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What is Student Engagement?

What students do —

Time and energy devoted to studies and other
educationally purposeful activities

What institutions do —

Using resources and effective educational practices to
Induce students to do the right things

Educationally effective institutions channel student
energy toward the right activities



Seven Principles of Good Practice In
Undergraduate Education

Student-faculty contact
Active learning
Prompt feedback

Time on task

High expectations
Experiences with diversity

Cooperation among students

Chickering, A. W. & Gamson, Z. F. (1987). Seven principles for good practice in undergraduate education.
AAHE: Bulletin, 39 (7), 3-7.



Goals of NSSE Project

» Focus conversations on
undergraduate quality

» Enhance institutional
practice and improvement
Initiatives

» Foster comparative and
consortium activity

» Provide systematic national
data on “effective
educational practices”




NSSE Survey Content
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academic experiences
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NSSE 2018 Survey
Population and Respondents

» Approximately 1.2 million
students were invited to
participate in NSSE 2018, with
289,867 responding

» 2,937 LAU students were invited
to participate, with 1,244
responding




NSSE 2018 U.S. Institution
Response Rates

LAU response rate = 42%
All NSSE 2018 institutions = 30%

NSSE 2018 Undergraduate Number of  Avg. Institutional

U.S Average Enrolliment Institutions Response Rate
Institutional 2°00 orfewer 219 35%
2,501 to 4,999 109 28%

Response Rates

10,000 or more 71 21%
All institutions 476 30%



Engagement Indicators

Engagement Indicators are summary measures based on sets of NSSE questions examining
key dimensions of student engagement. The ten indicators are organized within four broad
themes: Academic Challenge, Learning with Peers, Experiences with Faculty, and Campus
Environment.

Engagement Indicator

Higher-Order Learning

Reflective & Integrative Learning
Learning Strategies

Quantitative Reasoning

Academic Challenge

Learning with Peers Collaborative Learning
Discussions with Diverse Others
Experiencing with Faculty Student-Faculty Interaction
Effective Teaching Practices
Campus Environment Quality of Interactions

Supportive Environment



Engagement Indicators Overview
First-year students

First-Year Students Your first-year students  Your first-year students
compared with compared with
Theme Engagement Indicator MNew England Region Carnegie Peers

Your first-year students
compared with
MNSSE 2017 & 2018

Academic
Challenge

Learning with
Peers

Experiences
with Faoculty

Campus
Environment

Higher-Order Learning -- --
Reflective & Integrative Learning \V4 Vv
Learning Strategies

Quantitative Reasoning

Collaborative Learning

Discussions with Diverse Others

Student-Faculty Interaction

Effective Teaching Practices

Quality of Interactions

44 BPdAd B4
44 PJAd P4

Supportive Environment

v

> b4 <

<<

Your students’ average was significantlv higher (p < .05) with an effect size at least .3 in magnitude.

> >

Your students’ average was significantly higher (p < .03) with an effect size less than .3 in magnitude.
-= No significant difference.

Your students’ average was significantly lower (p < .03) with an effect size less than 3 in magnitude.

4 <

Your students’ average was significantlv lower (p < .03) with an effect size at least 3 in magnitude.




Engagement Indicators Overview
Senior students

Seniors Your seniors Your seniors Your seniors
compared with compared with compared with
Theme Engaogement Indicator MNew England Region Carnegie Peers MSSE 2017 & 2018
Higher-Order Learning -- -- --
Academic Reflective & Integrative Learning Vv \V4 Vv
Challenge Learning Strategies Vv Vv Vv
Quantitative Reasoning - -= -

Learning with
Peers

Collaborative Learning A A A

Discussions with Diverse Others — — .

Experiences Student-Faculty Interaction -- -- A
with Faculty Effective Teaching Practices -- -- A
Campus Quality of Interactions — \V4 —
Environment Supportive Environment A - A
A Your students’ average was significantly higher (p < .05) with an effect size at least .3 in magnitude.
A Your students’ average was significantly higher (p < .05) with an effect size less than .3 in magnitude.

-- No significant difference.

Your students’ average was significantly lower (p < 05) with an effect size less than 3 in magnitude.

4 <

Your students’ average was significantlv lower (p < .05) with an effect size at least .3 in magnitude.




Academic Challenge

Challenging intellectual and creative work is central to
student learning and collegiate quality. Colleges and
universities promote student learning by challenging and
supporting them to engage in various forms of deep
learning.

Four Engagement Indicators are part of this theme:
Higher-Order Learning, Reflective & Integrative Learning,
Learning Strategies, and Quantitative Reasoning. Below

and on the next page are three views of your results

alongside those of your comparison groups.



Academic Challenge: First-year Students

IMean Cnmparisnns Your first-year students compared with
LAU MNew England Region Carnegie Peers MNSSE 2017 & 2018

Effect Effect Effect
Engagement Indicator Mean Mean size Mear size Mean size
Higher-Order Learning 378 38.2 -.04 377 .00 37.6 .01
Reflective & Integrative Learning 3.1 35.4 *#++ 19 35.1 *#*+ -17 34.9 =+ - 15
Learning Strategies 38.3 38.3 .00 38.5 -.01 37.6 .05
Quantitative Reasoning 24.9 27.5 == - 18 20,7 ==+ -12 26.3 % -.09

Mates: Oue ta nonstandard sampling or respanse issues, all results are unweighted; Effect size: Mean difference divided by pooled standard deviation;
Sumbols on the Overview page are based on effect size and o before rounding; "o < .05, 0 <.01,""" o < 001 (2-tailed).

