigate difference in key student sub-groups (gender,
major, etc.)

*

Incorporate scale scores into predictive models of student
outcomes

.

Investigate what groups are served better than others on
your campus.

Possibilities for
Digging Deeper

Descriptive displays of
engagement patterns by
any number of student
characteristics

Tracking student
engagement year to year

Merging NSSE data with
school records

Prediction models for
retention, degree
attainment, grades, other
outcomes

Special comparisons
against aspirational,
regional, and mission-
related peer institutions

Program assessment
Accreditation reporting

Consortium and system
data sharing

Scholarly research

10
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A deeper understanding

Comparisons by Demographics
¢ Minority Students

+ Adult/Transfer Students

¢ Athletes

+ By College or Department
Comparisons by Behaviors

+ Community Service

+ Study Abroad

+ High Faculty Interaction

Descriptive Analysis

by Major

Responses of Seniors

"Frequently" Asked Questions in Class
100

80 80 £

w0 . 78

Sci

Arts Bio Bus Educ Eng Phys Prof Soc Sci Other

by Transfer Status

A deeper understanding

Comparisons over time

+ Program implementation

+ First year students - Seniors
Create your own benchmark scales
¢ Technology

+ Spirituality/Ethics

+ Satisfaction
Other Surveys

¢ FSSE: Faculty/Student Perceptions
¢ BCSS: Incoming characteristics
¢ Outside Surveys: YFYC, HERI

+ Internal Data

Descriptive AnalysiS  responses of seniors
by Major
"Frequently" Made a Class Presentation
100
86
80
69
60 54 54 5L
42 &

40
20 0 i

Arts Bio Bus Educ Eng Phys Prof Soc Sci Other

Sci

DeSCI’i ptive AnaIySiS Seniors Scale Scores

Active/Collaborative Learning
100

80
60
48
40 43

Started Transfer T-test: p<.000;
Here Effect Size: -.29

Descriptive Analysis

80

€ 95" Percentile

60

44— 75" Percentile

48 <4— Median

40 —

25 Percentile

4———— 5" Percentile

20

11
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Interaction by Discipline

Variations in Student-Faculty

60

Retention and Engagement

Retention to Second Year by Engagement

9192%1% 93% il
20% & Bas . 8596
79%

Acaderric and

Shen Student Interaction | Enriching Educational| Supportive Campus

Level of Academic

Challenge s with Faculty Experiences. Environment
Very Low 79% 84% 85% 82% 82%
®Llow 84% 88% 86% 87% 85%
@ Average 91% 91% 91% 88% 89%
@ High 3% 95% 2% 89% 92%
Very High 92% 84% 91% 93% 93%

Comparison Across Years

—&—Lowest Major Blochemistty
- —a—verage
—atighest Major
50
45
40
35 | wmgenn
Math &
swines ey over  Ewon P Ame S SORE e
30
Percent "Frequently" on Student-Faculty
Interaction ltems Across Years:
First-Year Students —e—facgrade
—#— facplans
40 +:ac'fd:5 FY Student
facshe Responses
® acother to Stu-Fac
Items by
Year
20
0
2001 2002 2003 2004
Student-Faculty Interaction
Means across Four Years First-year
100
- Senior
FY and
80 Senior
Stu-Fac
Scale
60 Scores by
39 a7 e 39 vear
40 ’>.<:
37
36 35
o0 32
0
2001 2002 2003 2004

Percent "Frequently" on Student-Faculty ——facgrade
Interaction Items Across Years: —B— facplans
Seniors —A— facideas
> facfeed
40 —x—facother Senior
Responses
20 to Stu-Fac
Items by
Year
20
10
0
2001 2002 2003 2004
Benchmark Comparison Across Years:
First-Year Students
80 —e— Acad Chall
—— Act-Coll Lmg
—— Stu-Fac Int
Suppaccamp Ermt FY Scores
on Four
€0 Scales by
Year
-— - L — ea

40 l<:>—l<

20
2001 2002 2003 2004

12
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Comparison Across Years

Benchmark Comparison Across Years:

Seniors
80 —e—Acad Chall
—#— Act-Coll Lrg
—&— Stu-Fac Int Senior
Supp Camp Envt Scores on
& Four
Scales by
9’/—__‘ Year
!ﬁ:
40
20

