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[T 12, Calert,

'Ihe purpose of my letler is o nominabe Dr, Ceorge T Kub, Chancellor's
I*refessor of Educational Leadership and Policy Studies at Indiana Universily
{Rloomington) for the Brock International Prive in Bducation, Owver my nearly 4
vears as an adiminialrator and Eaculty member, Tean think of ne one who is more
deserving of this recopnilion than De. Kuh, He is, i omy judgmend, the leading
scholar related to the collegs sludent experience in the world, and his record of
procuctivity is womatched by anyone in his generation, Were one to base this
prive solely on scholarly productivity, Prosfessor Kuh would be 3 leading
camdidale, Bul this award recognizes a person wha has beought about change in
education, and v Kuh, cortainly in hjgjter aducation in my judpment, has no
parallel.

The Brock Prize “recognizes an mdividual who has made a specilic innovation or
contribution tu the scicnee and art of education, resulting in 2 significant impact
on the practice or imderslanding of the leld of education. This innovation or
contribution must have the polential to provide long-term benefit e all humanily
through change and improvement m edueation at any level, include new
teaching lechnigues, the discovery of learning processes, the orpanization of a
school or school sysiem, the radical modification of povernment involvement in
cducation, or other innevabions, 'The prize iz not intended to recogmise an
exemjlary carcce or meritorious teaching, administralion, or service with a
primarily local impact” according to the prize’s web sile,

1 will skip a recitation of D, Kub's scholarly achievements, They are meluded in
thee resume that is part of this packel although 1 have to confess that the resume
that is enclesed is abridged due to lack of space. His complete resume runs more
than 100 pages. He has been a top scholar in his discipline tor decades, author of
many books, referved arlivles, and other scholarly products, and has been
recognized with a panoply of awards, More contral to the intent of the Brock
Prize, e, Kuh has changed how higher education leaders, faculty, and staft
across viclually every institutional type, from community colleges to leading
regaarch yniversilies think about and approach student learning. Let me explain
whoy,



As the principal developer of the National Survey of Student Engagement
(NSSE), Dr. Kuh has been able to craft a means by which student engagement, a
primary ingredient in the success of students at the baccalaureate level (see
Astin, 1993; Tinto, 1997; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005), can be measured. The
NSSE has been adopted by hundreds of institutions of higher education (IHEs) as
a means by which to gauge student engagement, diagnose problems, and make
improvements in the undergraduate experience. Why is this important? As was
called for in the Spellings Commission Report (2006), IHEs need to add to the
robustness of student learning, thereby improving students’ ability to achieve the
goals that they set for themselves when they make the decision to enroll in
college. I have enclosed in the nomination packet a paper prepared by Dr. Kuh
that provides the conceptual framework for the NSSE as well as information
about its psychometric properties. So, the NSSE, which was administered to
380,000 randomly selected first year and senior students at 722 four year
institutions in the 2007-2008 academic year (the most recent year reported), is
used to measure the undergraduate experience and make improvements in it,
student by student.

But the NSSE also has tremendous value as one of the instruments that is utilized
in the Voluntary System of Accountability (VSA), a voluntary initiative
developed through a partnership of member institutions of the American
Association of State Colleges and Universities (AASCU) and the Association of
Public and Land-Grant Universities (A+P'L+U). VSA is a response, in part, to
the call of the US Department of Education and the Spellings Commission for
institutions of higher education to be more accountable to their various
stakeholders. According to the VSA web site, 329 institutions are members of the
VSA initiative.

Not content with just developing the NSSE, Dr. Kuh has been the driving force
behind the creation of a number of other instruments including measures of
student engagement in law schools, community colleges, and high schools as
well as faculty engagement with students. Thus, his work has influenced and
shaped education from high school through professional school.

How widespread is the influence of the NSSE? I point to the letters of the
supporters of this nomination.

Dr. Molly Broad, President of the American Council of Education, wrote,

“NSSE has made a significant impact in improving student success and
demonstrating higher education’s commitment to produce postsecondary
graduates who have the necessary skills to keep our country competitive.”

Dr. Carol Geary Schneider, President of the Association of American
Colleges and Universities, concluded,

“It is not too much to say that NSSE has wrought a revolution in campus
consciousness, successfully directing both leadership and faculty attention




to the whole question of whether students reliably engage in high effort,
high engagement educational practices that are beneficial to students’
actual level of learning. Many campuses are making educational changes
suggested by their NSSE data. The momentum in this direction is clearly
building, thanks in part to Dr. Kuh's effective and far-reaching influence.”

Dr. Stanley O. Tkenberry, President Emeritus of the University of Illinois,
Past President of the American Council on Education, and Professor at the
University of lllinois (Urbana Champaign), pointed out,

“ Although international efforts are not part of NSSE's core mission, the
project has informed international consideration of assessment and has
garnered significant attention from higher education scholars, researchers,
faculty and administrators abroad. The NSSE project has been part of
discussions about quality improvement and assessment activities at
international meetings led by the Organization for Economic Cooperation
and Development (OECD).”

Dr, Thomas Ehrlich, currently a Senior Scholar at the Carnegie Foundation
for the Advancement of Teaching and previously dean of the Stanford University
Law School, Provost of the University of Pennsylvania, and President of Indiana
University concluded,

“It (The NSSE) is primarily a tool for campuses that want to improve to
learn what steps need to be taken. It enables campuses to compare the
learning at their institutions with peers. It can be used by entire campuses
or by units within campuses. It can be supplemented by clusters of
questions by groups of campuses. In short, it is extraordinarily useful for
a wide range of faculty and administrators who want to improve student
learning.”

To provide just one example of the influence of the NSSE and Dr. Kuh's
work on a specific campus, President Theodora Kalikow of the University of
Maine at Farmington, offered the following observations,

The genius of the NSSE is that it provides a proxy for measuring the
quality of students’ learning by measuring their engagement with the
kinds of experiences that we know are conducive to active learning. And
yet it avoids the controversies about standardized tests and the differences
in academic missions that have sunk so many less-nuanced assessment
efforts for so long. The data are national in scope but tailored to
institutional type and mission: reliable, credible, actionable...This
massive institutional change (at UMF) might never have happened with
the NSSE data, which helped us make a compelling case about how
curricular change could address an area of weakness...Our experience at
UMEF can be, and is, replicated throughout higher education.

Dr. Kuh’'s work is central to the question that virtually every institution of higher
education in the country addresses: How can the student experience be enriched




50 that students will learn to the prealest exlent possible during the few precious
vears [hat they are enrolled as undergraduates? The NSSE works, and as the
testimuonials incdicate, its influence on higher education in the United States is
pervasive, and building just around the corner, Dr. Thenberry prodicls, is NaSEs
worldwide infhusmce.

It is important to note that Dr, Kuh has uol been an ivory tower academic, 11e
hay served a3 a lircless advocate for enriching the student experienee by his work
with hundreds of individual institutions as well ag the countless addresses,
wirkshops and other oulreach activilics in which he has engaged on behalf of
inproving student learning. Tust o few of the institutions he has worked with are
listed i his vita, and what is most impressive is that his work has not been just
with highly visible, vory prestigious colleges and universilies, He has traveled
far and wide Lo assist institutions that are gemunely interesloed in improving the
experiences of their shudenls regardless of the institubion’s reputation, stalure or
prostige,

Dir, Kult's references agree that he is a superb candidale for this award. Their
words make a compelling case,

“His many accomplishments demonstrate his worthiness as the 2010
recipienl of the Brock International Prive in Hducation” (Dr, Melly Broad),

“Tt i hard (o Ihink of any scholar who is move vichly deserving of the
Heoclk |_'|1":z.e” (D, ol ':-'.H'rlr}-' Schineider).

“I van Lhink of no individual in American higher education more
deserving of the Brock International Prize in Education than George Kuh™ (Dr,

Stanley O. Tkenberryl,

“I| hawve been involved in keaching and learning for almost 45 years and
knowe of no one in all my experience whao has had such a marked impact on
higher education as 12 Kuh™ (D, Thomas Ehrlich).

]

“Cenrpe’s leadership in invenling and disseminating the Mational Survey
of Student Fnagement {INSSE) has truly made a profound impact on higher
education” (Dr. Theodora Kalikow).

Undler Lhis cover are the letters of supporl, e, Kuh's abbreviated vita, the: paper
that describos the technical aspects of the NSSE, and an article that is a sample of
D, Kulv's writing. They will provide further depth Lo your understanding of Tir,
Kulh's work and 1 brisl you will join me in concluding that he is very worthy of
receiving the 2000 Brock International 'rize in Education,

sincerely yours,

/ (L HShy
ohin H, Schul
Lstinguished Professor
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Education
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Academic and Administrative Experience
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Director Indiana University 1999-present
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Directer National Institute for Learning 2008-present
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Director National Survey of Student 1999-2007
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Director NSSE Institute for Effective 2002-2007
Education Practice

Senior Scholar NSSE Institute 2008-present

Director Coliege Student Experiences 1994-present
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Associate Dean of the Faculties  Indiana University Bloomington 1997-2000

Associate Dean for Indiana University 1985-88
Academic Affairs School of Education

Assistant-Associate Indiana University 1976-1984
Professor School of Education

Graduate School

Assistant Professor University of lowa 1975-1976
Admissions Officer Luther College 1968-1972
Publications

I have published about 300 items including 30 books, monographs and national reports, 70
chapters, and about 200 articles. In addition I have prepared dozens of technical reports and
contributed to several major national reports including the annual summary of findings from the
Naticnal Survey of Student Engagement.

Selected Books and Monographs

Kuh, G.D. (1981). Indices of quality in the undergraduate experience,
AAHE-ERIC/Higher Education Research Report No. 4. Washington, D.C.: American
Association for Higher Education.

Kuh, G.D. (Ed.) (1983). Understanding student affairs organizations. New Directions for
Student Services, No. 23. S8an Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

McCarthy, M.M., Kuh, G.D., Newell, L.J., & lacona, C. (1988). Under scrutiny: The
educational administration professoriate. Tempe, AZ: University Council on Educational
Administration.

Kuh, G.D., & Whitt, E.J. (1988). The invisible tapestry: Culture in American colleges
and universities, ASHE-ERIC Higher Education Report, No. 1. Washington, D.C.: Association
for the Study of Higher Education.

Kuh, G.D., Schuh, JL.H., Whitt, E.J., & Associates (1991). Involving colleges: Successful
approaches to fostering student learning and personal development outside the classroom. San
Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Kuh, G.D. (Ed.). (1993). Using cultural perspectives in student affairs work.
Washington, D.C.: American College Personnel Association.

Kuh, G.D.,, Douglas, K.B., Lund, J.P., & Ramin-Gyurnek, J. (1994). Student learning
outside the classroom: Transcending artificial boundaries. ASHE-ERIC Higher Education




Report No. 8. Washington, D.C.: The George Washington University, School of Education and
Human Development.

Kuh, G.D. Lyons, J., Miller, T., & Trow, J. (1995). Reasonable expectations: Renewing
the educational compact between institutions and students. Washington, DC: National
Association of Student Personnel Administrators.

Stage, F.K., Anaya, G.L., Bean, J.P., Hossler, D., & Kuh, G.D., (Eds.). (1995). College
students: The evolving nature of research. Needham Heights, MA: Simon and
Schuster/Association for the Study of Higher Education.

McCarthy, M.M., & Kuh, G.D. (1997). Continuity and change: The educational
leadership professoriate. Columbia, MO: University Council on Educational Administration.

Kuh, G.D., Kinzie, J., Schuh, J.H., Whitt, E.J., & Associates (2005), Student success in
college: Creating conditions that matter, San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Kuh, G.D., Kinzie, J., Schuh, J.H., & Whitt, E.J. (2005). Assessing conditions to enhance
educational effectiveness: The Inventory for Student Engagement and Success. San Francisco:
Jossey-Bass.

Miller, T., Kuh, G.D., Paine, D., & Associates. (2006). Taking student expectations
seriously: A guide for campus applications. Washington, DC: National Association of Student
Personnel Administrators,

Kuh, G.D., Kinzie, J., Buckley, J., Bridges, B., & Hayek, J.C. (2007). Piecing together
the student success puzzle: Research, propositions, and recommendations. ASHE Higher
Education Report. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Kuh, G.D. (2008). High impact educational practices: What they are, who has access to
them, and why they matter. Washington, DC: Association of American Colleges and

Universities.

Gonyea, R.M. & Kuh, G.D. (2009). Using NSSE in institutional research. New
Directions for Institutional Research. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Selected Chapters (since 1995)

Kuh, G.D. (1996). Organizational theory. In S. Komives and D, Woodard, Jr. (Eds.),
Student services: A handbook for the profession (3rd ed.). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Kuh, G.D. (1997). Strengthening the ties that bind: Cultural events, traditions, and rituals.
In J.N. Gardner and G. Van der Veer (Eds.), The senior year experience: Facilitating
integration, reflection, closure, and transition. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Arnold, K., & Kuh, G.D. (1999). What matters in undergraduate education? Mental
models, student learning, and student affairs. In E.J, Whitt (Ed.). Student learning as student



affairs work: Responding to our imperative. Washington, DC: National Association of Student
Personnel Administrators.

Kuh, G.D. (1999). Setting the bar high to promote student learning. In G.S. Blimling, E.J.
Whitt and Associates, Good practice in student affairs: Principles to foster student learning. San
Francisco: Jossey-Bass,
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retention. Nashville, TN: Vanderbilt University Press.
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P. Altbach, P. Gumport, and B. Johnstone (Eds.), In defense of the American university.
Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press.
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during the college years. In T.W. Banta (Ed.), The scholarship of assessment. San Francisco:
Jossey-Bass.

Kuh, G.D., & Hinkle, S.E. (2002). Enhancing student learning through coliaboration
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retention of first-year students. Columbia, SC: University of South Carolina, National Resource
Center for The First-Year Experience and Students in Transition.

Kuh, G.D., English, T.M., & Hinkle, S.E. (2003). Student-centered academic services. In
G. Kramer and E.D. Peterson (Eds.), Student academic services in higher education: A
comprehensive handbook for the 21" century. San Francisco: Josscy-Bass.

Jelke, T., & G.D. Kuh (2003). High performing fraternities and sororities. In D. Gregory
(Ed.), The administration of fraternal organizations on North American campuses: A pattern for
the new millennium. Asheville: College Administration Publications.

Kuh, G.D. (2004). The contributions of the research university to assessment and
innovation in undergraduate education. In W.E. Becker and M.L. Andrews (Eds.), The
scholarship of teaching and learning in higher education: The contributions of research



universities. Bloomington, IN: Indiana University Press.

Bridges, B.K., & Kuh, G.D. (2004). The National Survey of Student Engagement: A new
indicator for postsecondary accountability. In Kazis, R., Vargas, J., & Hoffinan, N. (Eds.),
Double the numbers: Increasing postsecondary credentials for underrepresented youth.
Cambridge, MA: Harvard Education Press.
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outcomes in college, New Directions in Institutional Research, No, 122, San Francisco: Jossey-
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handbook for improving the first year of college. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Kuh, G.D., Gonyea, R.M., Williams, J.M. (2005). What students expect from college and
what they get, In T. Miller, B. Bender, J. Schuh and Associates, Promoting reasonable
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Moneta, L., & Kuh, G.D. (2005). When expectations and realities collide: Environmental
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about the college experience. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass/National Association of Student
Personnel Administrators,

Bridges, B.K., Cambridge, B., Kuh, G.D., & Leegwater, L.H. (2005). Student
engagement at minority serving institutions: Emerging lessons from the BEAMS project. In G.H.
Gaither (Ed.), What works: Achieving success in minority refention. New Directions for
Institutional Research, No. 125. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Kuh, G.D. (2005). Built to engage: Liberal arts colleges and effective educational
practice. In F, Oakely (Ed.), Liberal arts colleges in American higher education: Challenges and
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public university. Bolton, MA: Anker,

Kuh, G.D., Boruff-Jones, P.D. & Mark, A. E. (2007). Engaging students in the first
college year: Why librarians matter. In L. Hardesty (Ed.), The role of the library in the first



college year (Monograph No. 45). Columbia, SC: University of South Carolina, National
Resource Center for the First-Year Experience and Students in Transition.

Kuh, G.D. (2007). Promoting student success: What institutions can do. In P.
Lingenfelter (Ed.), More student success. Boulder, CO: State Higher Education Exccutive
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Kuh, G.D. (2007). Success in college. In P, Lingenfelter (Ed.), More student success: A
systemic solution. Boulder, CO: State Higher Education Executive Officers.

Kinzie, J., & Kuh, G.D. (2007). Creating a student-centered culture. In G, Kramer (Ed.).
Fostering student success in the campus community. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Harper, S.R., & Kuh, G.D. (2007). Myths and misconceptions about using qualitative
methods in assessment. In S.R. Harper and S.D. Museus (Eds.), Using qualitative methods in
institutional assessment. New Directions for Institutional Research (No. 136). San Francisco:
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Bridges, B.K., Kinzie, J., Nelson Laird, T.F., & Kuh, G.D. (2008). Student engagement
and student success at minority serving institutions. In M. Gasman, B. Baez, and C.S. Turner
(Eds.), Interdisciplinary approaches to understanding minority institutions. Albany, NY: SUNY
Press.

Kuh, G.D. (2008). Advising for student success. In V.N. Gordon, W.R. Habley, T.J.
Grites and Associates, Academic advising: A comprehensive handbook (2" ed.). San Francisco:
Jossey-Bass and NACADA.
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with higher than expected persistence rates: What student engagement data tell us. In LM,
Braxton (Ed.), The role of the classroom in college student persistence. San Francisco; Jossey-
Bass,

Kinzie, J., Gonyea, R.M., Shoup, R., & Kuh, G.D. (2008). Promoting persistence and
success of underrepresented students: Lessons for teaching and learning. In J.M. Braxton (Ed.),
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American College Personnel Association and National Association of Student Personnel
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National Survey of Student Engagement (2004). Student engagement: Pathways to
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Law School Survey of Student Engagement (2005). Student engagement in law schools:
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Law School Survey of Student Engagement (2007). Engaging legal education: Moving
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student learning and success. Bloomington, IN: Indiana University Center for Postsecondary

Research.
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Kuh, G.D., Umbach, P., & Hayek, J. (2003). Faculty Survey of Student Engagement.
Bloomington, IN: Indiana University Center for Postsecondary Rescarch.