Score Distributions

Higher-Order Learning Reflective & Integrative Learning
45 45 .l- .|- .I
Y v | o | eu
30 l l l 30
15 15 J' J' J'
0 0
LaL Mew England Carnegie Peers MSSE 2017 & 2018 LAy Hew England Carnegie Peers  NSSE 2047 & 20438
Region Region
Learning Strategies Quantitative Reasoning
) | | L | |
45 45
[#]
30 l l 30 s
15 15
0 Q - + - -
Lay Mew England Carnegie Peers MESE 2017 & 201E LAL Hew England Carnegie Pears MESE 2017 & 2018
Region Region

Maotes: Each bow-and-whiskers chart plots the Sth (bottom of lower barl, 25th (battom of bow), S0th (middle inel, 7S3th (top of bos]. and 33th (top of upper bar)
peroentile scores.
Thie dot represents the mean score, Pefer to Detailed Statistics for wour institution’s sample sizes,




Academic Challenge: First-year students
Performance on Indicator ltems

Percentage point difference® between your FY students
and
New England MNSSE 2017 &

Higher-Order Learning LAU Region Carnegie Peers 2018
Percentage responding "Fery much” or "Ouite a bit™ about how much coursework emphasized. .. 5
4p. Applying facts, theories, or methods to practical problems or new situations 6B I 4 | -2 I 4

Analyzing an 1dea, experience, or line of reasoning in depth by examining its

narte
4d. Evaluating a point of view, decision, or information source 62 I -8 I -B I -5
4e. Forming a new idea or understanding from various pieces of information 67 I 3 I -2 | 1
Reflective & Integrative Learning
Percentage of studsnis who responded that they Verv gfter” or "Ofter”..
2a. Combined ideas from different courses when completing assignments 47 I -& I -5 I -&
2b. Connected your learning to societal problems or issues 49 I -& I -3 I -3

I 1 [ it -D- I I o - - -

I _Im:luu:lEu:I Ijl_"-'EFEE Flerspectwe_s {political, religious, racial/ethnic, gender, etc.) 18 - 75 - 23 . 21

in course discussions or assignments
2d. Examined the strengths and weaknesses of your own views on a topic or issue 56 I -7 I -7 I -&
76 Tried to better understand someone else's views by imagining how an issue 70 +1 | +0 +1 |

" looks from his or her perspective

2f. Learned something that changed the way you understand an issue or concept Fil +3 I +3 I +2 I
2g. Connected ideas from your courses to your prior experiences and knowledge 76 | -2 | -1 | -2




Academic Challenge: First-year Students
Performance on Indicator ltems

Percentage point difference® between pour FY students
and
Mew England MNSSE 2017 &
Learning Strategies LAU Region Carnegie Peers 2018
Porcentage of students whe responded that they "Tery often™ or "Often”. . o
0a. ldentified key information from reading assignments 66 l -13 I -10 I -10
oh. Reviewed your notes after class 66 +1 | | -1 +4 I
g¢. Summarized what you learned in class or from course materials 66 +3 I +2 I +4 I
Quantitative Reasoning
Porcentase of studsnts whe respondsd that they "Vere aften™ or "Oftsn”™.
6a Reached conclusions based on your own analysis of numerical information 50 | 2 +1 | +1 |
" [numbers, graphs, statistics, etc.)
&b Used numerical information to examine a real-world problem or issue 33 I -& I | I -5
" [unemployment, climate change, public health, etc.)
gc. Evaluated what others have concluded from numerical information 30 I -9 I -& I -&




Academic Challenge : Senior Students

Mean Com pa risons Your seniors compared with
LAU New England Region Carnegie Peers MNSSE 2017 & 2018

Effect Effect Effect
Engagement Indicator Mean Mean Eize Mean Eize Mean Eize
Higher-Order Learning 39.0 395 -04 405 -11 396 -04
Reflective & Integrative Learning 36.6 382+ -14 385 ** -.16 3749+ -11
Learning Strategies 352 373 - -14 392 === -27 37T e -17
Quantitative Reasoning 285 293 -.05 287 -01 287 -01

Motes: Oue to nonstandard sampling or response izsues, all results are unweighted; Effect size: Mean difference divided by pooled standard deviation;
Symbols on the Cwerdiew page are based on effect size and & before rounding; "6 < 06, %5 < 01, " 5 < 001 [2-tailed).

Score Distributions

Higher-Order Learning Reflective & Integrative Learning
&0 -|- &0
45 45
|
30 1 30
15 15
o 0
LAl Mew England Carnegie Pears  NSSC2017 & 2018 Lay Mew Emgla md Carnegie Pears NESE 2017 & 2018
Regian Region
Learning Strategies Quantitative Reasoning
60 .I. 60 - - -
45 45
e
20 20 (&
15 l 15
o 0 - - -
LAl Mew England Carnegie Pears  NSSC2017 & 2018 Lay Mew Emgla md Carnegie Pears NESE 2017 & 2018
Regian Region

Motes: Each bog-and-whiskers chart plats the Stk [bottom of lower bar), 25tk [bottom of bos), 50tk [middle line], 75th [top of bow), and 95th (top of upper bar]
percentile scores.
The dot represents the mean score. Fiefer to Detailed Statistics for your institution®s sample sizes.