2001 2002 2003 2004

FY Student t-test Comparisons
2003 and 2004 at Nesseville State

Independent Samples t-tests of FY Students between 2003 and 2004

Regression on Student-Faculty
Interaction with Year

B Std. Error Beta t Sig.
(Constant) 39.6 9.6 4.1 0.000
international 3.6 3.1 0.0 1.1 0.255
enrolliment -2.5 4.2 0.0 -0.6 0.551
sex -1.1 1.3 0.0 -0.8 0.397
major: art 1.5 25 0.0 0.6 0.553
major: bio 0.1 238 0.0 0.0 0.983
major: bus 315) 24 0.1 1.4 0.156
major: phys -4.3 4.4 0.0 -1.0 0.325
major: sos -0.1 27 0.0 0.0 0.975
major: und -5.0 4.6 0.0 -1.1 0.279
major: oth 1.9 2.6 0.0 0.7 0.473
maijor: pro 25 2.9 0.0 0.9 0.391
YEAR 3.6 1.2 0.1 2.9 0.004

Effect
Student-Level "Benchmark" Score 2003 2004 SD Sig. Size
[Academic Challenge 55 54 13 .23 .08
Active and Collaborative Learning 41 41 15 .65 .00
Student-Faculty Interaction 41 38 19 .00 16
Supportive Campus Environment 61 60 17 .35 .06
Multivariate Modeling
Regression model predicting grades at
the end of the first year.
Student-Faculty Interaction [ 7] 0.06
Active and Collaborative Learning [ "] 0.10
Hours per week spent preparing for class [ ""1] 0.09
sex [ 7014
SAT Total Score | ]0.34
Overall Satisfaction [T ]0.11
Institution providsezcscuepspson for academic l:l 0.03
0.00 0.10 0.20 0.30 0.40

Standardized Beta

Multi-equation Modeling

A structural equation model explaining
longitudinal relationships that lead to FY grades.

SAT Score Student-
Faculty
Interaction End of
First-Year
GPA

HS Rank

Gender
Integrative

Race Learning

Financial
Status Level of

Academic
Challenge

Pre-college Engagement Outcome

Engagement by Participation

Engagement by Honors Program Participation, First-Year Students

60 -~

33

Level of Academic ‘Acaderic and ‘Student Interaction with | Enriching Educational | Supportive Campus
Challenge Colaborative Learning Experiences Environment

@ not honors. 03 33 12 22 11

06 06 55 09

= honors o0s

13
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Considerations in Analysis

Sampling error

Sample size and statistical
tests

Oversampling

+ Random

+ Targeted

¢ Local
Non-response bias

Weighting your sample to
look like the population

Caution about recoding
certain items

¢ Enriching items are
categorical

Test for self-report
accuracy

Comparability of survey
items year-to-year

Ways to Improve Level of Analysis

Request Special Analysis
+ Allows wider scope of analysis than possible with

just your data file
Oversampling

+ Allows you to target specific groups you would like

to address

Consortium Participation

+ Allows you to compare results against group of

institutions with common interests and

characteristics

Special Analyses Examples

* Private/Public
¢ Urbanicity
+ Size

sample

Aspirational peer group of institutions
Alternate carnegie classification
Institutions with specific characteristics

Comparison of particular major/group at your
institution against similar students in national

Special Peer Comparisons

| Nesseville ‘

NSSE 2003

Standard

Means Report | o=

319

284
312

CLPRESEN

251

290

224
284

REWROPAP

295
257

270
251

WTEGRAT | B

313
337

306
334

oiveLass | Fv

284
283

273
275

CLUNPREP

199
194

201
207

CLASSGRP

257
253

234
248

oceeRe

203
254

-3
20

240
273

-45
-2

Special Peer Comparisons

‘ Nesseville

Standard

295
319

r

Means Report | cewsr

s

281 284
313 312

Nesseu
‘ Master's Residential

Oversampling

Oversamples allow institutions to target specific
students who NSSE should contact regardless of
whether they are selected for the national norms

sample.

m
Residential
Special Peer e .
Report - -~

. . 4
Residential cawest | e

281 285
319 320

Nesseville

Special Peer

Report -
Commuter

311
316

clouest | Y

=

280 - 2 281 -
312 310

Highly recommended if the institution is
interested in school or department level analysis

Also allows the school to target groups with a
traditionally low response rate.