Keynote Addresses, Lectures, and Paper Presentations

I have made more than 100 keynote and plenary addresses and named campus lectures, presented
more than 250 research papers, and made several hundred other talks at professional meetings
and colleges and universities in the U.S. and abroad.

Seiected Keynote and Plenary Addresses (since 1995)

Navigating uncharted waters: Exploring new directions in student learning. Keynote
address to the Canadian Association of College and University Student Services, Halifax, Nova
Scotia, June 1997,

The student learning agenda: New realities for academic advisors. Keynote address to the
annual meeting of the National Association of Academic Advisors, Kansas City, October 1997.

How are we doing? Tracking the quality of the undergraduate experience from the 1960s
to the present. Presidential address to the annual meeting of the Association for the Study of

Higher Education, Albuquerque, November 1997.

What matters in undergraduate education? 1997 Chester Peters Lecture, Kansas State
University, Manhattan, April 1997.

Partnerships for learning: Building bridges for student success. Martin R. Schmidt
Memorial Lecture, University of lowa, lowa City, April 1999,

Student learning outside the classroom: Implications for academic and student affairs.

Appalachian State University Centennial Speakers’ Series in Student Affairs, Boone, October
1999.

Collepe students today: Why we can’t leave serendipity to chance. Baldwin Lecture,
Truman State University, Kirksville, February 2001,
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Undergraduate education at the turn of the century; Lessons from NSSE 2000. Higher
Education Lecture, College of William & Mary, Williamsburg, March 2001.

Oreanizing for student success. Keynote address to the National Conference for College
and University Chief Academic Officers and Chief Student Affairs Officers, Palm Springs,
November 2001.

College students today: Why we can’t leave serendipity to chance. Tracy Sonneborn
Lecture, Indiana University Bloomington, November 2001,

Active learning: The cornerstone of effective educational practice. Keynote address,
Seton Hall University Fall Faculty Convocation, South Orange, September 2002.

Strengthening institutional accountability for learning: Lessons from the National Survey
of Student Fingagement. Keynote address, Commission on Colleges of the Southern Association
of Colleges and Schools, San Antonio, December 2002.

College and character: Insights from the National Survey of Student Engagement,
Keynote address to the 13" Annual Institute on College Student Values, Tallahassee, February
2003,

Creating a culture of evidence about student engagement: First-order lessons about data-
driven learning-centered improvement, Plenary address to the Texas A&M University
Assessment Conference, College Station, February 2003,

Student engagement: A key to enhancing student learning and improving institutional
effectiveness. Keynote address, Development and Learning: From High School to College,
University of the Azores (Portugal), March 2003.

Student engagement in learning: Dogs the library matter? Featured presentation to the
Association of College and Rescarch Libraries, Charlotte, April 2003.

Assessment: Bridging faculty work and student engagement, inclusion, and achievement.
Plenary session at the AAC&U Greater Expectations Institute: Campus Leadership for Student
Engagement, Inclusion, and Achievement, Denver, June 2003.

Enhancing student learning at Samford: Why we need the horse. Keynote address to the
Samford University Fall Faculty Workshop, Birmingham, August 2003,

Strengthening institutional accountability for learning; Lessons from the National Survey
of Student Engagement. Keynote address, Middle States Commission on Higher Education,
Philadelphia, December 2003,

Enhancing transfer student success. Closing plenary address to the Second Annual
Institute on Transfer Students, Ft. Worth, January 2004.
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Enhancing student learning: Lessons from the National Survey of Student Engagement.

Keynote address, [UPUI Edward C. Moore Symposium on Teaching Excellence, Indianapolis,
March 2004,

Digging DEEP for lessons about undergraduate student engagement and success.
Keynote address, University of Iowa Institute for Student Affairs Administration and Research,

Towa City, September 2004,

What really matters to student suceess: Lessons from high-performing institutions.

Keynote address to University of Louisville Delphi Center for Teaching and Learning “Student
Engagement and Academic Success” conference, Louisville, October 2004.

Working together to promote student success. President’s Distinguished Lecture,
University of Vermont, Burlington, October 2604,

Enhancing learning: DEEP lessons about effective educational practice and student
success. Featured session at the annual meeting of the American College Personnel Association,
Nashville, April 2005.

Engaged learning: The assessment of engaged learning and implications. Plenary session
at the 2" Annual Bringing Theory to Practice Conference, Bethesda, April 2005.

Engaged learning communities: Students, facuity, and institutions. Plenary session at the
AAC&U Greater Expectations Institute, Burlington, June 2005,

Creating conditions that matter. Keynote address to the University of Texas System
Graduation Rates Conference, Dallas, September, 2003,

Built to enpage: Liberal arts colleges, the public interest, and effective educational
practice. Keynote address to the Independent Colleges of Arkansas Annual Meeting, Batesville,
Qctober 2005.

Building an excellent undergraduate experience: Taking student success seriously.
Keynote address to the Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board Governing Board
Conference, Austin, October 2005.

Student success in college: What can presidents do? Council of Independent College
President’s Institute, Naples, January 2006.

Student success in college: Puzzle, pipeline or pathway? University of Southern
California Earl V. Pullias Lecture, Los Angeles, September 2006,

Thinking DEEPIy about academic advising and student engagement. Keynote address to
the annual meeting of the National Academic Advising Association, Indianapolis, October 2006.

Engaged learning: Fostering the success of all students. Keynote address to the annual
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meeting of the Council for Adult and Experiential Learning, Boston, November 2006.

Data informed perspectives on the undergraduate student experience, Keynote address to
the annual meeting of the American College Health Association, Las Vegas, November 2006,

What matters fo student success in college and university. Keynote address to the
Canadian Association of College and University Student Services, Saskatoon Saskatchewan,

June 2007,

What matters to student success: Lessons for ANAC institutions. Keynote address to the
Associated New American Colleges Summer Institute, Elon, June 2007,

What matters to student success in the first year of university. Keynote address to the
Pacific Rim First Year in Higher Education Conference, Brisbane, July 2007,

The classroom: The foundation for student success. Keynote address to the New England
Faculty Development Consortium Conference, Westford (MA), November 2007.

Why writing matters: Lessons from NSSE and high-performing institutions. Keynote
address to the Miami University Howe Symposium on Writing, Oxford, October 2007.

Piccing together the student success puzzle. Keynote address to the Lehigh Valley
Association of Independent Colleges, Allentown, November 2007,

The engaging university: Creating conditions for student success. Keynote address to the
Penn State University “Living the Vision of a Student-Centered University” conference, State
College, November 2007.

Intentional learning requires infentional leadership: What will it take to move to the next
level? Closing plenary panel at the annual meeting of the Association of American Colleges and
Universities, January 2008, Washington DC.

What matters to student success at lvy Tech. Keynote address to vy Tech Community
College 2" Annual Learning College Conference, Columbus, February 2008.

Promises and pitfalls of institutional transparency: First lessons learned. Closing plenary
address to the annual meeting of Higher Learning Commission, Chicago, April 2008.

What matters to student success in college. Keynote address to the 5" International
Conference on Supplemental Instruction, Orlando, May 2005.

Guiding forces: Emerging trends and their impact on student outcomes. Keynote address
to the EducationDynamics’ National Dialog on Student Retention, Atlanta, June 2008.

High impact practices: What they are. why they work, and who benefits. Keynote address
to the 16" Institute for Student Learning, Durham England, September 2008.
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Measuring and reporting student and institutional performance: First lessons learned.
Invited presentation to the National Association of College Admissions Counseling Chief
Enrollment Officers Forum, Seattle, September 2008.

What matters to student success in the first year of college. Keynote address to the
University of Minnesota Focusing on the First Year Conference, Minneapolis, October 2008.

Student engagement and study abroad: Why both matter. Keynote address to the annual
meeting of the Council of International Educational Exchange, Nashville, November 2008.

For what shall we be accountable? Improving student learning through assessiment and
transparency. West Virginia Higher Education Policy Commission Chancellot’s Lecture,
Charleston, November 2008.

The classroom; The foundation for student success. Keynote address to the Faculty
Resource Network National Symposium: “Defining and Promoting Student Success, San
Francisco, November 2008,

Campus and community engagement: Why they matter. Invited lecture to Campus Philly
Partners, Philadelphia, December 2008,

Investing in student success and the public good: Four yecession-friendly tactics to assure
collegiate quality. Plenary address to the Council of Independent Colleges Presidents Institute,
Bonita Springs, January 2009,

The disparities within: Why high-impact practices matter. Invited presentation to the
Association of American Colleges and Universities Presidents Forum, Seattle, January 2009,

The classroom: The foundation for building comumunity and fostering student success, Keyote
address to the Minnesota State Colleges and Universities System-Wide Realizing Student Potential/lteach
Conference, Minneapolis, February 2009,

What matters to student success in college: Lessons from high performing institutions, Keynote
address to the 5™ Symposium of the Carrefour de la Reussite Au Collegial, Montreal Quebec Canada,
April 2009,

Improving undergraduate success through student engagement. Keynote address to the Council
on Higher Education’s Colloquium on Improving Undergraduate Success, Pretoria, South Africa, May
2009,

Grants and Contracts (since 1999)

Pilot study of the National Survey of Student Engagement. National Center for Higher
Education Management Systems and The Pew Charitable Trusts, 1999, $359,000 (Principal
investigator)

Implementation of the National Survey of Student Engagement. The Pew Charitable
Trusts, 2000-2002, $3,330,000 (Principal investigator)
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Documenting effective educational practices. Lumina Foundation for Education, 2002-
2004, $1,358,000 (Principal investigator)

Documenting effective educational practices af selected high performing liberal arts
colleges. Wabash College Center of Inquiry in the Liberal Axts, 2002-2004, $393,000 (Principal

investigator)

Implementation of the post-master’s certificate progran in institutional research.
Association of Institution Research/National Center for Education Statistics, 2002-2004, $60,000
annually. (Principal investigator and project co-director).

Connecting the dots: Analyzing the relationships between student engagement and the
institutional practices and conditions that foster student success. Lumina Foundation for
Education, 2004-2006, $250,000 (Principal investigator)

Student expectations, engagement and the conditions that foster student success at liberal
arts colleges. Wabash College Center of Inquiry in the Liberal Arts, 2004-2006, $167,212

(Principal investigator)

What matters to student success: Lessons from the field. National Postsecondary
Education Cooperative and National Center for Education Statistics, 204-2006, $69,000

(Principal investigator)

Evaluating the assessment initiatives grants. Teagle Foundation, 2005, $139,918 (Co-
principal investigator)

Assessing deep approaches to learning. Teagle Foundation, 2007, $97,356 (Co-principal
investigator)

Bridges, maps, and fare: How underrepresented students use educational equity
programs (o access routes to academic success. Spencer Foundation, 2008-2009, $497,575 (Co-
principal investigator)

Launching the Strategic National Arts Alumni Project. Surdna Foundation, 2007-2008,
$49,418 (Co-principal investigator)

Implementing the Strategic National Arts Alumni Project. Surdna Foundation, 2008-
2013, $2,443,340 (Director and co-principal investigator)

Sirategic National Arts Almmni Project. National Endowment for the Arts, 2008-2009,
$60,000 (Director and co-principal investigator)

Implementing the Strategic National Arts Alumni Project. Barr Foundation, 2008-2011,
$450,000 (Director and co-principal investigator)

Implementing the Strategic National Arts Alumni Project. Houston Endowment, 2008-

20



2011, $600,000 (Director and co-principal investigator)

Implementing the Strategic National Arts Alumni Project. Cleveland Foundation, 2009-
2010, $100,000 (Director and co-principal investigator)

Making learning outcomes usable and transparent: Mapping the territory, documenting
the journey. Lumina Foundation for Education, 2008-2011, $940,000 (Director and co-principal
investigator)

Making learning outcomes usable and transparent: Mapping the territory, documenting
the journey. Teagle Foundation, 2008-2011, $150,000 (Director and co-principal investigator)

Making learning ontcomes usable and transparent: Mapping the tervitory, documenting the
Jjourney. Camegie Corporation of New York, 2009-2011, $599,800 (Director and co-principal
investigator)

Strategic National Aris Alumni Project. National Endowment for the Arts, 2009-2010, $60,000
{Director and co-pringipal investigator)

Selected Awards and Honors

Allen P. Splete Award for Outstanding Service, Council of Independent Colleges, 2009

Distinguished Alumni Award, St. Cloud State University, 2008

Excmplary Research Award, American Educational Research Association Division J, 2008

Outstanding Contribution to Higher Education, National Association of Student Personnel
Administrators, 2008

Lifetime Achievement Award, American College Personnel Association, 2006

Virginia B. Smith Innovative Leadership Award, National Center for Public Policy in Higher
Education and Council for Adult and Experiential Learning, 2005

Sidney Suslow Award for Distinguished Contributions to Higher Education, Association for

Institutional Research (2002)

Doctor of Humane Letters (honoris causa)
Luther College (1994)
Millikin University (2002)
Washington and Jefferson College (2006)
Winthrop University (2007)

Tracy Sonneborn Award for Distinguished Teaching and Research, Indiana University
(2001)

Charles F. Elton Best Forum Paper Award, Association for Institutional Research (1996,
2002, 2003)

Academic Leadership Award, Council of Independent Colleges (2001)

Albert B. Hood Distinguished Alumni Award, University of lowa (2001)

Research Achievement Award, Association for the Study of Higher Education (2000}

Campus Life Division Faculty Recognition Award, Indiana University (1998)

Teaching Excellence Recognition Award, Indiana University (1997, 1998)

Educational Leadership Award for Teaching, St. Cloud State University (1996)

Best Forum Paper, Association for Institutional Research (1996, 2001, 2002)

Robert H. Shaffer Award for Academic Excellence as a Graduate Faculty Member, National
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Association of Student Personnel Administrators (1994)
Senior Scholar Diplomate, American College Personnel Association (1995}
Contribution to Literature and Research, National Association of Student Personnel
Administrators (1987)
Contribution to Knowledge, American College Personnel Association (1986)

Current Editorial Activities
Change, Consulting Editor
Journal of College Student Development
Journal for the Study of Sports and Athletes in Education, Editorial Board
Journal of Higher Education, Field Reviewer
Higher Education, Field Reviewer
Higher Education Abstracts, Advisory Board
International Journal for the Scholarship of Teaching & Learning, Editorial Board
The Black College Review, Advisory Board

Selected Other Current Professional Activities
Association of American Colleges and Universities Education and America’s Promise
Campaign National Leadership Council, 2005-2015
Achieving the Dream, Coach, University of Houston, 2007-2011
Center for Enrollment Research, Policy, and Practice, University of Southern California,
Advisory Board
Educational Testing Service North Central Regional Advisory Couneil, 2008-
InsideTrack, Advisory Board, 2008-
Luther College Board of Regents

Consultations
1 have consulted with more than 250 institutions and agencies in the US and abroad including:

Adrian College, American Association of State Colleges and Universities, American Council of
Learned Societics, Appalachian State University, Baldwin-Wallace College, Brigham Young
University, Bucknell University, California State University at Fresno, Colgate University,
College Board, Colorado State University, Dalhousic University, Earlham College, Educational
Testing Service, Florida State University, Griffith University (AU), Hamline University,
Independent Colleges of Indiana, Indiana Tech, Indiana University, Ithaca College, James
Madison University, Kent State University, Lafayette College, Lehigh University, Longwood
College, Louisiana State University, Lyndon State College, Macalester College, Massachusetts
College of Liberal Arts, Miami University, Middlebury Coliege, Minot State University, New
Jersey Department of Higher Education, New York State Education Department, Northern
Tlinois University, Northern Kentucky University, Ohio Board of Regents, Pew Charitable
Trusts, Olin College of Engineering, Penn State University, Plymouth State University, Portland
State University, Rockford College, St. Bonaventure University, St. Louis University, Salem
State College, Simon Fraser University, Sinclair Community College (OH), South Dakota State
University, Spencer Foundation, Syracuse University, Tcagle Foundation, Texas A&M
University, Texas Christian University, Texas Tech University, University of Alaska Fairbanks,
University of Bophuthatswana (Africa), United States Military Academy, United States Naval
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Academy, University of California Office of the President, University of Calgary, University of
Cincinnati Medical School, University of Connecticut, University of British Columbia,
University of Delaware, University of the Free State (RSA), University of Georgia, University of
Guelph, University of Idaho, University of Iowa, University of Kansas, University of Louisville,
University of Massachusetts-Amherst, University of Michigan-Ann Arbor, University of
Michigan-Flint, University of Minnesota-Twin Cities, University of Nevada, Las Vegas,
University of Pennsylvania, University of South Carolina, University of Texas-Austin,
University of Texas System, University of Toronto, University of Utah, University of Vermont,
University of Victoria, University of Waterloo, University of West Florida, University of
Western Ontario, University of Wisconsin System, Ursinus College, Vanderbilt University,
Virginia Tech, Wake Forest University, Westminster College (UT), Western Washington
University.

In addition, I have worked with hundreds of other colleges and universities in my capacities as
director of the National Survey of Student Engagement, the Faculty Survey of Student
Engagement, the Law School Survey of Student Engagement, the College Student Experiences
Questionnaire Research Program, the Strategic National Arts Alumni Project, and the National
Institute for Student Learning Outcomes Assessment (NILOA).
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Aanerican Conneil on Bducation
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(¥Tce of the President

T T8, 24004

dury

Brock Inlernaticnsl Prize i Educalion
a0 1, Trone B, Gabort, Phai,
Assoeiate Dean

Colleze of Liberal Studies

The Lniversity of Uklahoma

1610 Asp PAocenue, Sudle 103

Merman, Clklahoma 30720405

Diear Members of e Tury:

Fenthusigstieslly sepoort the nomieation of 1, Creorge 1Y Kuh, Changellor’s Professor

ol Higher Edueation and Director of the Center Gor Poslsecondery Eesesrch at Indiane Uhaiversity
Ieominglon, [oe the 2000 Brock International Prize iy Bdocaticn. In oy opiindci, Dy, Kall's

I:r-l-:h:rshi? af Indiana Liniversity's Conter For |’l;:|HrHl:|:|::T||'|ﬂl'}' Rescarch iz nne of the [rringipal
reazons the Mational Survey of Sludent Enppprement (NSSE) by beceme such an elfetive and
widlely wsed weol, HESE bas made a gipnificant impast i iopreving studend sucoess and
demonstrating higher education™ commmitment 1o prodduce postsecendary gradugtes whn have the
necessasy skills Lo keep ovr counlry compeliiive.