Academic Challenge : Senior Students
Performance on Indicator ltems

Percentoge point difference between your Seniors
and
England Carnegie NSSE 2017

Higher-Order Learning LAU Region Peers & 26
Percentage responding "Very much” or "Quite a bit” about how much coursework
emphasized... %
4b. Applying facts, theories, or methods to practical problems or new situations 71 I - I -2 I -7
4c. Analyzing an idea, experience, or line of reasoning in depth by examining its parts 72 I -2 I -4 I -3
4d. Ewvaluating a point of view, decision, or information source &9 | -1 I -3 0
4e. Forming a new idea or understanding from various pieces of information 72 +D | -2 +1 |
Reflective & Integrative Learning
Percentage of studeris who responded that they "Very aften” or "Offen”...
2a3. Combined ideas from different courses when completing assignments Bl I -5 I -5 I -5
2b. Connected your learning to societal problems or issues 55 I = I -2 I -

Included diverse perspectives [political, religious, racial/ethnic, gender, etc.}in 38 ._15 ._17.' ._15
2c. . . )

course discussions or assignments
2d. Examined the strengths and weaknesses of your own views on a topic or issue &3 | -3 I -4 | -2
e Tried to better understand someone else's views by imagining how an izsue looks 72 | 1 | -2 0

" from his or her perspective

2f. Learned somethingthat changed the way you understand an issue or concept 73 +1 | +2 | +2 |
2g. Connected ideas from your courses to your prior experiences and knowledge 82 I -2 | -2 | -2




Academic Challenge : Senior Students
Performance on Indicator ltems

Percentage point difference between your seniors

ard
England Carnegie NSSE 2017
Learning Strategies LAL Region Peers & 208
Percentage of studenis who responded thet they "Very offen” or "Offen” ... ¥
S93. |dentified key information from reading assignments 71 I -9 I -9 I -2
Sb. Reviewed your notes afterclass 49 I -9 . -16 I -10
Sc. Summarized what you learned in class or from course materials &4 +3 I I -2 +2 I
Quantitative Reasoning
Percentage of studenis who responded theat they "Very offen” or "Offen” ...
- Reached conclusions based on your own analysis of numerical information SE +3 I +4 I + I
" [numbers, graphs, statistics, etc.)
Eb Used numerical infermation to examine a real-world problem or issue 47 | -1 ) +D

[unemployment, climate change, public health, etc.)

&c. Evaluated whatothers have concluded from numerical infoermation 37 I -2 I -4 I -5




Academic Challenge : Taking a Closer
Look

First-year students

= Of the time you spend preparing for class in a typical 7-day week, about
how much is on assigned reading?

100%

mLAU New England Peers

75%

0
S0% 42%

32% 31%
27%

20%

0
25% 17%
0
10% 79

9%
I -
0% L .

Very little Some About half Most Almost All




Academic Challenge : Taking a Closer
Look

Senior students

= Of the time you spend preparing for class in a typical 7-day week, about
how much is on assigned reading?

100%

mLAU New England Peers

75%

50%
39%

27% 28% 27%

23%
14%

10%
-
I

Very little Some About half Most Almost All

25%
15% 1304

0%



Academic Challenge : Taking a Closer
Look

How do students spend their time?

= Percentage spending more than 10 hours per week
preparing for class

Class LAU New England Peers

First-Year 64% 70%

Senior 51% 64%



Academic Challenge : Taking a Closer

Look

Time Spent Preparing for Class
This figure reports the average

weekly class preparation time for
vour students compared to

students in your comparison

group.

First-year
Lau

Mew England Region

Senior
LAy

Mew England Region

10 20 30

Average Hours per Week
Preparing for Class

Reading and Writing

These figures summarize the
number of hours yvour students
spent reading for their courses
and the average number of pages
of assigned writing compared to
students in your comparison
group. Each is an estimate
calculated from two or more
separate survey questions.

First-year
LAl

Mew England Region

Senior
LAl

Mew England Region

10 20
Average Hours per Week

on Course Reading

50
Average Pages of

Assigned Writing, Current Year

20 100

150




Academic Challenge : Taking a Closer
Look

|Cha||enging Students to Do Their Best Work

T'o what extent did students' courses challenge them to do their
best work? Eesponse options ranged from 1 = "Not at all"
fo 7 = "Very much"
First-year Senior
1.00%
Jese AB% B High
challenge
(Bor7)
05 Moderate
challenge
(3.4, 0r5)
- 51% 52% 0% 49% m Low
challenge
(1or2)
05y — — . —
Lau Mew Lau Mew
England England
Region Region

Academic Emphasis

How much did students say their institution emphasizes
spending significant time studying and on academic work?
Response options inchuded "Very much." "Quite a bit."
"Some." and "Very little "

First-year

Lauy
Mew England Region
Senior

Lay

Mew England Region

0% 25% 50% 755 100%

Percentage Responding
“Wery much” or "CQuite a bit”




Academic Challenge-First year
students: Across the years

Academic Challenge: First-year students

Higher-Order Learning Reflective & Integrative Learning

&0 &0
45 45
9.4 40.0
" 3B.4 37.8
= i
- * — 34.2 E 337 33.1
i —— i .
. —
0 0
15 15
o o
2013* 2014* 2015 2016 2047* 2018* 2013* 2014* 2015 2016 2047* 2018*

Academic Challenge (additional items): First-year students

Preparing for Class (hrshwl) Course Reading (hrstwk)®

20 30 200
150
20 20
142 153 153
145 100
—_— 747 75.8
a0 i0
55 50
- 81 59 57
— —
o
o o Y
Q}\ roul
2013*2014* 2015 2016 2017*20138* 2013*2014* 2015 2016201 7*20138* e W

Assigned Writing (pagesI®

Learning Strategies

Quantitative Reasoning

60 (4]
45 406 45
38.8 38.7 3E.3
-
— e
30 0 257 288 56 a4g
— —
15 15
a a
2013* 2014* 2045 2016 2017* 201E* Z0i3* 2014* 2015 2016 2017* 2018*
b . P4
Course Challenge Academic Emphasis
7 4
33
54 54 53 5.4 52 32 34
— _ _ "‘_‘—h‘——.__._“_‘_.
5 3
BO.3
624
3 2
o G,@:‘T 1 1
r"’ ‘1-(} i 2013*2014* 2015 2016 2017*2018* 2013*2014* 2015 2016 2017*20138*