14
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Demonstrations and Examples

Department-Level Analysis

Consortia Analysis

Using a “Group” variable for program analysis

Exercise 1 :
Department-Level Analysis

Scenario

*

Nesseville State University is preparing for an
upcoming ABET accreditation

.

The college was encouraged to incorporate more
“student voice” into their educational outcomes
assessment

*

The University Provost and College Dean have worked
to increase buy-in for using NSSE to collect information

.

Engineering seniors were oversampled

*

NSU requested a special analysis comparing their
seniors against other engineering students

Exercise 1 :
Department-Level Analysis

Concerns to Address

+ Faculty are concerned that the College, compared to
others at the university, places too little emphasis on
challenging and engaging pedagogical practice

*

The Dean is concerned that some of the departments
are not preparing their students for life after
graduation as well as others

3

The Provost would like to know how NSU engineering
students compare to Engineering students nationwide

*

In previous Campus Surveys Engineering students have
voiced dissatisfaction with their undergraduate
experience

Exercise 1 :
Department-Level Analysis

Building the Analysis

+ In submitting their population file, Nesseville State
University included an extra variable to identify
Engineering students

+ Nesseville State indicated that they wished to
oversample all Engineering seniors not identified for
the random institutional sample

+ NSU used their crosswalk to link their data file to
institutional major records.

+ NSU constructed several NSSE student-level scales to
use as a basis for their analysis

Exercise 1 :
Department-Level Analysis

Questions about results:

+ What are some patterns that are evident in these results?

+ What are considerations in examining these data?

+ Were the expressed stakeholder concerns confirmed?

+ What differences are notable among departments?

+ What additional questions do you have about the results?

Exercise 1 :
Department-Level Analysis

Questions about analysis:

+ What are some other sources of data on campus that would
be ideal to shed light on these results?

+ What additional analyses would you want to conduct?

+ Would you recommend taking this analysis university-wide,
if so what changes are needed for the analysis?

+ What additional questions do you have about the analysis?
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Exercise 1 :
Department-Level Analysis

Questions about sharing the results:

.

How might these results be used to promote effective
educational practice with the Engineering College?

.

What are some strategies you would recommend for
disseminating these results, within the college, within the
university and externally?

.

What are some barriers to having faculty buy-in to these
results?

.

What are some additional steps you might take?

.

What additional questions do you have about sharing these
results?

Exercise 2: Deeper Application

Using NSSE data to improve the
First Year Experience

Effects of multi-institutional
attendance on educational gains,
satisfaction, and enriching
educational experiences

Using NSSE to Improve
Institutional Practices

Getting More Out of your Data: Two ways...

+ Identify groups in NSSE population file

+ NSSE allows up to 6 group variables

+ Group variables may be:
Dichotomous (1=learning community, 2 = otherwise)
Polytomous (1=engineering, 2=chemistry, 3=business)

+ Creates opportunity for:
Additional standard comparisons (internal or NSSE)
Designing a study to address a campus policy or practice**

Using NSSE to Improve
Institutional Practices

Getting More Out of your Data: Two ways...

+ Join a consortium

+ NSSE allows up to 20 additional items per consortium

+ Consortium variables may be:
Nominal (1=Catholic, 2=Jewish, 3=Muslim...)
Ordinal (1=Strongly disagree to 4=Strongly agree)
Scale (test scores, parent income, etc.)

+ Creates opportunity for:
Additional standard comparisons (internal or NSSE)
Studying relationship between engagement and construct(s)**

Using NSSE to Improve
Institutional Practices

Nsseville State University

* Public

+ Doctoral/Research Intensive
+ Size ~ 25,000

¢ Urban campus

+ Commuter focus

Using NSSE to Improve
Institutional Practices

Nsseville State University

* Public

+ Doctoral/Research Intensive
+ Size ~ 25,000

¢ Urban campus

-

_\"
AN

+ Commuter focus

+ Home of the “Flying Nssevillians” g{
-

16



AIR Preconference Workshop 2005
San Diego, CA 2005

Using NSSE to Improve
Institutional Practices

Case 1: Improving First-year Experience

+ First-Year Retention
+ FY Retained = 80%

+ Exit Survey Results
¢ FY Transferred = 15%
+ FY Dropout = 5%

* Top reasons for leaving (Typical of a larger institution?):
+ Wanted more collaborative learning
+ Lack of student-faculty interaction
+ Unsupportive climate