The Univeraity of North Careling (UNC) Chapel Hill waz a pilat research institution for
lie instrument when [ was UNC's svstem president, T observed [sthond Dr Kuh end the desipn
toam’s oftarts ta develap @ survey thar wauld wicld results to cnhance curviculum,

Ilis wany socomplislesents deenoostate bis wortiiness as e 2000 recipient of e Drock
Intgrnational Prizg in Education, Hewever, the quality that maat scts him apart is that George
Kuh has dedieated hos conzsiderable talent to develon on instrument chat mrovides necded evidenoe
Tor sunerantive cwrricilar veform amd e Belp ingtituticns use the resulis o beller prepare our
students. There iz e dnubt that he has contrilbuted an enduring benefit to teaching and leaming in
ligher education. T weleome the opportunily te lalic o you Torther sbout e, Kok soezination Gor

thiz highiy veversd awaid,

Tictr Broadl

Sincerely,

Mnlly €
Presulen

(1% R EXRT

Crze Dupoar! Clircke WA, vty 00 Washenguom, DO DEG [ us
Teliphome: [2OE5 9390310« Fax: (202)055.2212
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July 14, 2008

Dr. John H. Schuh
Distingulshed Profassor
M221 Lagomarcing Hall
lowa State Universily
Ames, 1A 50014

Dear Dr. Schub,

| am writing thia letter to exprass my vary strong support of Professor George 0.
Fuh as a distinguished and highly deserving recipient of the 2310 Brock
Infematicnal Prize in Education,

Dr, Kuh, whe iz Chancellor's Professor of Higher Education at Indiana Universily
Bloomington, is the intellectual architect far tha MNational Study of Student
Engagement, or NSSE. This continuing research program, now housed at
Incdliana University, has made a far-reaching and lasting contritution ta the
"science and art of education” by inaugurating & pace-saiting and widaly
influsntial way of bolh documenting and strengthening student achisvement in
United States higher education.

NSSE
Why is NSSE a contribution to the betflerment of higher learming and, threugh
advanced study, ta the bellerment of the lives of mifiens of students who seak

axpanded opportunity through higher education’?

In the United States, as elsowhore, the shift toward postsecordary leaming as
“eggential' rather than “oplional” has turned a new spotiight on ways of helping
unewenly prepared students reap the full canafits of their time in college. This
cancarn in tum has generated broad discussion about 1) what we mean by
“student success:” 23 the kinds of learming that express student accamplishimont;
3} the practices that faster desirad levals of learning and accomplishment; and
finally, 4} systems of reporting that helo stakeholders understand whal students
are actually achieving and where systemic Improvement afforts ara naeded.

The sharthand term for this constellation of issuss is "assessment and
accouniability for student lrarning oulcomes.”

MESE, which was launched and led for several years by Dr, Kuh, has bean a
sighal contribution to this larger effort 1o beth document student achigvement and
idantify changes that, whan enacted, have a strong probability of raising
students” actual lavel of achievement. The questions NSSE probes reflect o
peneration of far-raaching research on aducational practices that corelate with
higther levels of persistence and demonstrated learning ouleemas, NSSE thus
provides bath & way of probking whal lies banaath disparate patterns of student
performance and also a preliminary diagnosis of what interventions are most
likely to raise pedarmancs,



NSSE has almost single-handedly shifted the focus in U.S. discussions of student learning
outcomes from grades and test scores to the quality and character of students’ actual
experiences across a multi-year course of study. In doing so, it has helped build new
understanding of “the disparities within” virtually any college or university. Many students are
highly engaged, and correspondingly high achieving. But many are under-engaged, and NSSE
points toward ways of helping these students gain much more from their postsecondary studies
than would otherwise result.

The NSSE research program is itseif a breakthrough improvement in higher education because
it turns a spotlight on what students are actually doing with their time in college. But even more
important, it is teaching a broad array of colleges and universities HOW to plan their own
improvement efforts in undergraduate education.

NSSE is Now Widely Used Across American Higher Education

| write this letter from my own vantage point as the president of a national asscciation of 1,200
colleges and universities whose sole focus is on the intended aims, outcomes and quality of
student learning in college. AAC&U has worked closely with Dr. Kuh and with NSSE since this
national research program was first conceived.

In part because of the quality of the instrument and accompanying research, and in part
because of Dr. Kuh's energetic and highly influential promulgation of NSSE, this self-study
program has spread rapidly and influentially across all parts of American higher education.
NSSE serves four-year campuses, but because of the power of its research metrics, CSSE, a
community-college version, also has been created. There also are numerous NSSE-related
surveys, such as FSSE, a study of faculty perceptions of student engagement which allows any
institution to connect its student findings with its faculty findings.

NSSE is, in itself, educational for any campus that elects to use it and study the resuits,
because it points beyond itself to a rich body of scholarship on educationally effective teaching,
learning and achievement practices. Through its design and through its highly transparent
templates for reporting findings, NSSE has effectively "mainstreamed” in U.S. higher education
a broad campus awareness of the practices that stand behind student achievement (proactive,
hands-on engagement with faculty, student peers, and productive “high effort” teaching and
learning approaches) and a heightened interest in seeing whether students actually are
engaging in practices that raise the quality of learning. More than any other higher education
innovation | know, NSSE has helped campuses actually benefit from scholarship on student
learning and achievement.

it is not too much to say that NSSE has wrought a revolution in campus consciousness,
successfully directing both leadership and faculty attention to the whole question of whether
students reliably engage in high effort, high engagement educaticnal practices that are
beneficial to students’ actual leve! of learning. Many campuses are making educational
changes suggested by their NSSE data. The momentum in this direction is clearly building,
thanks in great part to Dr. Kuh's effective and far-reaching influence.

Kuh has Mobilized Widespread Attention to “High Impact Educational Practices”

More recently, Dr. Kuh also has helped to turn a national spotlight on a small array of
educational innovations—e.g. learning communities, undergraduate research, service learning,
capstone projects, etc.—that have “compensatory” potential to help students who start farther
behind and/or who come from communities that historically have been underserved in higher
education. Synthesizing several years of NSSE data, he labeled these practices “high impact”




because participation in them correlates notably with higher persistence, higher grade point
averages and, especially, students’ own self-reported NSSE gains in “deep” or “integrative
learning,” personal growth and the like. The gain curves are higher for students who stand at
greater risk in U.S. higher education.

I have never seen a concept spread more rapidly through higher education than the term “high
impact practices.” My organization published Kuh’s findings on high impact practices last
October; by November the concept was all over the higher education circuit, being actively
reported by those who had already read this latest Kuh study. Today, wherever | go (and my
job takes me to many educational gatherings), this work is being cited, studied and applied.

To my mind, the rapid spread of Kuh’s most recent research findings is testimony to the
influence and standing NSSE has achieved in higher education in a very short period of time.
The higher education community respects this contribution to its own understanding of “what
works” in raising the level of student success; it trusts Kuh's leadership, vision and integrity; and
it is eager to continue learning from his work on how better to foster success for the
extraordinarily diverse students who now populate United States college campuses.

Kuh exemplifies, in short, multiple forms of intellectual and practical leadership in higher
education; research knowledge; a rich conceptual vision that draws its power from research,;
practical translations into accessible and informative tools for campus faculty and leaders; and,
most important, a constant, laser-like focus on the core point of our enterprise: high levels of
student learning and development in the college years.

It is hard to think of any scholar who is more richly deserving of the Brock Prize. A creative
force in American higher education, a high energy leader who has been tireless in his efforts to
foster effective educational practices, and, not least, a truly collegial and self-less colleague,
George Kuh is an outstanding candidate for this award.

With very best wishes——

ol C;gn?ider
President
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July 2, 20y

L. John H. Schuh

Diatinguished Prafessor

Tonwn State TTIniversily

Callege ol Hluman Sciences

Department of Educational Leadership and Palicy Studies
B23d Lapomarcine Hall

Ao, Towen 3001 1-3 193

[rear Tar. Schul,

L amy pleased to weite this letter in support o the nomanalion ol The, George 1. Kb,
Chancellor's Professer of Higher Edugalion and Thrector of the Cenler lor Postsecondary
Rescarch al Indiana University Bloominglon, e the 20010 Reock International Mrize in
Etluealion. T have known and admired Creorpe Koh for many years and presently work
closely with him as co-principal nvestipator af the Mational Institute For Lesming
Outeomes Assessment co-located at Indisna and Himas, Tean think ol mo mdividoal m
American higher cdueation more deserving ol the Breck Intermational Prize in Education
than George Keh, Tstrenply and enthusiastically support kis nomination,

De. Kuh is known around the world for his scholarship, having published mawe than 200
works, including morve thian 220 artieles, T3 beok/monograph chopiecs and 23 booles. [le
has received numerans wwards and recoapnilion for his research and academic leadership
awer The years, but by far his most e reaching impact on the ficld of higher learning has
hean the innovation and successful launch of the Naticnal Survey for Studont
Engapement presently used by more than 1400 G-y colleres and Tniversitias in the
United States and Canada, Under his gondanee other large scale institofional
improvement feals have been crealed, including a special version o N851E fo
commumily colleges, the Faculty Suevey of Student Enpapement, a Law School Survey of
Student Frgapement, the Btrategic MNational Arts Alvmni Project and others,

Although international efforts e nol pact of WSST S core mission, Uhe project hag
miormed imlernylional considerations ol assessment and hag parnered signiticant
allention from hipher education scholars, reacarchers, faculty and administrators abroad,
The MSSE projoect has boen part of discussions about quality Improvement il
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asseastent activitics ab infernational mectings led by the {rganization for Beonomic
Cooperation and Development (OBCIY). Tnaddition, scholars and administeators from
Tapar, Avsitalin, China, South Adrica, and Macedenia have visited WSS and consulied
wilhe The, Kuh about the potential for adapting WSSE within other conlexts. The most
adwvanced nrernational project infowmes| by T Koh's work s the Austealasian Survey of
Student Fnpapement (ATISSE) in Australia and New Zealand. As L write this letier, D,
Fuh is in Australia for the next two weeks speaking and working sl major innversilies
arud oeademic centers throughout the country,

[hough the imnavative development ol (he Nalional Survey of Smident Engagement, anel
i3 wide adoption in the Uniled Stales and elsewhere, (George Kuh has made a lasting
contribution to the science and arl of education.  The vitality and guality of the academic
erperivnuee is prounded in the quality of the engagement of studenis m the learning,
process and the quality of the interaction between faculty members and their students.
135, Kb broke rew ground when he led the development of'a nationally pocmed surveey
that makes the nature of studenl engapement more tansparent. Usc of NSSE data
erahles a campus o make data-based improvements to kelp strengthen the envirenment
[ teaching and learming.

treorpe Kult is a streng, forcelul, crenfive thought-leader in American higher edveaticn,
W have yoel lo endarstand the full reach of his woik. but I ean think of oo individoal in
Americen higher edocation who has bad a comparable, sustainable mpaen, Fis
innavation of NS5E and the related instruments thal Tollowed have changed the way we
utrderatand the texching learming process snd assess the saluee and quality of the student
learning envivomment, This year NSST will celebrate its tenth anniversary. Launched
with initial Toundation support, NSSE is now fully independent and self sustaining,
conlribeling e continuous improveament on hundreds of college and universily campuses
in the United States and Canada, Interest and experimentation with NS5 is global in its
reach.

L, Kuhois o grest scholar amdd inmovatore, Bevand that, however, e, Kuh is a remarkally
talented, warm, wamdertul bhuman being of incredible inteerity, | count him as a warm
personal fiend and a eolleague from whom 1 leam constantly, T s an honor and =
pleasure to ofter this sincere lettor of reeommendalion snd suppord for the award of the
2010 Brock International Prize in Fducation ta Tir. Georpe T3 Fuh.

Sil'u_'::rﬁ'll ¥,

i b
Stunley 00, Tkdnberry
Prolessor and Former President
Lniversity of Hlinois




51 Vista Lane

Stanford CA 94305-8703
650 566 5100 tef

650 326 0278 fax
www.carnegieloundation.org

| THE CARNEGIE FOUNDATION
for the ADVANCEMENT of TEACHING

June 15, 2009

Professor John H. Schuh

lowa State University

College of Human Sciences 7

Department of Educational Leadership and Policy Studies
N243 Lagomarcino Hall

Ames, lowa S0011-3195

Dear Professor Schuh:

With great pleasure, 1 write to support the nomination of Dr. George D. Kuh for the 2010 Brock
International Prize in Education. Dr. Kuh perfectly meets the key Prize criterion that the
recipient must have "made a specific innovation or contribution to the science and art of
education, resulting in a significant impact on the practice or understanding of the field of

education.”

By way of background, I am currently a Senior Scholar at the Carnegie Foundation for the
Advancement of Teaching, and have previously served as dean of Stanford Law School, provost
of the University of Penmsylvania, and president of Indiana University. In the last of these roles,
I came to know and work with Dr. Kuh, who was running a major Center on Post-Secondary
Education. ] was impressed then by his extraordinary commitment to enhancing teaching and
learning through rigorous quantitative combined with qualitative analyses.

Soon after | came to the Carnegie Foundation, the then-head of the Pew Foundation suggested a
new survey to provide a set of indicators for undergraduate education. After a careful review of
the leaders in survey research, we chose Dr. Kuh as uniquely qualified to lead this new effort.
The National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) came into being just ten years ago, and 1
served as vice-chair of its advisory board. NSSE is a survey administered now to many
thousands of students on campuses throughout the country. Even those of us most enthusiastic
about this venture had no idea that it would quickly become the most important large-scale
survey that provides guidance on undergraduate teaching and learning, NSSE does not directly
measure learning, but rather measures surrogates or proxies for learning--how many times did
you talk with a professor outside of class, how many drafts did you do of a paper, and similar
questions. These surrogates or proxies are based on careful research, much of it carried out by
Dr. Kuh in his Center.

Over the course of the early years, NSSE was steadily improved, and, in the process, il gained
wider and wider usage and audiences. It is primarily a tool for campuses that want to improve to
learn what steps need 1o be taken. It enables campuses to compare the learning at their
institutions with their peers. It can be used by entire campuses or by units within campuses. It
can be supplemented by clusters of questions by groups of campuses. In short, it is




o

cxtpaardinaeily vselul for o wide range of feulty and administeators whiy wallt to improve
ginclent learming,.

MESE has been so succesalul that v version for community colleges was developed, anather for
facully, and another lor Jaw sechools, Dr, Kuh has Jed some panazing research using MSSIas &
siarling point, His book, "Student Success in College,” lor example, is a landmark study. 1t asks
why do some vampuses do better than their peers on N3k, and shows through coretol analysis
what is poing onat those campuses thal makes thent supericr learning cnvivonmments.

[ hatves bieert involved i tesching and leaming [or almost 45 years and knaw of no one in all my
expericnce wha has had such marked impact on bigher education as T, Kuh. He well descrves
e Brock Prive and if he is chosen he vwill add luster 1o this impertan! award,

Cordinllv, :
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Thomas Ehrlich

Senir melular
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T, John 11, Schuh, Distinguished Professor
N221 Lapomarcing Hall

T Slale Universily

Ames, LA 50014

[ear John:

T um very happy to provide & supporting letter [or George Kuh's nominafion for the Theock
Tnternational Prize in Education, Georpe’s leadership in inventing and disseminating the Mational
Survey of Smdent Enpagemen! (N3ST) has truly made a protound inpact on higher educalion.

The genius of the NSSE is that it provides o proxy for measuring the quality of students’ learmig
by measuring their engapement with the kinds of cxpenences that we know are condugive o
active leaming, And vet it avoids the controversics aboul standardized 1ests and the differences
academic missions that have sunk so many less-nuanced assessment elTorts Tor 3o loag, The dats
are national in seope bul Wilored to institutional type and mission: relinble, credible, actionabls!

[ want to tell you the slory of the NASE’s impact on my institution, the University of Maine
Farmingten, a public liberal avis vollege of 2000 FTE, We signed wp for the N3 soon ater its
inception, not knowing how we would measure up w our peers. We wore pleased 1o find thal we
did well on four out of five indices, and we were Rorther amazed w0 be chosen for Project DETP

Being part of the DEEP (Documenting Effective Bducational Practice) project meant that a proup
of rezcarchers from Towa State came to campus for several days and studied our culture and our
practices to discover the veasons why our smdents were reperling such elTeclive educational
interventions, They reported their results in a national publication featoring UME and the other

19 project schools,

DEEP save us recognition for what we had already deng, but it alsa gave us confidence and
mvtivation to do oven beller. We looked at the NSSE results and asked ourselves, if we arc
daing s well an four indices, but anly so-30 on the fifth {the level ol scademic challenge) hade't
we better foous on that? Tn olher waords, we were inspived and validaled 1o locus on an ambiticus

A weonzler of e dlarveesnte o Waing Spafem



institution-wide change. The faculty agreed to re-think the entire curriculum to provide courses (4
credits instead of 3 credits) with more time for independent projects, writing, in-depth practice,
undergraduate research, and other practices that can lead to exciting and involving learning.

This massive institutional change might never have happened without the NSSE data, which
helped us make a compelling case about how curricular change could address an area of weakness.
The Trustees and the Chancellor supported our plans with funding to hire some new key faculty
members. After much planning and preparation, we made the change smoothly, and the
subsequent NSSE data on how the students regard the academic challenge at UMF have risen in

gratifying ways.

We love the NSSE and all its new companion tests as well. Our experience at UMF can be, and
is, replicated throughout higher education. I hope George gets the recognition that he deserves for
leading its development.