Academic Challenge-Senior students:

Across the years

Academic Challenge: Seniors

Higher-Order Learning Reflective & Integrative Learning Learning Strategies Quantitative Reasoning
&0 [+ &0 &0
a5 422 433 as a5 a3
3 385  3gp0 - 37T 3|0 e 7.1
— - - 369 36.6 — 35.2
— » ry — g i :
' — 308
ﬁ-..___fif 54 0
30 30 30 30 -
i _v‘__,..--"'
15 15 15 15
o o o o
2013* 2014* 2015 2016 2017* 20138* 2013* 2014* 2015 2016 2017* z2018* 2013* 2014* 2015 2046 2047* 2013* 2013* 2014* 2005 2016 2017* 2018*
Academic Challenge (additional items): Seniors
0 . . g b . .
Preparing for Class hrstuk) Course Reading (hestwki® Assigned Writing (pagesF® Course Challenge Academic Emphasis®
20 20 0o 7 i
55 355 3.3 3.2
150 53 53 3.1 31
126.0 "—'""——'——-—._.‘_,_. \....—-—-—'—_'_"""-‘
20 20 1192 11£.3 3 3
\gij-//‘
4.z 100
iws
le} pli} 73 =0 3 Z
& 57 38 =58
———
o
u o W '»"; “&'\t“ ‘3& N _\-ﬁ ! 1
2013*2014* 2015 2016 201 7*2013* 2013*2014* 2015 2016 2047*2018* "l.-b "@ v "L'b "E:' 2013*2014* 2015 2015 201 7*2015* 2013*2014* 2015 2016 2017*2018*




Learning with Peers

Collaborating with others in mastering difficult material
and developing interpersonal and social competence
prepare students to deal with complex, unscripted
problems they will encounter during and after college.

Two Engagement Indicators make up this theme:
Collaborative Learning and Discussions with Diverse
Others. Below are three views of your results alongside
those of your comparison groups.



Learning with Peers: First-year Students

Mean Comparisons

Your first-year students compared with

LAL Mew England Region Carnegie Peers MSSE 2017 & 2018
Effect Effect Effect
Engogement Indicator Mean Mean size Mean size Mean size
Collaborative Learning 31.1 33.5 *=* -18 33.2 *=* -15 33.1 **= -14
Discussions with Diverse Others 42,0 39.2 ==+ 19 38.7 =+ 21 39.2 **+ |18

Score Distributions
Collaborative Learning

Motes: Due to nonstandard sampling or responze issues, all results are unweighted; Effect size: Mean difference divided by pooled standard deviation;
Sumbolz on the Ouerview page are based on effect size and o before rounding; * 2 < .05, 2 <.01,7" o < 001 [2-tailed).

Discussions with Diverse Others

° © L I I I
45 l 45 3
=1 =T T =1

30 Net U 30
15 1 15 l J- l 1

L 0

Lau Mew England Carnegie Peers MSSE 2017 & 2018 LALF NewEngland  Carnegis Pesrs MESE 2017 B Z01E
Regian Regian

Mates: Each box-and-whiskers chart plots the Sth (bottom of lower bar], 25tk [battom of box), S0tk [middle line], T5th (top of boxs), and 35tk (top of

upper bar] percentile zcores. The dot represents the mean score. RBefer ta Detailed Statistics for your institution®s sample sizes.




Learning with Peers: First-year Students
Performance on Indicator ltems

Percentage point difference between your FY
students and

England Carnegie NSSE 2017
Collaborative Learning LAU Region Peers & 2018
Percentage of studenis who responded that they "TVery ofien” or "Offen” ... *
le. Asked another student to helpyou understand course material 35 .-E-EI .-E-L'l .-2{."
1f. Explained course material to one or more students &1 +1 | +2 I +2 |
l1g. Prepared for exams by discussing or working through course material with other studen 51 I -2 | -1 | -1
1h. Worked with other students on course projects or 3ssignments 53 I - I -4 I -3
Discussions with Diverse Others
FPerceniage of studenis who responded that they "TVery often” or "Often” had
discussions with. .
Za. People from a race or ethnicity other than your own o I = I -5 I -7
Zb. People from an economic background other than your own 7 +4 I +o I +5 I
2c. Peoplewith religious beliefs other than your own a0 +12l +13. +13.

2d. Peoplewith political views other than your own 74 +14. +3 I +11I




Learning with Peers : Senior Students

Mean Comparisons Your seniors compared with

LAL Mew England Region Carnegie Peers MSSE 2017 & 2018
Effect Effect Effect
Engogement Indicator Mean Mean size Mean size Mean size
Collaborative Learning 36.1 33.7*= 17 33.5 == |18 331+ 21
Discussions with Diverse Other: 41.2 39.1 14 39.8 .09 40.1 .07

Motes: Oue to nonstandard zampling or response issues, all results are unweighted; Effect size: Mean difference divided by pooled standard deviation;
Sumbals on the Oyerview page are based on effect size and 2 before rounding; "o < .05, 2 < .01, 2 < .001(2-tailed].

Score Distributions

Collaborative Learning Discussions with Diverse Others
45 45
A © —Cr —C —C—

30 30
15 J. 1 1 l 15 ]. J. ].

o 0

Lau Mew England Carnegie Peers MSSE 2017 & 2018 Lau New England Carnegie Peers MESE2017 & 2018
Region Region

Motes: Each bou-and-whiskers chart plats the Stk (bottom of lower bar), 25th (bottom of box), S0th (middle line], 7Sth (top of bas), and 35th (top of
upper barl percentile scores. The dot represents the mean score. Refer ta Detailed Statistics For wour institution®s sample sizes.