Using NSSE to Improve
Institutional Practices

Case 1: Improving First-year Experience

* Two foci:
+ Continue to shape expectations via orientation
+ Improve first-year success by adding a seminar

¢ Currently offer summer orientation program
+ Not mandatory; attendance encouraged (85%)
+ Concern about effectiveness of orientation program

+ Create first-year seminar (i.e., Nsseville State 101)
+ Communicating expectations/fostering relationships
+ Students will be randomly selected

Using NSSE to Improve
Institutional Practices

Case 1: Improving First-year Experience

+ Assess effectiveness of orientation and seminar on:
+ Collaborative learning experiences with other students
+ Interaction between students and faculty
+ General supportiveness (academic and social) of campus

+ Participated in NSSE

¢ NSSE benchmarks
Active and Collaborative Learning
Student-Faculty Interaction
Supportive Campus Environment

+ Group variables
Attended orientation (=1), Otherwise (=2)
Attended seminar (=1), Otherwise (=2

Using NSSE to Improve
Institutional Practices

Case 1: Improving First-year Experience

+ NSSE benchmarks: Active and Collaborative Learning

+ Asked questions in class or contributed to class discussions

+ Made a class presentation

+ Worked with other students on projects during class

+ Worked with classmates outside of class to prepare class
assignments

+ Tutored or taught other students (paid or voluntary)

+ Participated in a community-based project (e.g., service
learning) as part of a regular course

+ Discussed ideas from your readings or classes with others
outside of class (students, family members, co-workers,
etc.)

Using NSSE to Improve
Institutional Practices

Case 1: Improving First-year Experience

+ NSSE benchmarks: Student-Faculty Interaction

+ Discussed grades or assignments with an instructor

+ Discussed ideas from your readings or classes with faculty
members outside of class

+ Talked about career plans with a faculty member or advisor

+ Received prompt feedback from faculty on your academic
performance (written or oral)

+ Worked with faculty members on activities other than
coursework (committees, orientation, student life activities,
etc.)

Using NSSE to Improve
Institutional Practices

Case 1: Improving First-year Experience

+ NSSE benchmarks: Supportive Campus Environment

+ Institutional emphasis: Providing the support you need to
thrive socially

+ Institutional emphasis: Providing the support you need to
help you succeed academically

+ Institutional emphasis: Helping you cope with your non-
academic responsibilities (work, family, etc.)

+ Quality: Your relationships with other students

+ Quality: Your relationships with faculty members

+ Quality: Your relationships with administrative personnel
and offices
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Using NSSE to Improve
Institutional Practices

Case 1: Improving First-year Experience std

Mean Dev.

Female 0.67 0.47

Student of color 0.20 0.40

First-generation student 0.38 0.49

¢ Study Variables Part-time student 0.03 017
Commuter 0.19 0.39

First-year grades 0.00 1.00

Attended orientation 0.88 0.32

Completed first-year seminar 0.54 0.50

Active and Collaborative Learning 0.00 1.00

Student-Faculty Interaction 0.00 1.00

Supportive Campus Environment 0.00 1.00

Using NSSE to Improve
Institutional Practices

Effect of orientation and seminar attendance on
Supportive Campus Environment: (Betas)

020 0.0 000 0.0 020
Female [doo1
Student of color [T oo02
First-generation student -0.001
Commuter -0.00
First-year grades oo
Attended orientation [ 002
Completed first-year seminar | —— A

Using NSSE to Improve
Institutional Practices

Effect of orientation and seminar attendance on
Active and Collaborative Learning: (Betas)

020 0.0 000 010 020
Female -0.03 [
Student of color [ o.04

First-generation student 001
Commuter -0.05 [

First-year grades o os

Attended orientation ] 0.004
Completed first-year seminar | —— R

Using NSSE to Improve
Institutional Practices

Effect of orientation and seminar attendance on
Student-Faculty Interaction: (Betas)

020 0.0 000 0.0 020
Female -0.02 [
Student of color [ 004
First-generation student -0.003
Commuter -0.04 [
First-year grades o0
Attended orientation -0.002
Completed first-year seminar | —— A