Sincerely yours,

Theodora J. Kalikow
President




George D. Kuh
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TesouToes angh nol roalinaly encoii
elesses or takss part i astivices thad au
threntivally engiee e m beamig,
Bloregeesr, with e han 30 pesent of
am inerenstgly diverse ponl of high
sebioo] praduiles going o s fen
of postsesundry educasion, imakes
litede sepse o G 3 e clicl) 1o Tncag
any messeres il peetain only oa sosall
travtion of insituticns,

A miore e il appeoach oo
evalvating o dnstibdice s bodeisonine
Tope el Tostans staclend learning.
Pecudes uf stulies show e callzge

sluclents lanri mnone when ey direc
their et e q vy of educationally
purposelal actieanies, Tooassess the
epiatt iy o the widergraduate cducaton
A insbinaticn, we need gond infarma-
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clfcative educationgl practice into ois-
cusainng about collegime quality, both
o and off the campus,

The cngagement promize is decsp-
tively simaple, even selb-evident; The
twore students study o subiect, the more
thiey lenen nbout it Likewise, the morse
studenes pragcice nnd pot fecdback on
theiv writing, analyzing, orproblem
solving, the mave adept they bepome,
The very nctof being engnged also ndcls
ba bl Foundncion of akills aod dispusi-
tions that is cssentiol o live a produc-
tivie, sntistving life atver colleoe, That iz,

=

sludents who are invelved in education-
ally productive welivices in colleEs wre
doveloping habita of the mind wnd Tz
Lat enlarge teir capocity tor conting-
pus learning nnd personel developmeant,
{Sec Lo Shulrann’ s article, “baking
Ditferenocs,” in the November/Decem-
ber 2002 iszue of Chonge tor an nmpli-
fieation of the “enaamernen: ae an gud in
il argument.)

Foun years apo o groag of reseanchers
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e s e some 0l what wo lave
leinrned =00 Uit bt the CRERCIENE
[rtiLErg ol ehif Terenii gl ol shicbants

h 3

anid siane ol s guestons and chal
lenpges WEEE el raise.

MNESE ™ REview

MSEL i bl e wey 1o think
bt o llemiang guaslivy ancd & eollepe
shuclent BLCVEY, As sy, MEEE com-
plemenils and extenils resemich foapeans
gl ps LICE A enlerng - shslent suvey
TR B Tz s Dzl Iy anoedu
civiiong] potivities o are relaed w
Ieirnang wnel persaml vl AT
fer chires veens we fave i forsation fiom
285000 I'm-:l,-_':.'l;':'.r ieh aemiion shicleitls
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Teoaar aneerer Han 00 Moes sear collepas
el mniversines alaut shee behoaons,
s ey nlsn |'||1:-'.'i||h s vl e
finedd wigwe o the tespiianal peassiees
it e Hese higehlbiphied i e clas
A repor, TEeuEn |-'|'i||-::i]:-|re'\.' il el
Fraiclice il |II|;|I.'!I"i-':I'.1i|I_IiI|I'. Fabisssbinm.”
It"s aratileeng, e, il so nsany
sehinls e gekinpe secanasly theair ve-
.}]:-q_:-uxit:-ilhy I'lu'.»{rl.:l'.ﬂl|'|-.:r'|:.-|'|;-=I sl
I-;_:il.'lli||_|;, .-‘I.|I,|||||,|H|| MESH doas not di-
rewil s lean nerg duiluomes, the re-

Crater 1. NSSE BryncavARKS

Lavel ol Astive &

Acaderde Colnbealive

Cliallerge Learping

Eacalyy
. Inienction

Faciching Supphrtive
Tibarptihen] Clumprs
Tlaperiences Ernvironmerd

sults feon the swrvey golnt o arcas
where eellepes are performing well in
cithancing lcarning, as well as to aspedls
af U undergradoaie expericoze that
canld b improved

Tir facilitace the conversation about
sludent cugagemecni, Learning, and lusti-
tuticnal impeaveiment, we arouped ey
questiong from the sureay into five clus-
tevs o herehminrks of effoctive cduon-
tional pragdiees (Chart 17.

The WESE benchmarks are o windew
iitke student nod institucionnl perfor-
mance &t the pnaiionnl. seedor, 2nd insli-
tuticnal levels, What do diffzrent
collepes and universitics cxpect i kerms
of homework, reading and writing as-
signinents, and intellooteal taska? Hoow
Cvequently da students pasticipacs in
vacioans forns of active and collabom-
tivie Dearnang ¥ Heaw aften do studeits in-
levazt with their profcssoes?

WAt rmany more higroricatly undes-
represciied siwdents matriculating, it s
inprtant o examing the engagement
partzes af theae groups, Are students
willt coriain charusheristias morc en-

Caaer 2, The BRG OF STUDENT ENGAGEMENT

PO OO0 1300 1700 2EDG 3000 S00N TROE  EOOGHD BRI :'.EDE?'I:I
Toval Tipdengradieaic Bnrollment

CHART 3 RANGE OF STUBENT=FACULTY INTERACTION AT
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paped dhzn others™ IF so) what miph 2o
count for the differenzes and, eogquelly
impociant, whel might we doaboal
them? The NSSE results toke info ne-
counnt [where appropriate) such vari-
abley as yeur in school, Tce, sex, e,
iransfcr stois, place of residence (o o
ot cooopus), major field of stedy, en-
rollment staus (Rull- or pacl-fime), pear-
cits' educitionnl wiisinmenl, seclor,
undergradunte headooant, Corne e
classilicution, urbamiciiy, pnd institu-
tionud selectivily

Who's Encasen ann
Whe's Nor?

With thres vears of findugs, mujor
patierns of studenl engigenssnt ol
the naticnal ond sector levels hiyve
cincracd . Bul oy generalizunfions wbond
fnstitucions, instilutionn tepe, mnstidu-
tionnd size, or student groups should
b considered with the cavent thot thess
L5 great variation within ench of thess
categorics.

First, though sinaller schools pener-
ally enpage students move affeciively,
gehiaals of similar aizes can vary widelw,
For example, Charl 2—ihe ERG of S-
dent Engageimeni—shows the senior
academic challenpe benehmork szoves,
Ly gize of school. for the 600-2lus insti-
tutions that have participided in WS5E
at least onec since 2000, Whils smeller
schioals are generally mose arademizel-
Iy challenging, it's ulso cleur thit sume
larpe upiveraities cxceed muny smller
colleges on this benchmark. This pat-
beim helds for the four other beochmarks
of effcetive cdueational practice. Bo,
in order to determine collepinte quality,
we've got o probe more desply inbo tle
nature of the sfudent cxperienve uta
perrriowlar insiiieion, and not pesume
thiat nll collepes of wcertaio type and
aime arc comparalile,

Spcond, atuden: engnacment differs
miave within o piven school (or insti-
tlanal fwpe) than hetwaen schools (or
inarituizongl types). This may sound
countzi-inlaitive, but it"s consistent
weith ather reszarch, To illustvate. Chare
3 ahows the range of student-Eeeulty
incezaction beneheeack sooves of tivst-
veor sludcnts at L2 ditferent bacealeure-
ate libzeral avls colleges, where we might
cipoot amudent contact with ficulty to e
high, ranging from the lowest-seoring
gchool en this benchimark to the highest
scorine, (Only the middle S50 pereent of
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While E.I'IH]"I.'.I‘ schools are generally

mically L"hﬂ"{‘:ﬂ"ln lt‘ﬂ also clear thal some large universities cxceed

niany Httl.rllll.'t {'ﬂ]]LLLH on Lhis benchmark

students o ench pshinian i sheaen 5o
Ll aueligrs oo nad =<kew the shisplay )
The dizstarse betwes the lowaest and
highest scheols 15 quile substantal,
ilmost 34 fon e acdjusied 100 poin
seale]. or about ur- ek ol the seale,
suppesting very livpe i Tersiaes within
this sector. The pitters nepreseiblad hese
iz similur for all beoglomarss Gar all oth-
o institutional bypes,

These resulis sugges! thil one amme-
diate step the vast worily of sehaals
cen kake b improve undergrsioaie edu-
cetion is te dden iy studests whioane e
sentiably disenzeaeed s ey ool
them in educnmonadly purgoselul activi-
s, Bt this sl =tmply e daone by
student catzgory {yosnges and alder,
full-tizae s part- e, =ines this asg-
sumes that studencs i these groups ane
e alike thim they pctually anc.

”

SHART . WHO'S More
Excacrn?

1l teae Wil
Siudans llviog oo campra
Maive pftulesis (leee who s st

Laarnlig conmusdty iradeats
labersaylicanl studenls

Studsnis with Uiversity experienies

TR LLnX

With these civeins an mingd, Chiet
lists the proups of students thi e, on
avernze, Tors engaged tan othees,
Tull-time studeats wnc stucens whi
Tive on campus [Hhe vash meponily of
whonm are enralled Tull-vmed e anre
cngued. This is o e expesied, as hoy
take miore classes, read nd wore mon,
and spensd meTe s prepaning G
clLiss thi Hetr prori-time eown o parts,
Begmiras they lve oncangs, ey
v Brebler anccess ik i commur-

12 peers W slitatienal iesouees for
sesarming o uching Ssally members
and ather stisbents, Te acostae, Tall-tine
studenls temd v i fowee nblipations,
such ns fumly responsinilities and off-

CHARGE * DAARCH AR 200

Wenmen i

waid grcdiibs Erwnun-nmnﬂi__g

carmpus work, this preclude them from
taking par in cemuin educational pchivi-
tica, seeh as study abrosd or exbrusurric-
ular cvcnits.

In terms of rnos and echnivity theps™s
plenty of research and ancedorl evi-
doice b indicatz that students of color
cupericies colleos ditferently than
whire atadents. The pood news from
MESE is that the resulia sugges] at that
ey cngaps in effeotive educationul
pragiices o n comparable degree,

Howzwer, despite pulting borth weou
the same amcant of effor, Afvicun-
Amcrican sladcists repart lowser wrndes,
Whice students prosrnily gebibe highest
grades. followed by Asian and muli-
racial students and Loting and Mative-
American students. Wy sludents of
color get lower prades Tor comparable
academic eftor izn's cleor, given that
GPA is positively ralated co all five
Benchack scorcs nnd acorly all of the
clfcetive educational proctices repre-
samicd o e NEEE survey

HYIEssYY MSSHE QUESTIONS
PURSE results sometimes raise ditti-
culz questions. For example, after me-
coiving its vesulls one stbd sysici wis
swizwiged w discover that Dis residential
Magship" compas was wnder-perform-
g o e Beschmarks of cifcctive cdu-
cational practice compnred with its
sipter uehan university. Some people in-
wilved in these discussions began o re-
for oo che Warioeal Survey of Student
Engagaiment as "reessy MESE,” becanss
e data “mcssed up” the peeking onder
by comtendiciing long-stunding percep-
Livsna of the relave quality of the insti-
fulicng inche sysicm. Here e soms
nther mecesy guestions worth pondering,
Are gtudents priting forth erowgh
crerderic eftore? The life situations of
bath traditionnl-age and relurnine vol-
lege stadcnts have beconus mure conm-
plex. Aumong the Initer groag is the
nor-rrivia] number of stodents whose
life exipencics seversly liomil e
amowant of 1 they con devone o fheir
studice—theas who work full-tims, sup-

perl el care For dependents, and se
Faart by, Lowern thes imapaniy of aditiaonzl
s Sallserne stodenis e wirking by
the e |||¢_-.}' TR Se TS,

Mewer el ess, mosg siodenis come o
|_:4_'||_||;|_||:. t:;-q,pl;:-;:liu]-l_' lr fat r|'|r||'|:-:‘:||_|k_,ﬁ_g_:|:|
thitn |I|i::1' g I'1|=.<l-_',-q.-e:'|:' shisdenis
sy Uy eopresd L0 o e callepe: tvpieal-
v enoesds a0 alnust every calegony nf
Fh:r!'q:-'rm.“nl;e: ekl |||-re}' r|r'|.'|.'|.l'.r_5.'-:i.-r:-.
They expaclio resicl 1ierE, WG THOEE,
wiml Bke el i mee culjural astivities
thitn |I|¢1}' |,||.|, b Desist i Hes :'|.||-i|r'|}'||.'||'!:'|.ll1
[irsl WaLT ol ezl laene whisn atticodss anid
habits sire fucrnng.

Tn g T s, ||:-::-||_|!_||.I stisdlenis” cx-
[rEries gl their cepectatoos, Oac
ol Miese, uidosnuge be, 1= e amoun? of
L they will spead sticdying. Btudents
sLirl -;_:l_l'.'le:.gr. ket g tlyan |_|||_-,_||. will
el g sty e e i high schanl,
itnsl ||=-e_-.:.- il o AVETHEE alnsnsl lwices
iLe My hours par veaek i enblepe |12
ar s s m |ﬁ1_lﬁ| sl [::,|:||1|ll el EeR )
herarsd, Lo the sk s lar sheel ol
wiiial L':_;-:_:ul;l:,r ity 1 ez el don ey ]l
TE theepes o ek for acndeine, “own
for one sl ||||-:l-e'.|*5-_:|'.'|||||:|h-e shndenis
shiguid 5|;||;-.|||;] Al Dl P Denns pepraar-
ing for wvery cligs booe {ue math and
srienae, 3 lod s seame 1o e the
enpectation Linloruriely, most ste-
dents spend ooly wieud bal Ml smeoint
of e

In sdditiom, whon| cne-Till nd ||:|I:||
Fivst-yeur stodents ind seonors =
r_||,||;~.||||}-" e o cliss LIFIpE e |:|||:|.| Al
Hity e instiuions give Ll wingbaesig
b sty ol spending line o aca
deamic wins. | hese |‘|i'-a"|i.|:|.|l-r'|| shinlents
PLL ¥ETY Pgie el Mot thear stodies
il pepert making veey Ljgle poogices
tavenred desivad coteianes ol col ||_"'|2!_¢.

The |:-r|_|hl|;:1r| i el |:l.:ﬁi|'| iy el
I_e:.g:, Becard mmkers of |li_|2_|:'| wehnnl
senines ave disengsoeed Tnoe academnic
ek, weeanding 1o TIOT.A% Higher
Cidugation Hesameh [nsiioe, yet moss
L4 prercent] gre gracuating
Fronm gl schml will an A avaiape,
spgrresling slickents are geiling higher
grresbes Tor sy elfTorl. The wider and

Hspm ever
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teeper college going pool then brings
these hidms soncd s pectations, mot o
migainn i sk of peparation, with
Lhgar L collere.

Stmlenls ypcally Eon't excacd their
e peclalions, pasliculady with re-
pard o academic work. Butstudenls

Liwen while we Bod ways to make
Ieavning more effiven) (using technnlo-
ay, perhaps) amd more snpagieg (using
gative und sollibortive approaclesh,
nething subsitutes G e ol ask.
This i even more npociant if we think
af enmapement ps o visluerlend ooieself,

peparing for class iFcthey aee neguoiring
the skills and competengiss they peed Lo
auceeed aficr collepe, While the MEEL
i% il on research suggesting thal ger-
wain praetiecs lead 1o leaming, it 16 ned a
divect nsscsament of that learning, Aol
wo Rave no learsing measure ik hiys

wibl gy hegeend whae they think
ey can e ander cectain condi-
s, nae of whicl: is that fheir
s pepect, challenge, and
suppnd them o e s Sindonts
et xised werine whon wee demand
i, Aol tnennee with athar ef-
fective prachices—prempt fead-
bk, o example—ihey learn
rrore, Vhe nesd “iessy NSSE?
guesiion s, A we willieg m
itk e eifosl that such practices
deamene of ns?

[hie wenese prspes sludenis writz,
vhe inore pages Goolly membcrs

ave Ly el el give fecdhack

whzans, Aol U e o that wae oo,
the mre kel y 1164 thar studaies
will make appoinimenss during
wi e fresnrs 1o alk with us albwoat
thit deslinak, [niering of stadcl
enpagemnen, all this is gencrzlly
pusiiee, Bl il beaomnes problen-
e in ks of allocating tme
neross rnbhpde el pricvitics.

Sord thias Bicimgs as oo e un-
sy bargaiie, wlat Teall the
“eisenmagement compact™: "T'H
beave vomabonie 17 o leavs e
tlenes," Thad s, Daaon't make you
sk ton Bl [rcacla Dot weritc a
Py s khan Toawen®™ have o geadc

-
a

poen applisd syslemativally
across instintions wnd slales,
a5 is pointed oul by (e Mation-
al Center on Publis Policy wisd
Higher Bduention, which apgain
assigned an "ineemplat to
the student leuringe crlesory
in its 2002 state-boe-staie repocl
card, Mearnring Lp Lo e ab-
ACNEE OF GULE OIS e EIes,
we are left with something like
WESE"s indicators of elfectuve
ciugational practics o esli-
male learning ond to point in-
stitarions 13 studant bebnveiors
and institacinnal policies wnd
praclices whore paformonce
could be improved.

Iz the gotive and collal-
arative leerniie nevemeni
Intalverdently andercuting
aendemic effort! We were
initially pleasantly surprised
when the tirst reund of WS51E
dara showed that students wers
frequently cngaging in certain
formz of aciive awd colinbori-
tive learning.

v Alrnoet all students {104
parcent) ask guestions in cluss

or contribute 1o cluss diseus-
zicna, with about two-thirds

e iy pipers o cxplain why
woaire sl performing well The exis-
Leprce o Ll bavgaiin s suggested by the
Gaict wha ) a o eelatively low Tewal of of-
forrt, oy sthuclends gar decent grades—
s ml gemmednes et These acemns
b b g brsiskelowen nl shared reaponai-
bality for lesening—on the part of faeal-

srrsenbizs svho e leo studerls o get
wy wath G less than smaxiimal effact, and
o thie part of stcens who are nat tak-
ing Tl sawantage of e feseuroes inst-
i proide.

a8

College s & potentiolly geansfeoming
eRpeTiEnCe, a oaee-1n-a- hifsime appe
umity 1o chillenge sodeils o exanie
their previcus wines ol knovang, think -
ing, and Behaviog, Iz hacd o magioe
ihis happering g o meaming el deprae
if stz don't devste the e ol of
for: neaded 1o develop the hibils of the
mind and hewrt shareterizle ol an edu
civied persEen.