Learning with Peers : Senior Students
Performance on Indicator ltems

Percentage point difference Between your SEmiors

arnd
England Carnegie NSSE 2017
Collaborative Learning LAU Region Peers & 208
Percentage of students who responded that they "Very often” or "Offen”... b
le. Asked anotherstudent to helpyou understand course material 37 I-iﬂl I -9 I =
1f. Explained course material to one or more students &5 +3 | +4 I +5 I
1s. Prepared for exams by discussing or working through course material with other studen &2 +11 I +11 I +13 .
1h. Worked with other students on course projects or assignments 78 +12 l +13 . +12 l
Discussions with Diverse Others
Percentage of studenis who responded that they "Very often” or "Offen” had
iscussions with. ..
23. Peoplefrom a race or ethnicity other than your own 57 .-13 .-13 .-15
2b. Peoplefrom an economic background other than your own 75 +2 I +2 I +3 I
2c. Peoplewith religious beliefs other than your own i +3 +11I +3 I
2d. Peoplewith political views other than your own 7 +17-'. +1-L'II +12l




Discussions with Diverse Others:
Taking a Closer Look

First year students

= How often have you had discussions with people from the following
groups?

= People of arace or ethnicity rather than your own

100%

= LAU New Engand peers

75%

50%

2004
2506  25% ’

25%
10%
R
0%

Never Sometimes Often Very often



Discussions with Diverse Others:
Taking a Closer Look

Senior students

= How often have you had discussions with people from the following
groups?

= People of arace or ethnicity rather than your own

100%

=AU New Engand peers

75%

50%
37%

0,
30% 7oy 2 29%

26%
25%
14%
0%

Never Sometimes Often Very often



Learning with Peers- First-year
students: Across the years

Discussions with Diverse Others

Learning with Peers: First-year students

Collaborative Learning

0 50

45 45 415 42.2 a0.8 42.0

+l—l—"_ _.__—l—*

307 306 g5 311

30 ® * s 30

15 15

o
2013* 2004* 2015 2016 2017* 2018*

2013* 2014* 2015 201e  2A7°

Z01s*




Learning with Peers- Senior students:
Across the years

Learning with Peers: Seniors
Collaborative Learning Discussions with Diverse Others
&0 &0
440 446 43.6

45 S —

345 343 el 36l

-‘—-—"_

30 30
15 15
0 0

2013* 2014* 2015 2016 2017* 2018* 2013* 2014* 2015 2016 207 2018*




Experience with Faculty

Students learn firsthand how experts think about and
solve problems by interacting with faculty members
Inside and outside of instructional settings. As a result,
faculty become role models, mentors, and guides for
lifelong learning. In addition, effective teaching requires
that faculty deliver course material and provide feedback
In student-centered ways.

Two Engagement Indicators investigate this theme:
Student-Faculty Interaction and Effective Teaching
Practices. Below are three views of your results alongside
those of your comparison groups.



Experience with Faculty: First-year

Students

Mean Comparisons

Your first-year students compared with

LAU Mew England Region Carnegie Peers MSSE 2017 & 2018
Effect Effect Effect
Engagement Indicator Mean Mean size Mean size Mean size
Student-Faculty Interaction 13.4 209 *#= -10 22,3 === 20 19.5 -.01
Effective Teaching Practices 40.3 38.5 =+ |15 38.9*= 11 37.7 == 20

Score Distributions
Student-Faculty Interaction

Motes: Due to nonstandard zampling or rezponse issues, allresults are unw eighted; Effect size: Mean difference divided by pooled standard deviation;
Sumbalz on the Overview page are based on effect size and & befarerounding; "2 < .05, 2 < .01, 2 < 001 [2-tailed).

Effective Teaching Practices

=N ad -[ I -[ l
45 45
.|- —— — T — " T3
30 30 J_ 1 J_
i e |
15 L 15
0 ; I I I 0
Lau Mew England Carnegie Peers MSSEZ017 & 2018 Lau Mew England Carnegie Peers MSSE 2017 & 2013
Regicn Ragion

Maotes: Each bou-and-whiskers chart plats the Sth (battam of lawer bar), 25th [(battam of bas), S0tk [middle line), 75th (top of boxr), and 35tk (top of
upper barl percentile zcores. The dat represents the mean scare, Reter ta Detailed Statistics For wour institution’s zample sizes.




Experience with Faculty: First-year Students
Performance on Indicator Iltems

Percentage point difference between your FY
students and

England Camnegie NSSE 2017
Student-Faculty Interaction LAU Region Peers & 2018
Percentage of students who responded that they "Very offen” or "Offen”... e
33. Talked about career plans with a faculty member 33 -0 I -7 +D
3b. Worked w/faculty on activities other than coursework ([committees, student groups, etc 18 | -2 I - S
Jc. Discussed course topics, ideas, or concepts with a faculty member outside of class 32 +5 I +4 I +7 I
3d. Discussed your academic performance with a faculty member 29 0 I -4 +2 |
Effective Teaching Practices
Percentage responding "Very much” or "Quite a bit” about how much instruciors
have...
La. Clearly explained course goals and requirements a0 +2 I +2 I +3 |
Eb. Taught course =essionsin an organized way 73 +2 | +2 I +2 |
Ec. Used examples orillustrations to explain difficult points 24 +3 I +3 I +3 I
5d. Provided feedback on a draft or work in progress 59 I -& I -7 -0
Se. Provided prompt and detailed feedback on tests or completed assignments 56 I -4 I = | -1




Experience with Faculty : Senior Students

Mean Comparisons Your seniors compared with
LAU Mew England Region Carnegie Peers MNSSE 2017 & 2018
Effect Effect Effect
Engagement Indicator Mean Nean size Mean size Mean size
Student-Faculty Interaction 26.4 25.9 .03 26.8 -.02 23.6 ** |18
Effective Teaching Practices 40.6 39.4 .09 40.2 .03 38.9 * 13

Mates: Oue to nonstandard sampling or response izzues, allresults are unweighted; Effect size: Mean difference divided by pocled standard deviation;
Sumbolz onthe Overview page are bazed on effect size and o beforerounding; "2 < .05, 2 < 01,7 & < 0071 [2-tailed].