Using NSSE to Improve
Institutional Practices

Case 1: Improving First-year Experience

¢ Summary

+ Attendance at Summer Orientation:
No significant unique effect on all three NSSE student
scale scores

+ Attendance at First-year Seminar:
Significant unique effect on all three NSSE student scale
scores
Effect of attending first-year seminar has an averages
effect size of .22 (i.e., standard-deviation increase in NSSE
student scale scores)

Using NSSE to Improve
Institutional Practices

Case 2: Examining Multiple-Institution Attendance
. , . R
+ Nsseville State’s seniors are swirling! }
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Using NSSE to Improve
Institutional Practices

+ 45% of seniors transferred

Case 2: Examining Multiple-Institution Attendance
. , . e
+ Nsseville State’s seniors are swirling! }

+ Avg. senior has a half-year of transfer credits

+ Avg. senior attended 1.7 postsecondary institutions
before enrolling at Nsseville State

+ 8% of seniors are concurrently enrolled

+ Avg. senior has taken 1 course per year at another
institution since enrolling in Nsseville State

Using NSSE to Improve
Institutional Practices

Case 2: Examining Multiple-Institution Attendance

¢ Three foci:
+ Extent of swirl among NSU students
+ Reasons for swirl at NSU
+ Effects of swirl on student engagement at NSU

+ Participated in NSSE
+ Joined a consortium of Urban institutions
Created a set of consortium questions re three foci
Received standard NSSE reports with consortium
comparisons
Used combined NSSE-consortium data to study senior
swirl

Using NSSE to Improve
Institutional Practices

senior swirl

Case 2: Examining Multiple-Institution Attendance

+ Descriptive statistics for extent of and reasons for

+ Interested in effects of senior swirl on:

+ Participation in enriching educational experiences
+ Student developmental gains in college
+ Student satisfaction with their college experience

Using NSSE to Improve
Institutional Practices

NSSE benchmarks: Enriching Educational Experiences
« Practicum, internship, field i co-op exp , or clinical
+ Community service or volunteer work

Participate in a learning community or some other formal program where groups of students take two
or more classes together

Foreign language coursework
Study abroad

Independent study or self-designed major
c senior

exam, capstone course, thesis, project, etc.)

Had serious conversations with students who are very different from you in terms of their religious
beliefs, political opinions, or personal values

Had serious conversations with students of a different race or ethnicity than your own
Encouraging contact among students from different economic, social, and racial or ethnic
backgrounds

Hours per 7-day week spent participating in co-curricular activities (organizations, campus
publications, student government, social fraternity or sorority, intercollegiate or intramural sports,
etc.)

Used an electronic medium (listserv, chat group, Internet, instant messaging, etc.) to discuss or
complete an assignment

Using NSSE to Improve
Institutional Practices

NSSE General Developmental Gains

Acquiring a broad general education
Acgulrmg job or work-related knowledge
and skills

Writing clearly and effectively
Speaking clearly and effectively
Thinking critically and analytically
Analyzing quantitative problems

Using computing and information
technology

Working effectively with others
Voting in local, state, or national elections
Learning effectively on your own
Understanding yourself

Understanding people of other racial and
ethnic backgrounds.

Solving complex real-world problems
Developing a personal code of values and
ethics

Contributing to the welfare of your
munity

Developing a deepened sense of spirituality

NSSE Satisfaction with College

How would you evaluate your entire
educational experience at this institution?

1f you could start over again, would you go

to the SAME INSTITUTION you are now
attending?

Using NSSE to Improve
Institutional Practices

Percentage of Nsseville State transfer students
from two-year and four-year institutions:

Four-year
college
45% Two-year
college
55%
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Using NSSE to Improve
Institutional Practices

Reasons for transferring to Nsseville State:

Location 79]

Availability of desired program or major |
Reputation of program, facuity or schoo! [T I I a3]
Affordability or other financial reasons [ I TOzE]

To prepare for anew career or advance in current career [T TIIIZE]

Better academic fit than at previous institution(s) [T IIITo]
Better social it than at previous institution(s) [T
CLE —

Using NSSE to Improve
Institutional Practices

Percentage of concurrently enrolled seniors who
are attending an institution within each type:

49
50
39
40
30
20
9
0
3
0
Vocational-technical school  Community or junior college Four-year college or Other
university

Using NSSE to Improve
Institutional Practices

Reasons for concurrent enroliment:

Complete degree requirements sooner 41]
Financial reasons [T o
Take easier courses to fulfill requirements [ 0]
Better course schedule at other school [ 8]

Take courses at a branch campus/consortium [T

Take extra courses not related to program

Prepare to transfer to another school

Try aprogram or major not available [T06]
0

0 20 30 40 50

Using NSSE to Improve
Institutional Practices

Percentage of concurrently enrolled seniors who
are receiving each type of instruction:

00

80
67
60
40
22
20
10
0
cl 30 min cl 30 min DI

Using NSSE to Improve
Institutional Practices

Case 2: Examining Multiple-Institution Attendance

std.
Mean Dev.
Female 0.65 0.48
Student of color 0.19 0.39
First-generation student 0.42 0.49
« Study Variables Part-time student 012 0.33
Commuter 0.51 0.50
Class standing at first enrollment 157 0.88
Transferred from two-year college 0.24 0.43
Transferred from four-year college 0.20 0.40
Took one or more classes off-campus
during senior year 0.08 0.27
Enriching Educational Experiences 0.00 1.00
Self-reported general gains in college 0.0 1.00
satisfaction with college 0.00 1.00

Using NSSE to Improve
Institutional Practices

Effect of senior swirl on
Enriching Educational Experiences: (Betas)

020 0.0 000 0.0 020
Female [/ 009
Student of color [3 003
Part-time student 0.0 |
First-generation student -0.07 |
Commuter | -0.% [
Transferred fromtwo-year college -007
Transferred from four-year college -0.02 [
Took one or more classes off-campus during senior year [ 005
Class standing at first enrollment -0.2 |
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Using NSSE to Improve
Institutional Practices

Effect of senior swirl on
Developmental Gains During College: (Betas)

020 0.0 0.00 0.0 020
Female [ 006
Student of color [ 004
Part-timestudent -0.06
First-generationstudent [ 002

Commuter -0.04 ]

Transferredfromtwo-year college [boo1
Trangferredfromfour-year college -0.02

‘Took one or more classesof f-campusduring senior year [oo1
Glassstandingat first enrollment 007 |

Using NSSE to Improve
Institutional Practices

Effect of senior swirl on
Student Satisfaction with College: (Betas)

020 0.0 0.00 0.0 020
Female [ 005

Student of color -0.06 [
Part-time student -0.02
First-generation student 001
Commuter -0.06 ]

Transferredfromtwo-year college 0.00
Transferredfromfour-year college -0.04 |
‘Took one or more classesoff-campusduring senior year -0.02 O]
Glassstandingat first enroliment 001@

Using NSSE to Improve
Institutional Practices

Case 2: Examining Multiple-Institution Attendance

¢ Summary

+ Transferring from a two-year college had a negative effect
on participation in enriching experiences, but was negligible
with regard to student gains and satisfaction.

+ Concurrent enrollees had slightly greater participation in
enriching experiences, and were somewhat less satisfied
with their college experiences at Nsseville State. Suggests
that these students are savvy consumers of education.

+ The longer students wait to transfer to Nsseville State, the
lower their levels of participation in enriching experiences,
and the less they report gaining from their experience at
Nsseville State.

Link to Other Student Data

In-house surveys
National surveys
CIRP / CSS
YFCY

SR : VIl Noel-Levitz
EBI Benchmarking surveys . CSEQ

-

.

.

.

.

Noel Levitz Student Satisfaction
Inventory

ETS Major Field Tests

ACT Collegiate Assessment of
Academic Proficiency

Institutional data such as GPA, financial
aid, transcripts, retention, certification
tests, etc.

.

.

Converting NSSE Data Into Action:
Institutional Examples

Many schools are positively influencing student
engagement by talking about and using effective
educational practices.

George Mason University

B Nty
. ==
S POIARIY™  DREW

ILLINOISSTATEL INIVERSITY"

Using NSSE Data: Elon University

ELON

NSSE2003 BN

Level of Academic Challenge
Banchmark Items
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Using NSSE Data: DREW
Drew University

Strategy for dealing with mixed results

Filter results through Drew's catalog so faculty and administrators couldn't say
these things are not important to us

+ A curriculum that integrates modes of learning
+ Application of advanced technologies
+ Faculty advising

Use faculty & student focus groups to better understand results and to establish
another point of triangulation.