Perhips it doesn’ Ltk sy diMer
crce how much tme sl spergd

dpinp ao regeently™;

o Wdowe than tweo-fifths (42 percent)
of aeitiars report dolng cormmunity work
o gervies learning s part of & olass as-
sigmincnt, indicating that many schoals
are ancarpoiating this poweriul peda-
gaogical approach inco their academic
[arugrans; and

« Wloar sradencs (90 pencent) report
collabnrating on prajects und tasks:
abwwan 56 porcent of acnioes “reguently™
work with classienies cutside of cluss
o acaderic taaky end assipnmenls.
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These prailynsg Dolings sipgest
fhied Gy membcrs ae reaponding m
shie aneeae cidls oose cngaging ped-
sparpias, Al e saane line, MESE dota

't prnvide eviderao of the gieaiine of
witives aid ecliabocative loaming aotivi-
tes, only the Trequeney weich which stu-
dlents gaw they crgagc in tham. Ancodo-
Gl vepanis sugpest many aiudenis doo'
pepne ad aizeh for elasaes that featues
pnclasa groug wark, Tnstead, they rely
nn ezt geaag members e pull tham
trongl a class activity,

Cf comarse, 8 woll-designed and jm-
plenseiied collabarative leaning activi-
Py weamzlel peevent this foom haggening
ronatinely, by hoileling in oppoitonitics
(o pesr evaluagio, insonuctor-graded
teliveisdial contothutisis, and instracinr
abervighinees, el it nash e ineorpo-
rate g tve st eollaborative leacning in
(e anckarpraluate poogam, i1 Tikely
Ping] pocel practioe i s domain Tags
bl ned e aleepitionn o e acrivicy Dsclt,

Hiwr e feteweection with foeuliy
el i eyl ? Another avea of of-
Facqeve proctice where “more™ may ot
ey e “heler” i siedent-faculoy
imtzractann. This is oike feesure whers
“pamgraniigg e schenl against cthers lixe

b annezdiate relevance, capecially it
thie st fataoy promiaes Mhal siudents
il havee Tveg ent eontact with thedr
tesashiers, Bul how ooaceh iz optinnal?

Ag wiih the thine-na-task ¢ westion,
et ot L aitewee Hhis dafinitively inoab-
senoe ol velavia eadlemmes measencs.,
Whal s lear i that staden-faealey in-
Laraction waallers mnst 1 learning when
i enesnzrages shadents oodevets grcaicr
el e alher cdueationlly purposaful
achivites duning eollees, The key is
sulwtantive conlac]. Casoal coniact with
Capuliy vowzenhiers lias licde oo effest
o bagromng s o oo, Tn fact, we
bives some evickannces that shadents whe
e e st oae of-class contact with
Gecully report making leas peogross o-
witm desiven L outeoares, Al this is o say
et Sy Wees siectenree soed e geeiey of
GURLCT e,

Technology 1 alvering oo under-
Alneding of the facolty role b the earm-
g pececss. Al reviewing cvidencs
Mo institutions garticipating in the

swd-finded Course Redesign Mrogram
wniaduered by the Conber for Academis
Transfoomation, Caral Taige concluded
thal with an effective wse of techrolopy.
“student sweccss can b achicved in class

Cramoe Mawstdaaon 2003

without inerensed smident-fasulty von-
1act.” This requincs being move inben-
tionnl aboui the nature of the contact,
auch ns baing wvailable on on as-oeedied,
“when stndenes gt steck” basis, '.t'hl,;;h
15 built tnto the redesipned mathemngies
courses i Yingindw Fech, the Unaversicy
of Alabamu, und the University of I

For soame purposes, vecasicnal con-
cuct with Ficulty oeembers iy be
caough. Thres of e six belaviors on
che stedene-Thealey inlemetion bench-
mack are of this kind: discussing coreer
plans, working with & facully membzer
oulbside of class oo cemimitiee or pro-
Feot, end doing research with o faculey
mgimber, Formos: studenes having the
fiRe dwe ypes obf internctions cnos o
mavle twics o semester is probably
good cnough, Waorking on a rescanch
proiect with o fneulty menber just ooce
during eolleoe could be g lite-nltering
cxporiznce. But for the other three nc-
tivities—aehing promp: feedback, dis-
cussing crades and vssignoments, aod
disgcussing ideas outaide of class—we
Koy s the more Frequent the contic
the betier.

Wi is responsible for the guality
af the ednentioneal experienee o frons-
Jer saadenta ! Fovly percent of sl se-
niges responding o WESLE bepun
college at an instiotion other thon the
o thoy curvently witend, Al masiers-
granting and doctocal institutions. pl-
muat Dalt of seniors ars iznnsters—unid
ok Bolv univeraitics, the proportion of
praduating senicrs wha are wransicrs
croeeds TO percent.

Chart 5 shows thal Imimslee stndents
nre generally less ievolvesd i edesslion
il ¥ {'FIJ_.'-:'II_.',iI‘:I_.’, sclivites e schionl
(rean which I,|'.e:._1_,' aArts bl fo Hr:||,|||:1ln::
i B ol e Tewe sorediss active sl
et sthoeran 1 wes !H.munrlt:._ sluclenl r:|L:|L|I':.'
TnfeErieiion, I.!I'Ii.l,:'lil:l:: catieslicnal
q:.l-,[u;:-ie‘.:'ll,.e:r:: gl SUIPEI IV E S ses
I\.'.I'I'\.'i TEIEe . f I'Ilt LY e ] | i:IJI IvE ﬁHCI'I
Bensiurserk 0 Clharl 5 0s the elMeo soe
{5|._|||.;J.i|n;|i:.'.e_1|,| IR i I'f'l;:rrm::u], whrzh
imilies Hhe velailiyve ||;.;|ﬁ|:.i||n:|-.-e ul 1he
chil Tereres Batweeen frpnster e st
spamsler student performaee, Ul lacge
thie et et Ky, she ke |i|:r!|g,- 1 il ntle
o b edducational experierce of ghe
v gronpe rellv il Ters e waneimgs il
weary, Mumbers smaller thin (L peaesdly
pepresent such wsnl] difference e o
all pravsivel purposes mansder aod piive
students nee bl sweme, such as on the
gaidenuc chiellenges benchinark. whish
D an eftect siee of cnly 402,

Thus, wes gonclode that transfers gen
eriliy T it instinnions ps peden.
cilly ehallemgine s sheir notsasler
e cleg, i Fuet, 'ihl"::ll' reprl ::-::-l:l]s-.1|'.:-|:l|t-:
grades and are mope kel o he pre.
pered Torcliss Ui psamiransier s
dengs, The dilMerences ea the other G
benchomincks ave il negative, suggesing
thitt transter stedenns wre less enmazed,
I;'$I!I:.1;!'||I||}' with |'¢:E|:1'|,1 F I'::,-;,:l,lll,}' R R
e enciching sducational experiees,

Cipe explumation for tads iz thit rans
fer studenz aee roee likely b be obler
(&3 pereen: are ol leps 24, compansd
bal 2 prrvent of noniriosier siudents)
i cormmelers; thus they are mone

CiiArT 5. SEMi0R TRARKSFER STATUS AND EFFECT S1EE ON

WaRE DeNcnMARKS
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dents, and parents. The guide includes
the types of questions students should
ask about student engagement and
related matters when visiting colleges.
NSSE is also pursuing ways to examine
the nature and frequency of student en-
gagement in high schools and in select-
ed post-baccalaureate programs.

NSSE is collaborating with an ex-
panding cadre of partners with similar
goals and values to further strengthen
instifutional accountability for student
learning, We formed the NSSE Institute
for Effective Educational Practice
to bring together faculty members,
administrators, and others to discover
and implement effective mechanisms
for linking information about student
experiences to efforts to improve aca-
demic programs and support services.
One such effort, called Project DEEP
{Documenting Effective Educationat
Practice), will identify promising prac-
tices at about 20 colleges and universi-
ties that have higher-than-predicted
scores on the NSSE benchmarks and
higher-than-predicted graduation rates.

The NSSE Institute is working with
the American Association for Higher

Education ({AAHE) on this project to
Jearn more about schools that have in-
tentionatly changed the way they work
with their students to promote higher
levels of student engagement that trans-
late into achievement. Other partners in
DEEP include the Wabash College
Center of Inquiry in the Liberal Arts,
the Association of American Colleges
and Universities, the National Associa-
tion of Student Personne! Administra-
tors, and Lumina Foundation for
Education.

NSSE is also working with AAHE
and the Alliance for Equity in Higher
Education on the BEAMS Project
(Building Engagement and Atiainment
of Minority Stadents). This is an effort
to reduce the national gap in education-
al attainment for African-Americans,
Hispanics, and Native Americans by
increasing the number of students from
these groups who earn bachelor’s de-
grees (www.aghe.org/BEAMS). This
expanded workscope is transforming
NSSE from an annual survey of under-
graduates into a national movement for
using survey data to improve the under-
graduate experience.

CoNCLUSION

Fortunately, nobody flies a plane
across the Atlantic without navigational
instruments anymore, Nor should col-
leges and universities make judgments
about the effectiveness of their policies
and practices in the absence of student
engagement data or some comparable
source of information about the quality
of the student experience, NSSE is one
compass that can help determine
whether student behavior and institu-
tional practices are headed in the right
direction.

The good news is that many schools
seem to be moving that way in some
areas, such as incorporating active and
collaborative learning activities and
promoting internship and sentor cap-
stone experiences. But there’s also
plenty of room for improvement. And it
is only with the support of presidents,
governing board members, academic
and student life administrators, faculty
members, and students that a variety of
coherent, challenging, and complemen-
tary educational activities, inside and
outside the classroom, will flourish on a
campus,
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The National Survey of Student Engagement:
Conceptual Framework and Overview of Psychometric Properties

George D. Kuh
Indiana University Center for Postsecondary Research and Planning

What students do during college counts more
in terms of desired outcomes than who they
are or even where they go to college. That is,
the voluminous research on college student
development shows that the time and energy
students devote to educationally purposeful
activities is the single best predictor of their
fearning and personal development (Astin,
1993; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991; Pace,
1980). The implication for estimating
collegiate quality is clear. Those institutions
that more fully engage their students in the
variety of activities that contribute to valued
outcomes of college can claim to be of higher
quality in comparison with similar types of
colleges and universitics.

Certain institutional practices are known to
lead to high levels of student engagement
(Astin, 1991; Chickering & Reisser, 1993;
Kuh, Schuh, Whitt & Associates, [991;
Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991). Perhaps the
best known set of engagement indicators is
the "Seven Principles for Good Practice in
Undergraduate Education" (Chickering &
Gamson, 1987). These principles include
student-faculty contact, cooperation among
students, active learning, prompt feedback,
time on task, high expectations, and respect
for diverse talents and ways of learning. Also
important to student learning are institutional
environments that are perceived by students as
inclusive and affirming and where
expectations for performance are clearly
communicated and set at reasonably high
levels (Education Commission of the States,

1995; Kuh, 2001; Kuh et al., 1991; Pascarella,
2001). All these factors and conditions are
positively related to student satisfaction and
achievement on a variety of dimensions
(Astin, 1984, 1985, 1993; Bruffee, 1993;
Goodsell, Maher, & Tinto, 1992; Johnson,
Johnson, & Smith, 1991; McKeachie,
Pinfrich, Lin, & Smith, 1986; Pascarella &
Terenzini, 1991; Pike, 1993; Sorcinelli, 1991).
Thus, educationally effective colleges and
universities -- those that add value -- channel
students' energies toward appropriate
activities and engage them at a high level in
these activitics (Educational Commission of
the States, 1995; The Study Group, 1984).

Emphasizing good educational practice helps
focus faculty, staff, students, and others on the
tasks and activities that are associated with
higher vields in terms of desired student
outcomes. Toward these ends, faculty and
administrafors would do well to arrange the
curriculum and other aspects of the college
experience in accord with these good
practices, thereby encouraging students to put
forth more effort (e.g., write more papers, read
more books, meet more frequently with
faculty and peers, use information technology
appropriately) which will result in greater
gains in such arcas as critical thinking,
problem solving, effective communication,
and responsible citizenship.
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Overview and Content of the NSSE
Project and Questionnaire

The National Survey of Student Engagement
{NSSE) is specifically designed to assess the
extent to which students are engaged in
empirically derived good educational
practices and what they gain from their
college experience (Kuh, 2001). The main
content of the NSSE instrument, The College
Student Report, represents student behaviors
that are highly correlated with many desirable
learning and personal development outcomes
of college. Responding to the questionnaire
requires that students reflect on what they are
putting into and getting out of their college
experience. Thus, completing the survey itself
is consistent with effective educational
practice.

The results from the NSSE project have been
used to produce a set of national benchmarks
of good educational practice that participating
schools arc using to estimate the efficacy of
their improvement efforts (Kuh, 2001). For
example, administrators and faculty members
at dozens of schools are using their NSSE
results to discover patterns of student-faculty
interactions and the frequency of student
participation in other educational practices
that they can influence directly and indirectly
to improve student learning. In addition, some
states are using NSSE data in their
performance indicator systems and for other
public accountability functions.

Structure of the Instrument

The College Student Report asks students to
report the frequency with which they engage
in dozens of activities that represent good
cducational practice, such as using the
institution's human resources, curricular
programs, and other opportunities for learning
and development that the college provides.
Additional items assess the amount of reading
and writing students did during the current
school year, the number of hours per week

Framework & Psychometric Properties
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they devoted to schoolwork, extracurricular
activities, employment, and family matters,
and the nature of their examinations and
coursework. Seniors report whether they
participated in or took advantage of such
learning opportunities as being a part of a
learning community, working with a faculty
member on a research project, internships,
conumunity service, and study abroad. First-
year students indicate whether they have done
or plan to do these things. Students also
record their perceptions of features of the
college environment that arc associated with
achievement, satisfaction, and persistence
including the extent to which the institution
offers the support students need to succeed
academically and the quality of relations
between various groups on campus such as
faculty and students (Astin, 1993; Pascarclla
& Terenzini, 1991; Tinto, 1993). Then,
students estimate their educational and
personal growth since starting college in the
areas of general knowledge, intellectual skills,
written and oral communication skills,
personal, social and cthical development, and
vocational preparation. These estimates are
mindful of a value-added approach to
outcomes assessment whereby students make
judgments about the progress or gains they
have made (Pace, 1984). Dircct measures of
student satisfaction are obtained from two
questions: "How would you evaluate your
entirc  educational experience at this
institution?" "If you could start over again,
would you go to the same instifution you are
now attending?"

Students also provide information about their
background, including age, gender, racc or
ethnicity, living sifuation, educational status,
and major field. Finally, up to 20 additional
questions can be added to obtain information
specific fo an institutional consortium.
Schools have the option of linking their
students' responses with  their own
institutional data base in order to examine
other aspects of the undergraduate experience



or to compare their students= performance
with data from other institutions on a
mutually-determined basis for purposes of
benchmarking and institutional improvement.

Validity, Reliability, and Credibility
of Self-Report Data

As with all surveys, the NSSE relies on
self-reports. Using self-reports from students
to assess the quality of undergraduate
education is common practice. Some
outcomes of interest cannot be measured by
achievement tests, such as attitudes and values
or gains in social and practical competence.
For many indicators of educational practice,
such as how students use their time, student
reports are often the only meaningful source
of data.

The validity and credibility of self-reports
have been examined extensively (Baird, 1976;
Berdie, 1971; Pace, 1985; Pike, 1995;
Pohlmann & Beggs, 1974; Turner & Martin,
1984). The accuracy of sclf-reports can be
affected by two general problems. The most
important factor (Wentland & Smith, 1993) is
the inability of respondents to provide
accurate information in response to a
question. The second factor is unwillingness
on the part of respondents to provide what
they know to be truthful information (Aaker,
Kumar, & Day, 1998). In the former instance,
students simply may not have enough
experience with the institution to render a
precise judgment or they may not understand
the question. The second problem represents
the possibility that students intentionally
report inaccurate information about their
activities or backgrounds. Research shows
that people gencrally tend to respond
accurately when questions are about their past
behavior with the exception of items that
explore sensitive areas or put them in an
awkward, potentially embarrassing position
(Bradburn & Sudiman, 1988).

The validity of self-reported time use has also
been examined (Gershuny & Robinson, 1988).
Estimates of time usage tend fo be less
accurate than diary entries. However, this
threat to validity can be ameliorated
somewhat by asking respondents about
relatively recent activitics (preferably six
months or less), providing a frame of
reference or landmark to use, such as the
period of time to be considered (Converse &
Presser, 1989). Such landmarks aid memory
recall and reduce distortion by telescoping,
the tendency for respondents to remember
events as happening more recently than they
actually did (Singleton, Straits, & Straits,
1993). Requesting multiple time estimates
also makes it possible to control for outliers,
those whose combined estimates of time are
¢ither so high that the total number of hours
reported exceeds the number available for the
set of activities or those that are unreasonably
low.

Student self-reports are also subject to the
halo effect, the possibility that students may
slightly inflate certain aspects of their
behavior or performance, such as grades, the
amount that they gain from attending college,
and the level of effort they put forth in certain
activities. To the extent this Ahalo effect®
exists, it appears to be relatively constant
across different types of students and schools
(Pike, 1999). This means that while the
absolute value of what students report may
differ somewhat from what they actually do,
the effect is consistent across schools and
students so that the halo effect does not appear
to advantage or disadvantage one instifution
or student group compared with another.

With this in mind, self-reports are likely to be
valid under five general conditions (Bradburn
& Sudman, 1988, Brandt, 1958; Converse &
Presser, 1989; DeNisi & Shaw, 1977;
Hansford & Hattie, 1982; Laing, Swayer, &
Noble 1989; Lowman & Williams, 1987;
Pace, 1985; Pike, 1995). They are: (1) when
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the information requested is known to the
respondents; (2) the questions are phrased
clearly and unambiguously; (3) the questions
refer to recent activities; (4) the respondents
think the questions merit a serious and
thoughtful response; and (5) answering the
questions does not threaten, embarrass, or
violate the privacy of the respondent or
encourage the respondent to respond in
socially desirable ways. The College Student
Report was intentionally designed to satisfy
all these conditions.