Score Distributions

Student-Faculty Interaction Effective Teaching Practices
45 ‘ 45
—C O —o s
30 30
™ r* il ] [ l [
15 J_ J_ l 15
0 J— 0
LAy Mew England Carnegis Peers MESSE 2017 & 2018 LAL Mew England Carnegis Peers MESE 2017 &
Region Region 201E

Maotes: Each bou-and-whizkers chart plots the Sth (bottom of low er bar], 25th (bottom of bax], S0tk [middle line], 75tk (top of bax), and 35tk (top of
upper bar] percentile scares. The dot represents the mean score. Refer to Detailed Statistics for wour institution’s zample sizes.




Experience with Faculty : Senior Students
Performance on Indicator ltems

Percentage point difference Between your SERIors
and
England Carnegie NSSE 2017

Student-Faculty Interaction LAL Region Peers & 2018
Perceriage of students who responded that they "Very often” or "Offen” ... *
33. Talked about career plans with a faculty member 47 | -1 I -4 +4 I
2b. Worked wfaculty on activities other than coursework [committees, student groups, etc 29 | -1 I -2 +2 I
Jc. Discussed course topics, ideas, or concepts with a faculty member cutside of class 43 +H I +5 I +1-SII
3d. Discussed your academic perfermance with a faculty member 40 +4 I +J +3 I
Effective Teaching Practices
Percentage responding "Very much” or "Quite a bit" about how much instructors
have...
Ea. Clearly explained course goals and reguirements 79 I -2 | -1 0
Eb. Taughtcourse sessions in an organized way 78 | -1 0 +J
Sc. Used examples orillustrations to explain difficult points 26 +3 I +3 I +3 I
5d. Provided feedback on a3 draft orwork in progress 63 +2 | I -2 +4 I
Se. Provided prompt and detailed feedback on tests or completed assignments Bl I -2 I -5 A0




Effective Teaching Practices: Taking a
Closer Look

First-year students

= During the current school year, to what extent have your instructors
done the following?

= Taught course sessions in an organized way

100%
= LAU New Engand peers

75%

50%
50%
39% 39%

26%
25% 200 22% :

0% - ——

Very little Some Quite a bit Very much




Effective Teaching Practices: Taking a
Closer Look

Senior students
= During the current school year, to what extent have your instructors
done the following?

= Taught course sessions in an organized way
100%

= LAU New Engand peers

75%

50% 47%
40% 38%
31%

25% 18% 19%

—
0%

Very little Some Quite a bit Very much




Effective Teaching Practices: Taking a
Closer Look

First-year students

= During the current school year, to what extent have your instructors
done the following?

= Used examples or illustrations to explain difficult points
100%

= LAU New Engand peers

75%

51%

50% 46%

33%
28%
23%

14%

0% Em—— |

Very little Some Quite a bit Very much

25%




Effective Teaching Practices: Taking a
Closer Look

Senior students

= During the current school year, to what extent have your instructors
done the following?

= Used examples or illustrations to explain difficult points
100%

= LAU New Engand peers

75%

48%

50% 45%

38%
33%

25% 19%
11%

0%——

Very little Some Quite a bit Very much




Experience with faculty-First-year
students: Across the years

Experiences with Faculty: First-year students
Student-Faculty Interaction Effective Teaching Practices
60 50
420
45 a5 421 413 403
I —h—_*

30 30

194 210 194 194

— —-—
15 15
0 0

2013* 2014* 2015 2016 2017* 2018+ 2013* 2014* 2015 2016 2017+ 2018+




Experience with faculty-Senior
students: Across the years

Experiences with Faculty: Seniors

Student-Faculty Interaction Effective Teaching Practices
60 60
432 47 42.0
45 45 Y 406
"—l—n.._. = _‘____-‘
30 259 L, s 284 30

15 15

0 0
2013+ 2014+ 2015 2016 2017+ 2018+ 2013+ 2014+ 2015 2016 2017* 2018+




Campus Environment

Students benefit and are more satisfied in supportive
settings that cultivate positive relationships among
students, faculty, and staff.

Two Engagement Indicators investigate this theme:
Quality of Interactions and Supportive Environment.
Below are three views of your results alongside those of
your comparison groups.



Campus Environment: First-year

Students

Mean Comparisons

Your first-year students compared with

LAU Mew England Region Carnegie Peers MSSE 2017 & 2018
Effect Effect Effect
Engagement Indicator Mean Mean size Mean size Mean size
Quality of Interactions 38.3 41.6 *=** -29 42,2 **= _ 32 41,2 =% -24
Supportive Environment 33.6 36.1 *=** -19 36.4 ===+ - 21 35.3 = -12

Maotes: Due to nonstandard zampling or responsze issues, all results are unweighted; Effect size: Mean difference divided by pooled standard deviation;
Sumbolz onthe Overview page are bazed on effect size and 2 befarerounding; "2 <.05," 2 < .01, o < 001 [2-tailed).