Make results “personal” to departments and established internal benchmarking
mechanism for faculty to compare pedagogy across disciplines.

Receive statistical assistance from math faculty member to lend additional
credibility to the analysis
Result
Helped make “engagement” part of campus vocabulary
Prompted increased attention to class size
Reviewed course evals to assess for effective educational practices

Using NSSE Data: Oregon State
University

How Are First Year and Senior Students
Using Their Time?

\ == e e =
Student affairs |n|t|atJive; “Blue Ribbon”
steering committee (students)

Using NSSE Data:
Towson University

Disaggregated NSSE results from
seniors by those who started at
the institution as first-year
students and those who entered
as transfer students

N
TOWSON

Better understand the transfer UNIVERSITY

student experience.

Combined with CIRP to develop
a fuller portrait of the transfer
student experience.

Using NSSE Data: Westminster
College

Uses NSSE results along with other
sources of data in its strategic
planning and performance indicator
dashboard

President set goals to enhance student
engagement across all five NSSE
benchmarks by one decile over the
next five years

Benchmarks itself against a selected
aspirational peer group of liberal arts
colleges

Combines FSSE with its annual local
faculty and staff survey to monitor the
degree to which faculty and staff
perceive the College to be open,
collaborative and inclusive

AQIP and the Freshman
Seminar Proposal

E]Sﬁl\\':%& TILINDJS UNIVERSITY E

Of the questions that showed significance at the 0.1 level, four
either directly or indirectly related to the objectives of the
freshman seminar course as outlined in the proposal. These
included the following questions:

1 A--Asked questions class or contributed to class discussion.

10 F--Attending campus events and activities (special
speakers, cultural performances, etc.)

11 K--Understanding yourself

13--How would you evaluate your entire educational
experience at this institution?

(Summary Report—NSSE 2003 Special Course Oversample April 19, 2004)

Using NSSE Data: Texas State

University — San Marcos

]

Fl e D0 B G e ede A0 D
o e 3 o

Student i

The College Student Report 2003
Sy o ot

e == 4
P ARGl ] j&-(-*é-:\'!.!-a'_- e

Faculty Development tool -
http://www.assessment.swt.edu/Bibliography/pagel.htm
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Incorporating NSSE Data in Change
Efforts: 8 Lessons Learned

Make sure faculty and staff
understand and endorse the
concept of student
engagement

Collect enough results so the
information is usable at the
department or unit level

Understand what student
engagement data represent
and use results wisely

Report engagement results in
a responsible way

Incorporating NSSE Data in Change
Efforts: 8 Lessons Learned

Don’t allow the numbers to
speak for themselves

Examine the results from
multiple perspectives

Link results to other
information about the
student experience and
complementary initiatives

Don’t go it alone

Other Current Activities

Accreditation tool kit

AASCU “American Democracy”

“Foundations of Excellence”

Collegiate Learning Assessment (RAND-CAE)
“Connecting the Dots”

Collaborative research with CCSSE, independent
scholars

NCES “student success” synthesis
Linking BCSSE with NSSE

Effective Practice -- Properties
Common to DEEP Schools*

A “living” mission and a “lived”

educational philosophy .I
>
An unshakeable focus on student % .
learning

Clearly marked pathways to student geep

umenting
success 2]

e
ional
Environments adapted for educational
enrichment

An improvement-oriented campus
culture

*20 schools with
better than predicted
Shared responsibility for educational student engagement
quality and student success and grad rates

Sharing STUDENT
Lessons about SUICCESS
Effective in 1.
Educational COLLEG‘
George 0. Kuh ‘
Jossey-Bass S
April, 2005 "R

NSSE Institute for Effective
Educational Practice

Campus Audits:
Comprehensive or targeted
campus audits to identify
institutional strengths and
challenges

Workshops: Institution
based, regional, consortium
workshops to assist with
improvement initiatives

On-going Research and
Evaluation: Focused
research and evaluation of
initiatives and specific
campus evaluation needs
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Discussion and Comments

For more information --

Email: jikinzie@indiana.edu

tcruce@indiana.edu

tshoup@indiana.edu

\ NSSE website: http://nsse.iub.edu

. Copies of this presentation as well as
other papers and presentations are available
National Survey through the website

of Student Engagement