The NSSE survey is administered during the
spring academic term. The students randomly
selected to complete The Report are first-year
students and seniors who were etrolled the
previous term. Therefore, all those who are
sent the survey have had enough experience
with the institution to render an informed
judgment. The questions are about common
experiences of students within the recent past.
Memory recall with regard to time usage is
enhanced by asking students about the
frequency of their participation in activities
during the current school year, a reference
period of six months or less. To eliminate the
variability in week-to-week fluctuations,
students report the number of hours spent in
each of six activities during a typical week,
which also allows an accuracy check on the
total number of hours students report. The
format of most of the response options is a
simple rating scale, which helps students to
accurately recall and record the requested
information, thereby minimizing this as a
possible source of error.

Most of the items on The Report have been
used in other long-running, well-regarded
college student research programs, such as
UCLA's Cooperative Institutional Research
Program (Astin, 1993; Sax, Astin, Korn, &
Mahoney, 1997) and Indiana University's
College Student Experiences Questionnaire
Research Program (Kuh, Vesper, Connolly, &
Pace, 1997; Pace, 1984, 1990). Respomnses to
the Educational and Personal Growth items
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have been shown to be generally consistent
with other evidence, such as results from
achievement tests (Brandt, 1958; Davis &
Murrell, 1990; DeNisi & Shaw, 1977;
Hansford & Hattie, 1982; Lowman &
Williams, 1987; Pike, 1995; Pace, 1985).

For example, Pike (1995) found that student
reports to gains items from the CSEQ, an
instrument conceptually similar to The
College Student Report, were highly
correlated with relevant achievement test
scores (also sec Anaya, 1999). He concluded
that self-reports of progress could be used as
proxies for achicvement fest resuits if there
was a high correspondence between the
content of the criterion variable and proxy
indicator.

In summary, a good deal of evidence shows
that students are accurate, credible reporters
of their activities and how much they have
benefited from their college experience,
provided that items are clearly worded and
students have the information required to
accurately answer the questions. In addition,
students typically respond carefully and in
many cases with personal interest to the
content of such questionnaires. Because their
responses are congruent with other judgments,
and because for some areas students may be
the best qualified to say in what ways they are
different now than when they started college,
it is both reasonable and appropriate that we
should pay attention to what college students
say about their experiences and what they’ve
gained from them (Pace, 1984; Pascarella,
2001).




Psychometric Properties of the NSSE

Validity is arguably the most important
property of an assessment tool. For this reason
the Design Team that developed the NSSE
instrument devoted considerable time during
1998 and 1999 making certain the items on
the survey were clearly worded, well-defined,
and had high face and content validity.
Logical relationships exist between the items
in ways that are consistent with the results of
objective measures and with other research.
The responses to the survey items are
approximately normally distributed and the
patterns of responses to different clusters of
items (College Activitics, Educational and
Personal Growth, Opinions About Your
School) discriminate among students both
within and across major fields and
institutions, For example, factor analysis
(principal components extraction with oblique
rotation) is an empirical approach to
establishing construct validity (Kerlinger,
1973). We used factor analysis to identify the
underlying properties of student engagement
represented by items on The Report. These
and other analyses will be described in more
detail later.

The degree to which an instrument is reliable
is another important indicator of an
instrument=s psychometric quality, Reliability
is the degree to which a set of items
consistently measures the same thing across
respondents and institutional settings. Another
characteristic of a reliable instrument is
stability, the degree to which the students
respond in similar ways at two different points
in time. One approach to measuring stability
is test-retest, wherein the same students are
asked to fill out The Report two or more times
within a reasonably short period of time. Very
few large-scale survey instruments have test-
retest information available due to the
substantial expense and cffort needed to
obtain such information. lt=s particularly
challenging and logistically problematic for a

national study of college students conducted
during the spring term to collect test-retest
data because of the amount of time available
to implement the original survey and then in
the short amount of time left in the term to
locate once again and convince respondents to
complete the instrument a second time.

Estimating the stability aspect of reliability is
problematic in two other ways. First, the
student experience is somewhat of a moving
target; a month=s time for some students can
make a non-trivial difference in how they
respond to some items because of what=s
transpired between the first and second
administration of the survey. Second, attempts
to estimate the stability of an instrument
assume that the items have not changed or
been re-worded. To improve the validity and
reliability of The Report, minor editing and
item substitutions have been made prior to
each administration. We=l1l return to these
points later.

Two additional pertinent indicators are
estimates of skewness and kurtosis. Skewness
represents the extent to which scores are
bunched toward the upper or lower end of a
distribution, while kurtosis indicates the
extent to which a distribution of scores is
relatively flat or relatively peaked. Values
ranging from approximately + 1.00 to - 1.00
on these indicators are generally regarded as
evidence of normality. For some items, ouf-
of-range skewness values can be expected,
such as participating in a community-based
project as part of a regular course where,
because of a combination of factors (major,
course selection, faculty interest), relatively
few students will respond something other
than Ancver.@

To establish The Report=s validity and
reliability we’ve conducted psychometric
analyses following all six administrations of
the instrument, beginning with the field tests
in 1999. These analyses are based on 3,226
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students at 12 institutions in spring, 1999,
12,472 students at 56 institutions in fall 1999,
63,517 students at 276 institutions in spring
2000, 89,917 students at 321 institutions in
spring 2001, 118,355 students at 366
institutions in spring 2002, and 122,584
students at 427 institutions in spring 2003,
The following sections describe some of the
more important findings from the various
psychometric analyses of items and scales
from The College Student Report conducted
between June 1999 and August 2003
Additional information about most of the
analyses reported here is available on the
NSSE web site (www.indiana.edu/~nsse) or
from NSSE project staff.,

College Activities Items

This section includes the 22 items on the first
page of The Report that represent activities in
which students engage inside and outside the
classroom. The vast majority of these items
are expressions of empirically derived good
educational practices; that is, the research
shows they are positively correlated with
many desired outcomes of college. The
exceptions are the item about coming to class
unprepared and the two items about
information technology that have yet to be
empirically substantiated as good educational
practice. Items from some other sections of
The Report also are conceptually congruent
with these activities, such as the amount of
time (number of hours) students spend on a
weekly basis participating in various activities
(studying, socializing, working, extra-
curricular involvements).

As expected, the Acoming to class
unprepared@ (CLUNPREP) item was not
highly correlated with the other 21 College
Activities (CA) items, To facilitate
psychometric and other data analyses this ifem
was reverse scored and the reliability
coefficient (Cronbach=s alpha) for the 22 CA
items was .85 (Table 1). Except for the
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CLUNPREP itemn, the intercorrelations for the
CA items range from 0.09 to 0.68. Most of the
lowest correlations are associated with the
Acoming to class unprepared@ item and the
item about rewriting a paper several times.
Those most highly correlated in this section
include the four faculty-related items:
“discussed grades or assignments with an
instructor,” “talked about career plans with a
faculty member or advisor,” “discussed ideas
from your readings or classes with a faculty
member outside of class” (FACIDEAS) and
“received prompt feedback from faculty on
your academic performance (written or oral)”
(FACFEED).

Principal components analysis of the 22 CA
items with oblique rotation produced four
factors accounting for about 45% of the
variance in student responses (Table 2). The
factors are mindful of such principles of good
practice as faculty-student interaction, peer
cooperation, academic ¢ffort, and exposure to
diverse views. As intended, the underlying
constructs of engagement represented by the
22 CA items are consistent with the behaviors
that previous research has linked with good
educational practice. The skewness and
kurtosis estimates for the CA items are
generally acceptable, indicating that responses
to the individual CA and related items are
relatively  normally  distributed.  One
noteworthy exception is the “participating ina
community-based project as pait of a regular
cowse” which was markedly positively
skewed as about 66% answered "never.”




TABLE 1: RELIABILITY COEFFICIENTS AND INTERCORRELATIONS

COLLEGE ACTIVITIES, EDUCATIONAL AND PERSONAL GROWTH, AND OPINIONS ABOUT YOUR SCHOOL

College Activities lHems

Alpha Reliability =.85

o a w
E 0o 1
g 5 3 £ & 33§ EFF 23R EEioigis
CLQUEST 1.00
CLPRESEN 033 160
REWROPAP 0.15 016 1.00
TNTEGRAT 027 037 035 100
DIVCLASS 028 023 423 039 L0
CLUNPREP 010 008 320 000 006 1.00
CLASSGRP G13 027 ODA4 009 0I5 602 100
OCCGRP G177 035 Git 026 013 G602 029 00
INTIDEAS 20 029 014 03T 03 002 D22 03 100
TUTCR 822 015 007 @34 013 002 008 024 025 100
COMMPROS e16 024 041 £49 022 002 0I5 021 021 022 LEO
ITACADEM oIl 01?2 009 €22 015 001 004 820 026 013 014 100
EMAIL ple 020 012 0.2 028 001 612 D27 025 0l 016 037 100
FACGRADE 034 926 019 029 024 004 0% 027 029 021 019 02 046 L0G
FACPLANS 020 025 014 026 023 006 014 024 028 025 021 016 030 047 100
FACIDEAS 036 025 018 027 £27 008 044 024 034 028 024 447 028 G44 045 100
FACFEED 028 0206 015 026 024 010 014 038 028 017 Ol6 £I7 025 035 035 039 100
WORKIIARD 020 621 028 020 021 007 415 022 025 035 017 014 021 031 £27 029 028 100
FACOTELER 0327 025 908 021 020 002 @it 025 026 030 830 045 024 030 041 042 027 03 100
OOCIDEAS 028 046 013 027 028 006 00 020 035 020 41 017 020 027 0627 035 030 025 026 LOO
DIVRSTHUD 021 013 009 019 030 001 018 016 023 033 £33 014 GI8 02t 020 025 049 047 021 033 100
DIFFSTU2 022 01F 008 020 03t 003 009 617 0235 0% §1) 015 021 023 0622 026 020 017 022 035 063 140
Educational and Persenal Growth Alpha Reliabitiny=.590
%]
8 4w » 2 3 2 g & g . £ % 8 §
i &8 2 £ 3 3 z EE g 4 ¢ 2 E B
¢z z g% 2 & § 9 ¢ § gz § 5 3 ¢
g [+ [} <3 5 g 4G 49 @ i s 0 G 4G ©
GNOENLED' 1.00
GNWORK, 034 100
GNWRITE D45 032 100
GNSPEAK 040 038 086 LOD
GNANALY 044 037 054 0353 100
GNQUANT 03 035 12 036 454 L0
GNCMPES 024 G35 027 032 035 046 190
GNCTHERS 035 641 039 048 f4L 037 D45 LOD
GNCITIZN 02@ 023 026 03X 023 022 023 031 190
GNINQ 035 629 037 038 G645 034 029 042 02 100
GNSELF 036 €29 035 039 B39 626 0M 043 029 0352 100
GNDIVERS 033 025 031 037 034 025 024 040 032 036 052 100
GNPROBSY 034 G4 635 041 046 043 035 047 034 043 &S0 0.3 100
GNETHICS 036 031 035 040 040 029 026 044 033 044 061 051 057 100
GHCOMMER
03F 032 032 037 035 028 023 041 040 936 045 045 05 059 100
Ogpinlons zhout Your Schook Alpha Reliabllity=84
ot a 3
S E 3 % € vz 5 f
8 2 e b £ 2 2 &
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ENVSCHOL? 1.00
ENVSUPRE ¢4l 100
ENVDIVRS 026 045 LO0
ENVNACAD 023 048 050 10D
ENVSOCAL 022 045 046 066 106
ENVEVENT 024 0% 036 041 051 100
ENVSTU 017 936 022 0323 032 025 L0
ENVFAC 019 648 028 033 032 028 £34 106
ENVADM 019 94l 038 033 033 028 028 0351 LK
ENTIREXP 029 0350 032 035 039 035 040 053 044 100
SAMECOLL 032 939 027 029 0335 028 036 039 037 045 100

To idenify the respective items consult the NSSE 2002 Codebeok in the fourth tabbed section of the institutionat report binder,

Framework & Psychometric Properties

Page 7 of 26



TABLE 2: FACTOR LOADINGS
COLLEGE ACTIVITIES, EDUCATIONAL AND PERSONAL GROWTH, AND OPINIONS ABOUT YOUR SCHOOL
Principal Components Extraction; Promax (Oblique) Rotation

Student-Faculty Student-Student Diversity Classwork
FACIDEAS’ 0.751
FACPLANS 0.741
FACOTHER 0.595
FACGRADE 0.572
FACFEED 0472
TUTOR 0.358
CLQUEST 0.347
EMAIL 0.336
OCCGRP 6.700
CLPRESEN 0.523
CLASSGRP 6493
INTIDEAS 4.377
TTACADEM 0.312
COMMPROJ 0.249
DIFFSTL2 0.865
DIVRSTUD 0.826
OOCIDEAS 0.287
REWROPAP 0.594
INTEGRAT 0,505
CLUNPREP -0.422
DIVCLASS 0.360
WORKHARD 0335  Total
% Varance Explained 258 6.9 6.1 57 44.6
Educational and Personal Growth

Personal-Scciat Praclical Competence General dugation
GNETHICS' 0.879
GNSELF 0,371
GNDIVERS 0,741
GNCOMMUN 0.706
GNPROBSY 0.584
GNING 0.390
GNCITIZN 0.390
GNQUANT 0.808
GNCMPTS 0.733
GNWORK 0425
GNANALY 0.407
GNOTHERS 0.396
GNWRITE 0.994
GNSPEAK 0.673
GNGENLED 0,372 Total
% Variance Explained 41.7 83 6.8 57.3
Opinlons abeul Your School

Quality of Relations Campus Climate-Sogial Camgpus Climate-Academnic

ENTIREXP' {.838
SAMECOLE 0.751
ENVFAC 0.523
ENVSTU 0.498
ENVADM 1.432
ENVSOCAL ' 0.911
ENVNACAD 0724
ENVEVENT 0.466
ENVIHVRS 0460
ENVSUPRT 0832
ENVSCIIOL 0,431 Total
% Varance Explained 41.7 i3 34 61.3

* Fo identify the respective items, consult the NSSE 2002 Codebook in the fourth tabbed section of the institutional repost
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Reading, Writing, and Other Educational
Program Characteristics

Some additional items address other important
aspects of how students spend their time and
what the institution asks them to do, which
directly and indirectly affcct  their
engagement. The results discussed in this
section are not presented in a table but are
available from the NSSE website. The five
items about the extent to which the institution
emphasizes different kinds of mental activities
represent some of the skills in Bloom=s
(1956) taxonomy of educational objectives.
The standardized alpha for these items is .70
when the lowest order mental function item,
memorization, is included. However, the
alpha jumps to .80 after deleting the
memorization item, This set of items is among
the best predictors of self-reported gains,
suggesting that the items are reliably
estimating the degree to which the institution
is challenging students to perform higher
order intcllectual tasks.

Patterns of correlations among these items are
consistent with what one would expect. For
example, the item related to the number of
hours spent preparing for class is positively
related to several questions surrounding
academic rigor such as the number of assigned
course readings (.25), coursework emphasis
on analyzing ideas and theories (.16) and
synthesizing information and experiences
(.16), the number of mid-sized (5-19 pages)
written papers {.15), and the challenging
nature of exams {,21). Likewise, the number
of assigned readings is predictably related to
the number of small (.24) and mid-sized (.29)
papers written. Interestingly, the quality of
academic advising is positively correlated
with the four higher order mental activities,
analyzing (.15), synthesizing (.17), evaluating
(.15), and applying (.17), and is also
positively related to the challenging nature of
examinations (.20).

The set of educational program experiences
(e.g., internships, study abroad, community
service, working with a faculty member on a
research project) have an alpha of .52.
Working on a research project with a faculty
member is positively related to independent
study (.27), culminating senior experiences
{.25), and writing papers of 20 pages or more
(.15). Also, students who had taken foreign
language coursework were more likely to
study abroad (.24). It=s worth mentioning that
the national College Student Experiences
Questionnaire  databasc shows that the
proportion of students saying they have
worked on research with a faculty member has
actually increased since the late 1980s,
suggesting that collaboration on research may
be increasingly viewed and used as a
desirable, pedagogically effective strategy
(Kuh & Siegel, 2000; Kuh, Vesper, Connolly,
& Pace, 1997).

Finally, the time usage items split into two
sets of activities, three that are positively
correlated with other aspects of engagement
and educational and personal gains (academic
preparation, extracurricular activities, work on
campus) and three items that are either not
correlated or are negatively associated with
engagement (socializing, work off campus,
caring for dependents). Less than 1% of full-
time students reported a total of more than
100 hours across all six time allocation
categories, Three quarters of all students
reported spending an average of between 35
and 80 hours a week engaged in these
activities plus attending class. Assuming that
full-time students are in class about 15 hours
per week and sleep another 55 hours or so a
week, the range of 105 to 150 hours taken up
in all these activities out of a

168-hour week appears reasonable.

A few of these items have out-of-range but
explainable skewness and kurtosis indicators,
They include the number of hours spent
working on campus (72% work five or fewer
hours per week), the number of papers of 20
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pages or more (66% said "none"), number of
non-assigned books read (78% said fewer than
5), and the number of hours students spend
caring for dependents (78% reported 5 or
fewer hours).

Educational and Personal Growth

These 15 items are at the top of page 3 on The
College Student Report and have an alpha
coefficient of .90 (Table 1). The
intercorrelations for thesc items range from
22 to .65. The lowest intercorrelations are
between voting in elections and analyzing
quantitative problems (.22), acquiring job or
work-related knowledge and skills (.22}, and
computer and technology skills (.23). Four
correlations were at .57 or higher: between
writing and speaking (.66), and betwecen
developing a personal code of values and
ethics and understanding yoursclf (.61),
understanding people of other racial and
cthnic backgrounds (.51), and contributing to
the welfare of your community (.59).