Score Distributions
Quality of Interactions

Supportive Environment

. L4 B . L1 1 1
a5 73 45 L] L]
. =

30 l l 30
s s I l | |

0 0

Lau Mew England Carnegie Peers MSSE 2017 & Z01EB Law Mew England Carnegie Peers MSSE 2017 & 2018
Region Region

Maotes: Each bow-and-whiskers chart plats the Sth (battam af lawer barl, 25tk (battam of bax], S0tk [middle linel, 75th (top of box), and 35th (top of

upper bar] percentile scores. The dot represents the mean scare. Fefer to Detailed Statistics For wour institution’s sample sizes.




Campus Environment: First-year Students
Performance on Indicator Iltems

Percentoge point difference between your FY
students and

England Carnegie NSSE 2017

Quality of Interactions LAU Region Peers & 2018
Percernage rating their interactions a 6 or 7 (on a scale from 1="FPoor" io ”

7="Excelfent”) with...
13a. Students 53 3 | 3 | 3 |
13b. Academic advisors 35 | B | BE | B
13c. Faculty 36 -1z -14 -1
13d. Student services staff [career services, student activities, housing, etc.) 37 I -B I -2 I -5
13e. Other administrative staff and offices (registrar, financial aid, etc.) 37 I -3 I -7 I -4

Supportive Environment

Percernage responding “Very much”™ or "Quite a bit” about how much the

institution emphasized. ..
14b. Providing support to help students succeed academically &9 I -7 I -3 I -B
14c. Using learning support services [tutoring services, writing center, etc.) &6 I =10 I =10 I -2
14d. Encouraging contact among students frem diff. backsrounds [soc., racialfeth., relig., etc &0 I -3 I -2 -0
14e. Providing opportunities to be involved socially &5 I -& I -7 I -4
14f. Providing support for your overall well-being [recreation, health care, counseling, etc.) &0 I -8 I -8 I -3
14z. Helpingyou manage your non-academic responsibilities [work, family, etc.) 37 I -4 I -B& I -3
14h. Attending campus activities and events [performing arts, athletic events, etc.) 55 I -8 I -10 I -&
14i. Attending events that address important social, economic, or political issues 43 I -7 I -3 | -1




Campus Environment : Senior Students

Mean Comparisons

Your seniors compared with

LAU Mew England Region Carnegie Peers MSSE 2017 & 2018
Effect Effect
Engogement Indicator Mean Mean Mean size Mean size
Quality of Interactions 40.1 41.1 429 == -322 41.6 -.12
Supportive Environment 34.4 32.3 % 32.8 A2 31.6 ** .20

Motes: Oue ta nonstandard zampling or rezsponse issues, all results are unweighted; Effect size: Mean difference divided by pooled standard deviation;
Sumbals an the Ouerview page are based on effect size and o before rounding; "o < 05,7 0 < 01,7 2 < 001 (2-tailed).

Score Distributions

- Quality of Interactions
| | I I
43 = T —
> 1 I 1 1
15
H
Lau MNewEngland Carnegie Peers MSSE 2017 & 2013

Region

20

45

30

15

Supportive Environment

- Se —C— —
Lau Mew England Carnegie Peers MNSSE 2017 & 2013

Region

Motes: Each bos-and-whizskers chart platz the Sth (battom of lower bar], 25tk (battam af bos], S0th [middle line], 7Stk (tap of boxl, and 35th (top of
upper barl percentile scores. The daot represents the mean score. Refer ta Detailed Statistics far your institution’s sample sizes.




Campus Environment : Senior students
Performance on Indicator Items

Percentage point difference BetWeenR Pour Seniors

arid
England Carnegie NSSE 2007
Quality of Interactions LAU Region Peers & 2018

Perceniage rating their interactions a 6 or 7 (on a scale from 1="Poor" io
7="Excellent”) with...
13a. Students og +s | 1 | 2 |

13b. Academic advisors 41 | = | BB j -
13c. Faculty 44 j = | EE j =
13d. Student zervices staff [career services, student activities, housing, etc.) 40 +3 I I -3 +D
13e. Cther administrative staff and offices [registrar, financial aid, etc.) 42 +2 I -1 +3 I

supportive Environment

Percentage responding "Very much” or "Quite a bit" about how much the

institution emphasized ..

14b. Providing support to help students succeed academically &2 | -1 I -4 -0
14c. Using learning support services [tutoring services, writing center, etc.) 62 I -3 I -5 | -1
14d. Encouraging contact among students from diff. backgrounds [soc., racial/eth., reliz., et B5 +13 l +10 I +12 l
l14e. Providing opportunities to be involved socially &9 +4 I +3 I +5 I
14f. Providing support for your overall well-being [recreation, health care, counseling, etc.) &3 +2 I +2 | +3 I
14g. Helping you manage your non-academic responsibilities [work, family, etc.) 36 +5 I +4 I +5 I
14h. Attending campus activities and events [performing arts, athletic events, etc.) a2 +4 I +5 I +7 I

14i. Attending events that address important social, economic, or political issues a2 +1-L‘ll +14. +15.




Quality of Interactions: Taking a
Closer Look

First-year students

* [ndicate the quality of your interactions with the following people at your
Institution.

= Faculty

100%6
mLAU

New England peers

75%0
50%0
25%0

0%



Quality of Interactions: Taking a
Closer Look

Senior students

* [ndicate the quality of your interactions with the following people at your
Institution

= Faculty

100%6
=l AU

New England peers

75%
50%0

25%0 23% 23%

21%0
16%0
12%0
7%
39 o 206 5%
(e}
— o [
0O%o

Poor 2 3 4 5 6 Excellent



Quality of Interactions: Taking a
Closer Look

First-year students

= [ndicate the quality of your interactions with the following people at your
Institution.