Principal components analysis yielded three
factors (Table 2). The first is labeled
Apersonal and social development@ and it is
made up of seven items that represent
outcomes that characterize interpersonally
effective, ethically grounded, socially
responsible, and civic minded individuals,
The second factor has only three items and is
labeled Apractical competence@ to reflect the
skill arcas nceded to be economically
independent in today=s post-college job
market. The final factor labeled Ageneral
education@ is composed of four items that are
earmarks of a well-educated person. Taken
together, the three factors account for about
57.3% of the total variance.

Skewness and kurtosis estimates indicate a
fairly normal distribution of responses. All
skewness statistics are between —1.00 and
+1.00 and only two items, understanding
people of other racial and ethnic backgrounds
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and developing a personal code of values and
ethics are slightly platykurtic (imore responses
at the ends and fewer in the middle creating a
flatter distribution).

In an attempt to obtain concurrent validity
data we obtained, with students= permission,
the end-of-semester gpa and cumulative gpa
for 349 undergraduates at a large research
university who completed NSSE 2000 College
Student Report. The self-reported gains items
most likely to be a function of primarily
academic performance are those represented
by the general education factor, Using these
four items as the dependent variable, the
partial correlations for semester gpa and
cumulative gpa were , 16 and .13. respectively.
Both are statistically significant (p<.01).

Other evidence of validity of the Educational
and Personal Growth items can be found from
examining the scores of first-year and senior
students, and students in different majors.
Seniors typically report greater overall gains
than first-year students, though on a few
personal and social development items (self-
understanding, being honest and truthful)
older students sometimes reported less growth
compared with traditional-age seniors on
these individual items, The patterns of scores
reported by students vary across majors and
length of study in the same manner as has
been determined through direct achievement
testing. For example, science and mathematics
majors report greater gains in quantitative
analysis compared with other majors. Also,
students in applied majors report greater gains
in vocational competence compared with their
counterparts majoring in history, literature,
and the performing arts. As part of the
ongoing NSSE project research program we
are seeking additional evidence of concurrent
validity of these items.




Opinions About Your School

These items are on page 3 of the instrument
and represent students= views of important
aspects of their college=s environment. The
alpha coefficient for these 11 items (including
the two items on students= overall satisfaction
with college) is .84 (Table 1). The
intercorrelations range between .22 to .65,
indicating that all these dimensions of the
college or university environment are
positively related. That is, the degree to which
an institution emphasizes spending time on
academics is not antithetical to providing
support for academic success or friendly,
supportive relations with students and faculty
members. At the sanmie time, most of the
correlations are low to moderate in strength,
indicating that these dimensions make
distinctive contributions to an institution's
learning environment. Skewness and krtosis
indicators are all in the acceptable range.

Principal components analysis of these items
produced three factors (Table 2) accounting
for about 61% of the total variance. The first
factor, Astudent satisfaction with college and
quality of personal relations,@ is made up of
five items. The second factor is labeled
Acampus climate-social@ and consists of four
items. The third factor is “campus climate-
academic” that consists of two items, Thus,
students perceive that their institution=s
environment has three related dimensions.
The first represents their level of satisfaction
with the overall experience and their
interactions with others. The second and the
third are broad constructs that reflect the
degree to which students believe the
programs, policies and practices of their
school are supportive and instrumental in both
social and academic aspects in helping them
attain their personal and educational goals.

Summary. The pattern of responses from first-
year students and seniors suggest the items are
measuring what they are supposed to measure.

For example, one would expect seniors to be,
on average, more engaged in their educational
pursuits compared with first-year students,
Seniors would be expected to score higher on
most College Activities items and reporting
that their coursework places more emphasis
on higher order intellectual skills, such as
analysis and synthesis as contrasted with
memorization. Among the exceptions is that
seniors reported re-writing papers and
assignments less frequently than first-year
students. This may be because first-year
students are more likely fo take classes that
require multiple drafts of papers or because
seniors have become better writers during
college and nced fewer drafts to produce
acceptable written work. On the two other
items, both of which are related to interacting
with peers from different backgrounds, first-
year students and seniors were comparable.

Overall, the items on The Report appear to be
measuring what they are intended to measure
and discriminate among students in expected
ways.

Grades and Engagement

Student-reported grade point average (GPA)
is positively correlated with the five
benchmarks, as well as with three additional
scales that measure student-reported gains at
their instifution in three areas: general
education, practical competence, and
personal-social growth (See Table 3). These
patterns hold for both first-year and senior
students, These correlations likely
understate the link between grades and
engagement, particularly for seniors,
because GPA is cumulative over the
student’s college carcer while engagement is
typically measured over the current school
year. While these analyses cannot
determine the degree to which engagement
promotes higher grades, or higher grades
promote more intense engagement, the
upshot is clear: higher engagement levels
and higher grades go hand-in-hand.
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Table 3, Bivariate Corrclations between Cumulative Grade Point Average (GPA) and Selected 2002

Scales by Class

SCALES FIRST-YEAR = SENIOR
Level of Academic Challenge 15 l
Active and Collaborative Leamning A7 A5
Student Faculty Interaction A2 A7
Enriching Educational Experiences 11 A3
Suppeortive Campus Environment Jd0 A2
General Education Gains 10 A0
Practical Competence Gains 04 02
Personal Soctal Gains 05 .05

Notes. {1y All correlations reported are significant at the .001 tevel {one-triled tests).
(2) Gains scales are construcied from principal components analyses described in Table 2.

QOther Academic Performance Measures

In a study that examined the relationships
between student engagement and educational
outcomes, including RAND measures of
academic performance and critical thinking as
well as GRE scores. The results of this study
suggest that that student engagement in
several areas (academic challenge, supportive
campus climate, reading and writing, quality
of relations among groups on campus, and
institutional emphases on good practices) was
positively associated with the RAND
measures, Additionally, four areas of student
engagement (academic challenge, active and
collaborative learning, reading and writing,
and higher order thinking) were positively
associated with GRE score. For more on the
background of this study, see Benjamin and
Hersh (2002). For an detailed description of
the results, see Carini and Kuh (2003).

Non-Respondent Analysis

A frequently expressed reservation about the
results from surveys is whether the people
who did not respond differ in meaningful
ways from respondents, especially on the
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questions that constitute the focus of the
study. For the NSSE project, this means that
non-respondents might be less engaged, for
example, in some key areas such as reading or
interacting with peers and faculty members,
which could advantage schools with fewer
respondents (i.e., they would have higher
scores). As we shall see, however, this does
not seem to be the case.

To determine whether respondents and non-
respondents differed in their engagement in
selected effective educational practices, the
Indiana University Center for Survey
Research  (CSR)  conducted  telephone
interviews with 553 non-respondents from 21
colleges and universities nationwide that were
participating in the NSSE 2001 survey. The
purpose of the study was to ask those students
who had not completed either the paper or
web instrument to complete an abridged
version of the instrument over the phone.
NSSE staff members, in cooperation with
telephone survey experts from the CSR,
developed two versions of the interview
protocol for this purpose. Both versions
contained a common core of nine engagement
items. Form A of the interview protocol



inchuded six additional questions and Form B
included six different additional questions.
Students in the non-respondent sample were
randomly assigned a priori to one of two
groups. Those in Group 1 were interviewed
using Form A and thosc in Group 2 were
interviewed using Form B, This procedure
allowed us to ask a substantial number of
questions from the survey without making the
interview too long to jeopardize reliability and
validity.

CSR staff randomly selected between 100 and
200 students from each school (based on total
undergraduate enrollment) who were judged
to be non-respondents by mid-April 2001.
That is, those classified as non-respondents
had been contacted several times and invited
to complete The College Student Survey but
had not done so. The goal was fo interview at
feast 25 non-respondents from each of the 21
institutions for a total of 525.

Data were collected using the University of
California  Computer-Assisted  Survey
Methods software (CASES). All interviewers
had at least 20 hours of training in
inferviewing techniques and an additional
hour of study-specific training using the
NSSE Non-Respondent Interview protocol,
Students with confirmed valid telephone
numbers were called at least a dozen times,
unless the respondent refused or insufficient
time remained before the end of the study.

Multivariate analysis of variance was used to
compare the two groups of respondents and
non-respondents from the respective schools
on 21 engagement and 3 demographic items
from The College Student Report. The
analyses were conducted separately for first-
year and senior students. The total numbers of
students with complete usable information for
this analysis were as follows: first-year
respondents = 3,470 and non-respondents =
291, and senior respondents = 3,391 and non-
respondents =199,

Compared with first-year respondents, first-
year non-respondents scored higher on nine
comparisons, First-year respondents scored
higher on only three items (using e-mail to
contact an instructor, writing more papers
fewer than 5 pages, and taking more classes
that emphasized memorization). There were
no differences on 7 of the 21 comparable
items. For seniors, non-respondents again
appearced to be somewhat more engaged than
respondents as they scored higher on six items
while senior respondents scored higher on the
same three items as their first-year
counterparts (using e-mail to contact an
instructor, writing more papers fewer than 5
pages long, taking more classes that
emphasized memorization). No differences
were found on more than half (11) of the
items.

Overall, it appears that undergraduate students
who do not complete the NSSE survey when
invited to do so may be slightly more engaged
than respondents. This is counter to what
many observers believe, that non-respondents
have a less educationally productive
experience and, as a result, do not respond to
surveys, The findings from the telephone
interviews suggest that the opposite may be
true, that non-respondents are busier in many
dimensions of their lives and don=t take time
to complete surveys. '

At the same time we must exercise due
caution in drawing firm conclusions from
these results, Telephone interviews typically
are associated with a favorable mode cffect,
meaning that those interviewed often respond
somewhat more positively to telephone
surveys than when answering the same
questions on a paper questionnaire (Dillman,
Sangster, Tarnai & Rockwood, 1996). Thus, it
appears that few meaningful differences exist
between respondents and non-respondents in
terms of their engagement in educationally
effective practices.

Framework & Psychometric Properties
Page 13 0f 26




Estimates of Stability

It is important that participating colleges and
universities as well as others who use the
results from the NSSE survey be confident
that the benchmarks and norms accurately and
consistently measure the student behaviors
and perceptions represented on the survey.
The minimum sample sizes established for
various size institutions and the random
sampling process used in the NSSE project
assures that each school will have a
reasonable number of respondents generailly
representative of the respective institution. It
is also important to assure institutions and
others who use the data that the results from
The Report are relatively stable from year to
year, indicating that the instrument produces
reliable measurements from one year to the
next. That is, are students with similar
characteristics responding approximately the
same way from year to year?

Over longer periods of time, of course, one
might expect to sec statistically significant
and even practically important improvements
in the quality of the undergraduate experience.
But changes from one year to the next should
be minimal if the survey is producing reliable
results.

The approaches that have been developed in
psychological testing to estimate stability of
measurements make some assumptions about
the domain to be tested that do not hold for
the NSSE project. Among the most important
is that the respondent and the environment in
which the testing occurs do not change. This
is contrary, of course, to the goals of higher
education. Students are supposed to change,
by learning more and changing the way they
think and act. Not only is the coliege
experience supposed to change people, the
rates at which individuals change or grow are
highly variable. In addition, during the past
decade many colleges have made concerted
efforts to improve the undergraduate
experience, especially that of first-year
students, All this is o say that attempts to
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estimate the stability of students= responses to
surveys about the nature of their experience
are tricky at best.

With these caveats in mind, we have to date
estimated the stability of NSSE data in three
different ways to determine if students at the
same institutions report their experiences in
similar ways from one year to the next. Two
of these approaches are based on responses
from students at the colleges and universities
where the NSSE survey was administered in
2000, 2001, and 2002,

Are Student Engagement Scores Stable from

One Year to the Next? The first stability
estimate is a correlation of concordance,
which measures the strength of the association
between scores from two time periods. NSSE
has conducted three national administrations
since 2000, This analysis is based on student
responses from institutions that used NSSE
two or more years. That is, 127 schools
administered NSSE in both 2000 and 2001;
156 schools in 2001 and 2002; and 144
institutions used the survey in 2000 and again
in 2002, In addition, we also analyzed
separately the 80 colleges and universities that
administered the survey all three years, This
assured that institutional characteristics are
fully controlled. We computed Spearman's rho
correlations for the five benchmarks using the
aggregated institutional level data. The
benchmarks were calculated using unweighted
student responses to survey items that wete
essentially the same for the three years. These
benchmarks and their rho values range from
.74 to .92 for the 2000-2001 comparison, .79
to .92 for the 2001-2002 comparison, .79 to
.90 for the 2000 and 2002 comparison, and .74
to .93 for the threc-year comparison (See
Table 4). Additional analyses were run
comparing scores for the 214 institutions that
participated in NSSE in both 2002 and 2003,
Spearman’s rho values for these analyses
ranged from .81 to .93. Together, these
findings suggest that the NSSE data at the




institutional level are relatively stable from
year {0 year,

We did a similar analysis using data from

seven institutions that participated in both the
1999 spring field test (n=1,773) and NSSE
2000 (n=1,803) by computing Spearman=s
tho for five clusters of items. These clusters
and their rho values are: College Activities
(.86), Reading and Writing (.86), Mental
Activities Emphasized in Classes (.68),
Educational and Personal Growth (.36), and

Opinions About Your School (.89). Except for
the Educational and Personal Growth cluster,
the Spearman rho correlations of concordance
indicated a reasonably stable relationship
between the 1999 spring field test and the
NSSE 2000 results.

As with the findings from the schools
common to NSSE 2000, 2001, and 2002,
these results are what one would expect with
the higher correlations being associated with
institutional characteristics that are less likely

Table 4. Benchmark Spearman Rho Correlations among the Three NSSE Administration

Years (2000, 2001, 2002)

First-year Students (N=82)*

Active and Enriching Supportive
Level of Academic Collsborative Student Faculty Educational Campus
Challenge Leaming Interactions Experiences Environment

CHALOG  CHAL(M

ACTO0  ACTEY

STU00  STUGIL

ENROO  ENROI

SUPOD  SUPOL

Levet of Academic CHALDY 0867

Collaborative Learning ACTO2

o819

Student Faculty STUg! 0819
Interactions sTUE 0803 0,885
Enriching ENROI
Educational
Expericnces ENRO2
Supporiive Campus SUPOL
Eavironment SUPO2

Challenge cHALO2 | 0.8837..0.912
Active and ACTOl L083.
Collaborative Learning | 1o i 0857 0877 .
Student Faculty STUG! 0741 o
Interactions STUO2 0,738 .0.840
Enriching ENRO!
Edueational
Experiences ENRO2
Supportive Campus SUPOL
Environment SUPG2
Active and Enriching Supportive
Seniors (N=80)% Level of Academic Collaborative Student Faculty Educational Campus
(N=80) Chaltenge Leaming Interactions Experiences Environment
CHALOD CHALM | ACTO0  ACT@L STUOD  STUG! ENROO  ENRGH SUPOG  SUPOE
Level of Academic CHALO! 088 o
Chalienge CHALO2 | 0809 0824
Active and ACTO1

* N is the number of institutions participating in NSSE for three continuoys years (00-02).
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to change from one year to the next, such as
the amount of reading and writing and the
types of activities that can be directly
influenced by curricular requirements, such as
community service and working with peers
during class to solve problems. The lower

correlations are in arecas more directly
influenced by student characteristics, such as
estimmates of educational personal growth.

A second approach to estimating stability
from one year to the next was done using
matched sample t-tests to determine if
differences existed in student responses to
individual survey items within a two-year
period. For both first-year and senior
students, about 18% of the items between
2000 and 2001 have large effect sizes and
less than 16% of the items common to 2000
and 2002 have large cffect size differences;
only 3% of NSSE items between 2001 and
2002 have large mean difference effect sizes
(> .80). For both first-year students and
seniors, NSSE items are highly or
moderately correlated between any of the
two years, with all coefficients being
statistically significant, ranging from .60 to
96. The few exceptions that fall below the
.6 threshold are items where changes were
made in wording or response options or
where student changes may occur {(e.g,,
using of technology, co-curricular activities,
and student-reported gains in voting and
elections, etc.).

We used a similar approach to estimate the
stability of NSSE results from the scven
schools that were common to the spring 1999
pilot and the spring 2000 survey. This analysis
did not yicld any statistically significant
differences (p<.001). We then compared item
cluster means (those described earlier in this
section) for the individual institutions using a
somewhat lower threshold of statistical
significance (p<.05, two-tailed). Only four of
35  comparisons  reached  statistical
significance. Moreover, the effect sizes of
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these differences again were relatively small,
in the .25 range.

Test-Retest. The third approach to estimating
stability was a form of test-retest analysis. We
have two sources of test-retest data that
provide some clues about the relative stability
of the instrument at the individual student
level, though the information is far from
definitive evidence. In response to a financial
incentive (a $10 long distance telephone
calling card), 129 students at a university
participating in NSSE 2000 agreed to
complete The Report a second time. Both the
Atest@ (first administration) and Aretest@ were
done via the Web. The other source of data is
students (n=440) who completed the survey
twice without any inducement. Some of these
stadents simply completed the form twice,
appatently cither forgetting they had done it in
response to the original mailing or, more
likely according to anccdotal information
obtained from the NSSE Help Line staff, that
they were worried the survey they returned
got lost in the mail. All these students
completed the paper version, as the Web
mode has a built-in security system that does
not permit the same student to submit the
survey more than once. Another group of
students was recruited during focus groups we
conducted on eight campuses in spring 2000
(we describe this project later). We asked
students in the focus groups to complete The
Report a second time. Some of these students
used the Web, others used the paper version,
others a combination! So, it=s possible that
mode of administration effects are influencing
in unknown ways the test-retest results, as
some data were obtained using the Web, some
using paper only, and some using a
combination of Web (test) and paper (retest).
We examine administration mode effects in
the next section.

Using Pearson product moment correlation as
suggested by Anastasi and Urbina (1997) for
test-retest analysis, the overall test-retest



reliability coefficient for all students (N=569)
across all items on The Report was a
respectable .83. This indicates a fair degree of
stability in students= responses, consistent
with other psychometric tools measuring
attitude and experiences {Crocker & Algina,
1986). Some sections of the survey were more
stable than others. For example, the reliability
coefficient for the 20 College Activitics items
was .77. The coefficient for the 10 Opinions
About Your School items was .70, for the 14
Educational and Personal Growth items .69,
for the five reading, writing, and nature of
examinations items .66, and for the six time
usage items .63. The mental activities and
program items were the least stable, with
coefficients of .58 and .57 respectively.

In 2002, we conducted a similar test-retest
analysis with 1,226 respondents who
completed the paper survey twice. For this
analysis, we used the Pearson product
moment correlation to examine the
reliability coefficients for the items used to
construct our benchmarks. For the items
related to three of the benchmarks
(academic challenge, enriching educational
experiences, and the academic challenge),
the reliability coefficients were .74, The
student interaction with faculty members
items and supportive campus environment
items had reliability coefficients of .75 and
.78 respectively.

Summary. Taken together, these analyses
suggest that the NSSE survey appears fo be
reliably measuring the constructs it was
designed to measure. Assuming that
respondents were representative of their
respective institutions, data aggregated at the
institutional level on an annual basis should
yield reliable results. The correlations arc high
between the questions cominon to both years,
Some of the lower correlations {e.g., nature of
exams, rewriting papers, tutoring) may be a
function of slight changes in item wording and
modified response options for other items on
the later surveys (e.g., number of papers

written). At the same time, compared with
2000, 2001 and 2002 data reflect a somewhat
higher level of student engagement on a
number of NSSE items, though the relative
magnitude of these differences is small.

Checking for Mode of Administration Effects

Using  multiple modes of  survey
administration opens up the possibility of
introducing a systematic bias in the results
associated with the method of data collection.
That is, do the responses of students who use
one mode (i.c., Web) differ in certain ways
from those who use an alternative mode such
as paper? Further complicating this possibility
is that there are two paths by which students
can use the Web to complete the NSSE
survey: (1) students receive the paper survey
in the mail but have the option to complete it
via the Web (Web- option), or (2) students
attend a Web-only school and must complete
the survey on-line (Web-only).

Using ordinary least squares (OLS) or logistic
regressions we analyzed the data from NSSE
2000 to determine if students who completed
the survey on the Web responded differently
than those who responded via a traditional
paper format. Specifically, we analyzed
responses from 56,545 students who had
complete data for survey mode and all control
variables.  The sample included 9,933
students from Web-exclusive institutions and
another 10,013 students who received a paper
survey, but exercised the Web-option.  We
controlled for a variety of student and
institutional characteristics that may be linked
to both engagement and mode. The control
variables included: class, enroliment status,
housing, sex, age, race/ethnicity, major field,
2000 Carnegie Classification, sector,
undergraduate enrollment from IPEDS,
admissions selectivity (from Barron’s, 1996),
urbanicity from IPEDS, and academic support
expenses per student from IPEDS, Inaddition
to tests of statistical significance, we
computed effect sizes to ascertain if the
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magnitude of the mode coefficients were high
enough to be of practical importance to
warrant attention. Finally, we applied post-
stratification weights at the student-level for
all survey items to minimize nonresponse bias
related to sex and enrollment status.

We analyzed the Web-only and Web-option
results separately against paper as shown in
Table 5 by Model I (Web-only) and Model 2
(Web-option) against paper. We compared
Web-only against Web-option in Model 3.

For 39 of the 67 items, the unstandardized
coefficients for Model 1 favored Web-only
over paper. For Model 2, 40 of the 67 items
showed statistically significant effects
favoring the Web option over paper. In
contrast, there are only 9 statistically
significant coefficients that are more
favorable for paper over Web in Models 1 and
2 combined. Model 3 reveals that there are
relatively few  statistically  significant
diffcrences between the two Web-based
modes.

The effect sizes for most comparisons in both
Model 1 and Model 2 are not large --
generally .15 or less, with a few exceptions.
Interestingly, the largest effect sizes favoring
Web over paper were for the three computer-
related items: “used e-mail to communicate
with an instructor” (EMAIL), “used an
clectronic medium to discuss of complete an
assignment” (ITACADEM), and self-reported
gains in “using computers and information
technology” GNCMPTS).

These models take into account many student
and school characteristics, However, the
results for items related to computing and
information technology might differ if a more
direct measure of computing technology at
particular campuses was available. That is,
what appears to be a mode effect might
instead be due to a preponderance of Web
respondents from highly Awired@ campuses
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that are, in fact, exposed to a greater array of
computing and information technology.

On balance, responses of college students to
NSSE 2000 Web and paper surveys show
small but consistent differences that favor the
Web. These findings, especially for items
unrelated to computing and information
technology, generally dovetail with studies in
single postsecondary settings (Layne,
DecCristoforo, & McGinty, 1999; Olsen,
Wygant, & Brown, 1999; Tomsic, Hendel, &
Matross, 2000). This said, it may be
premature to conclude that survey mode
shapes college students= responses. First,
while the responses slightly favor Web over
paper on a majority of items, the differences
are relatively small. Second, only items
related to computing and information
technology exhibited some of the largest
effects favoring Web. Finally, for specific
populations of students mode may have
different effects than those observed here.

In auxiliary multivariate analyses, we found
little evidence for mode-age (net of
differential experiences and expectations
attributable to year in school) or mode-sex
interactions, suggesting that mode effects are
not shaped uniquely by either of these
characteristics.

Additional information about the analysis of
mode effects is available in the NSSE 2000
Norms report (Kuh, Hayek et al., 2001} and
from Carini, Hayek, Kuh, Kennedy and
Ouimet (in press). A copy of the Carini et al.
paper can is on the NSSE website. We will
continue to analyze NSSE data in future years
to learn more about any possible mode effects.




Table 5: REGRESSIONS OF ENGAGEMENT ITEMS ON MODE OF ADMINISTRATION AND SELECTED
STUDENT AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS*

Medel 1: Model 2: Model 3: Web-
Web-only vs. Paper Web-option vs. Paper only vs. Web-option
Uit o Usinldind g Uil g
CLQUEST 66" F 08 05344¢ 06 £13 NS
EMAIL 25100 25 ASE 5 00 H
CLPRESEN Rl R 07 D4peee 05 022 NS
REWROPAP =026 NS . 025 N3 UL A -03
CLUNFPREP G9pr .15 Rk S At 025 NS
CLASSGRP 196 24 163 2y 033 NS
OCCGRP REM LA 8 KIEEL b 09 07244% {03
TUTOR 0g7ese 12 AIBg*** Al 008 NS
COMMPROJ 061722 08 040% ¢ 05 021 NS
ITACADEM 318wt 32 AG4ree 20 24838 12
FACGORADE -0i5 NS D43ree 45 - 059 -07
FACPLANS 03geee B4 Kit il 96 -011 NS
FACIDEAS .0ageud 05 D767 10 -033 NS
FACFEED 029 NS B37eee ki -G08 N§
WORKHARD -0i0 NS ~024 NS -.014 NS
FACRESCH 0544 07 045 .06 i ] NS
FACOTHER 03g¥ 04 021 NS O NS
OQCIDEAS - 4840 -06 ~Q634E -1 O NS
DIFFSTUD 072%* 08 0510% 05 A2l NS
DIVRSTUD 040 NS D450 .05 -605 NS
READASGN' 462 NS -7 NS 109 N§
READOWRN' 405%2* 0% a7 08 .038 NS
WRITEMOR' 328%¢ 0% Nid] NS QTP L6
WRITEFEW' -067 NS LI 01 3534 .05
EXAMS 035 N3 RilVAAd .06 -063 NS
MEMORIZE 36 04 032 NS 003 NS
ANALYZE 05t 07 D450¥¢ 05 014 NS
SYNTHESZ KL i .09 077 .08 006 NS
EVALUATE Rt Addd .09 EIE A2 - =027 NS
APPLYING P72 08 0794 .08 -007 NS
ACADPREP’ BV R AL -09 S1.228%4 -15 Agpeee 06
WORKON 041 NS 305+ 03 -264 NS
WORKOFF' -F368 -12 - 696+ -66 -G -47
COCURRIC! U TAR Al 241 NS 42670E 06
SOCTALY 052 NS 3R A5 -331 NS
CAREDERD! - 258 NS 094 NS B YA =05

*42p< 001 {two-tailed)

*Ordipary least squares regression unless specified otherwise

SSiudent level controls include class, enrollment status, housing, scx, age, race/ethnicity, and major ficld; Institutional-level controls include
Carnegic Classification, sector, undergraduate enroliment, Barron's admissiens selectivity, urbanicity, and academic support per student

Ns range from 29,048 1o 56,501

38 S=Effect Size {y-standardized coci¥icient for OLS regression; change in predicted probabilities for an “average” student at an “average” institution
for logistic regression)

“NS=Not Significant {p>.001)

Metric derived from midpoints of esponss intervals, .., number of books read, papers written, or hours per week

*Factor change from logistic regression for dichotomous item {1=Yes, 0=No, "Undecided"=missing}

Framework & Psychometric Properties
Page 19 0f 26



Table 5 (continucd)

abe

Regressions of Engagement [tems on Mode of Administration and Selected Student and Institutional Controls
Model 1: Model 2: Model 3: Web-
Web-only vs, Paper Web-option vs, Paper only vs, Web-eption
INTERNF 1.078 NS 986 NS 1.094 NS
VOLUNTER? 1113 N3 972 NS L145eee 02
INTRDISC? L11gwss 03 1051 NS 1.065 NS
FORLANG! 113344+ 03 978 N§ LI5gRee 04
STUDYABR® 951 NS 969 NS 981 NS
[NDSTUDY* 90t NS 978 NS 930 NS
SENIORX® 88g*+r -02 975 NS 912 NS
GNGENLED -.003 NS 021 N§ 024 NS
GNWORK 099%+ 9 D444+ 04 05gr¥s 06
GNWRIT -.002 NS 0400+ a5 LR 05
GNSPEAK 0562+ 06 . D5gaes 06 -,003 NS
GNANALY 4207 05 032%0* 04 010 NS
GNQUANT L7 45 Rpraily 13 020 NS
GNCMPTS 1950w 20 13208 13 Dp3eee 07
GNOTHERS ELY 09 DdgHee 05 039 NS
GNCITIZN N3yl 5 08ge*e .10 048 05
GNINQ 0910 i 074##s 09 016 NS
GNSELF Tl 42 105*e* A 01 NS
GNDIVERS 053%9e 05 067*0+ o7 -5 NS
GNTRUTH 122800 A 09744e 099 026 NS
GNCOMMUN 080 * 09 07240+ a7 015 NS
ENVSCHOL 002 NS -051ree -06 05344+ 07
ENVSUPRT 022 NS -001 NS 023 NS
ENVDIVRS 02 NS 036 NS - 818 NS
ENVNACAD D43Hee 05 07040+ 07 -027 NS
ENVSOCAL 05Tev 06 059440 206 -002 NS
ENVSTU 0719 -6 -073%* -05 -.004 NS
ENVFAC 027 NS 040 NS -013 NS
ENVADM 099%4¥ 06 13344 08 -034 NS
ENTIREXP 021 05 003 NS 018 NS
SAMECOLL 024 04 -014 NS 038 06

*4p< 001 (two-ailed)

*Ordinarey icast squares regression unless specified otherwise
*Student-level controls inciude class, enrolfmeat slajus, housing, sex, age, race/cthnicity, and major figld; Institutional-level controls include
Camegie Classification, sectoy, undergraduate enroliment, Barren 's admissions selectivity, urbanicity, and academic support per student

“Ms range from 29,048 to 36,501

4E,S=Effect Size (y-standardized coeMicient for OLS regression; change in predicted probabilitics for ar “average” stadent al an “average” institution

for logistic regression)
NS=Not Significant {p>.001)

"Metric derived from midpoints of respanse intervals, ¢.g., rumber of books read, papers writien, or hours per week
“Faclor change from logistic regression for dichotomoss item (F=Yes, 6=No, “Undecided =missing)
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Interpreting The Meaning of Engagement
Items: Results from Student Focus Groups

The psychometric analyses show that the vast
majority of items on The College Student
Report are valid and reliable and have
acceptable kurtosis and skewness indicators.
What cannot be demonstrated from such
psychometric analyses is whether respondents
are interpreting the items as intended by the
NSSE Design Team and whether students=
responses accurately represent their behaviors
and perceptions. That is, cven when
psychometric indicators are acceptable,
students may be interpreting some items to
mean different things.

It is relatively rare that survey researchers go
into the field and ask participants to explain
the meaning of items and their responses.
However, because of the importance of the
NSSE project, we conducted focus groups of
first-year and senior students during March
and April 2000 at eight colleges and
universities that participated in NSSE 2000.
The schools included four private liberal arts
colleges (including one woman=s college) and
four public doctoral-granting universitics.
Between three and six student focus groups
were conducted on each campus. The number
of students participating in the groups ranged
from | to 17 students, for a total of 218
student participants. More women (74%) and
freshmen (52%) participated than men (26%)
and seniors {48%). Approximately 37% were
students of color., Although there was not
enough time to discuss every item during each
focus group, every section of the instrument
was addressed in at least one group on each
campus.

In general, students found The Report to be
clearly worded and casy to complete. A few
items were identified where additional clarity
would produce more accurate and consistent
interpretations. For example, the Anumber of
books read on your own#@ item confused some

students who were not sure if this meant
reading books for pleasure or readings to
supplement those assigned for classes. This
item is an illustration of a handful of items
where students suggested that we provide
additional prompts to assist them in
understanding questions. However, students
generally interpreted the item response
categories in a similar manner. The meanings
associated with the response sets varied
somewhat from item to item, but students=
interpretations of the meaning of the items
were fairly consistent. For example, when
students marked Avery often€ to the item
aasked questions in class or contributed to
class discussions@ they agreed that this
indicated a daily or during every class
meeting. When answering the Amade a class
presentation@ item, students told us that Avery
often@ meant about once a week.

The information from student focus groups
allows us to interpret the results with more
precision and confidence. This is because the
focus group data indicated that students
consistently interpreted items in a similar way
and that the patterns of their responses
accurately represent what they confirm to be
the frequency of their behavior in various
arcas. We also have a better understanding of
what students mean when they answer various
items in certain ways. In summary, we are
confident that student self-reports about the
nature and frequency of their behavior are
reasonably accurate indicators of these
activities, For additional detail about the focus
group project look at the Ouimet, Carini, Kul,
and Bunnage (2001) paper on the NSSE
website.

Cognitive Testing Interviews

We used information from the focus groups
and psychometric analyses to guide revisions
to the 2001 version of The College Student
Report. We also worked closely with survey
expert, Don Dillman to redesign the
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instrument so that it would have a more
inviting look and feel. For example, we
revamped the look by substituting check
boxes for the traditional bubbles so the
instrument looked less test-like. These and
other changes created a more inviting feel to
the instrument. We then did cognitive testing
on the instrument via interviews with Indiana
University undergraduates in mid-November
2000 as a final check before beginning the
2001 survey cycle.

The group, 14 men and 14 women, was
recruited by the Center for Survey Research
(CSR) staff. CSR and NSSE staft members
worked together to draft the interview
protocol, study information sheet, and
incentive forms, all of which were approved
by the Indiana University Bloomington
Institutional Review Board, Human Subjects
Committee. Students were compensated $10
for their participation. CSR professional staff
and NSSE associates conducted the
interviews. Interviews lasted between 30 and
45 minutes and were tape recorded with
respondent permission. The interviews were
subsequently transcribed and

analyzed by two NSSE staff members,
Included among the key findings arc:

1. The vast majority of students indicated that
the instrument was attractively formatted,
straightforward, and easy to read, follow, and
understand. Most agreed that they would
probably complete the survey if they were
invited to do so, though four students said that
the survey length might give them pause.

2. All of the respondents found the directions
and examples helpful.

3, The majority of students interpreted the
questions in identical or nearly identical ways
(e.g., the meaning of primary major and
secondary major, length of typical week).
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4, Several students were not entirely sure who
was included in the survey item dealing with
relationships with administrative personnel.

5. Of the 20 students who discussed the web
versus paper survey option, nine indicated that
they would prefer to complete the survey via
the web. Reasons for preferring the web
included that it was Amore user-friendlyY
more convenientY easier.” However, nine
other students indicated that they preferred the
paper version, and the remaining two students
were undecided. This suggests that it is
important to offer students alternative modes
to complete the survey.

Summary. The results of the cognitive
interviews suggest that respondents to The
College Student Survey understand what is
being asked, find the directions to be clear,
interpret the questions in the same way, and
tend to formulate answers to questions in a
similar manner. NSSE staff used these and
other results from the cognitive testing to
make final revisions to the instrument for
2001. These revisions included several minor
changes that were mostly related to formatting
of responsc options and a few wording
changes.

Next Steps

The NSSE project staff is continuing to
examine the psychometric properties of the
instrument as a whole and on the five
benchmarks of effective educational practice
featured in NSSE reports. We are also
working with some partner institutions and
organizations on these some of these efforts.
For example:

= Peter Ewell of the National Center
on Higher Education Management
Systems is doing a special analysis
of NSSE results from the universities
in the South Dakota system as a
cross validation study, comparing



NSSE data with direct outcome
measures from students’ ACT and
CAAP scores.

= NSSE is also examining information
collected by the University of South
Carolina National Resource Center
for First Year Programs and Students
in Transition to gauge whether
students at institutions that have
“model” first year experience
programs are more engaged than
their peers elsewhere.

»  Selected NSSE questions will be
included on the collegiate
oversample as part of the National
Assessiment of Adult Learning that
will be administered during 2003.

We will update this psychometric report when
the results of these analyses become available.

Conclusion

In general, the psychometric properties of the
NSSE are very good, as the vast majority of
items cqual or exceed recommended
measurement levels. Those items that are not
in the normal range on certain indicators, such
as kurtosis and skewness, are due to the nature
of the student experience, not because of
psychometric shortcomings of the instrument.
The face and construct validity of the survey
are strong. This is not surprising because
national assessment experts designed the
instrument and most of the items have been
used for years in established college student
assessment programs. In addition, we made
improvements to individual items and the
overall instrument based on what was learned
from focus groups, cognitive testing, and the
psychometric analyses on the results from the
spring 1999 field test, the inaugural national
administration in spring 2000, and the spring
2001 administration, The results seem to be
relatively stable from one year to the next and
non-respondents arc generally comparable
respondents in many ways, though contrary to
popular belief non-respondents appear to be
slightly more engaged than respondents.
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