= Student services staff (career services, student activities, housing,
etc.)

10020
mLAU New England peers
7520

5026

2506 22906

18%06

76

1396
% 80 7%
a9
- =
O2o6

Poor 2 3 4




Quality of Interactions: Taking a
Closer Look

Senior students

» Indicate the quality of your interactions with the following people at your
institution.

= Student services staff (career services, student activities, housing, etc.)

100%0

=l AU

New England peers

75%

50%0

25% aleo
19%

14% 1690
o

9% 7% 9%
0O,
. e -50/0 . -
0%

Poor 2 3 4 5 6 Excellent




Supportive Environment: Taking a
Closer Look

How do students spend their time?

* Percentage of students spending more than 5 hours per
week participating in co-curricular activities

Class LAU New England Peers

First-Year 26% 38%

Senior 30% 36%



Campus environment-First-year
students: Across the years

Campus Environment: First-year students

Quality of Interactions Supportive Environment
|&0 &0
45 45
37.6 379 380 383
" $ ——y 350 335 M9 i
‘_ _. - - h--*
30 30
15 15
0 0

2013+ 2014* 2015 2016 2017+ 2018+* 2013* 2014+ 2015 2016 2017+ 2018B*




Campus environment- Senior
students: Across the years

Campus Environment: Seniors

Quality of Interactions Supportive Environment
|60 B0
B awn g, qg5 401 5
30 30
15 15
0 0

2013+ 2014* 2015 2016 2017+ 2018* 2013+ 2014+ 2015 2016 2017+ 2018*




Comparison to Top 50% and Top 10%
Institutions

First-Year Students Your first-year students compared with
LAU MNSSE Top 50% MSSE Top 10%
Theme Engogement Indicator Mean Mean Effect size & Mean Effect size
Higher-Order Learning 37.8 39.1 =* -.10 A8 ==+ -.24
Academic  Reflective and Integrative Learning 33.1 36.7 "= -.30 38.5 == A6
Challenge  Learning Strategies 38.3 39.6 - -.10 41.7 =** .25
Quantitative Reasoning 24.9 28.3 === -.23 30,2 *** -.35
Learning Collaborative Learning 31.1 35.4 === -.32 37.5 *=* -.49
with Peers  Discussions with Diverse Others 42.0 114 .04 s 43.9 ** -.13
. Student-Faculty Interaction 19.4 24.3 === -.33 37.3 === _51
Experiences
with Foculty  Effective Teaching Practices a0.3 40.3 .00 v 42.1 =+* -.14
Campus Quality of Interactions 38.3 43.9 === -.50 AG.0 *** .66
Environment Supportive Environment 33.8 38.3 === -.36 a40.1 ==* .50
Seniors Your seniors campared with
LAU MSSE Top 50% MSSE Top 10%
Theme Engogement indicator Mean Mean Effect size & Mean Effect size
Higher-Order Learning 39.0 41.5 ** -.19 429 === -.29
Academic  Reflective and Integrative Learning 36.6 39.8 === -.27 A1.5 ==+ -.A0
Chaifenge  Learning Strategies 35.2 40,3 === -.35 42,8 === -.54
Quantitative Reasoning 28.5 30.5 -.12 32,5 == -.20
Learning Collaborative Learning 36.1 35.9 02 38.3 ** .16
with Peers  Discussions with Diverse Others 41.2 421 -06 v 44.1 ** -.19
Experiences  Student-Faculty Interaction 26.4 29.5 ** -.20 33.8 == A6
with Foculty  Effective Teaching Practices 40.6 114 -06 v 43.5 ==+ -.21
Campus Quality of Interactions 40.1 44,4 =" -.37 A6.5 ==* .53
Environment Supportive Environment 34.4 34.6 -0l v 37.0 ** -.19




High-Impact Practices

Due to their positive associations with student learning and retention, certain undergraduate opportunities are

designated "high-impact." High-Impact Practices (HIPs) share several traits:

« They demand considerable time and effort, facilitate learning outside of the classroom, require meaningful
interactions with faculty and students, encourage collaboration with diverse others, and provide frequent and

substantive feedback.

 As aresult, participation in these practices can be life-changing (Kuh, 2008). NSSE founding director George
Kuh recommends that institutions should aspire for all students to participate in at least two HIPs over the
course of their undergraduate experience—one during the first year and one in the context of their major (NSSE,

2007).

NSSE asks students about their participation in six HIPs. Unlike most questions on the NSSE survey, the HIP
guestions are not limited to the current school year. Thus, senior students' responses include participation from

prior years.

Service learning

Courses that included a community-based project

Learning Community

Formal program where groups of students
take two or more classes together

Research with Faculty

Work with a faculty member on a research
project

Internship or Field Experience

Internship, co-op, field experience, student
teaching, or clinical placement

Study Abroad

Study abroad experience

Culminating Senior Experience

Capstone course, senior project or thesis,
comprehensive exam, portfolio, etc.




High-Impact Practices Overview

First-year students

LAU

New England Region

Carnegie Peers

NSSE 2017 & 2018

0%

M Participated in two or more HIPs

First-year

51%

45%

50%

46%

25% 50% 75% 100%

Participated in one HIP

Your students' participation compared with:

LAU New England Region Carnegie Peers NSSE 2017 & 2018
First-year % Difference ES Difference ES Difference ES
Service-Learning 59 a2 w94 3 | 06 9 B 19
Learning Community 11 | -1 -04 -0 -01 | -1 -03
Research with Faculty 6 +2 | * 07 +2 I * 07 +2 | * .09
Participated in at least one 62 N | w97 2| 04 7 N LY
Participated in two or more 12 +3 I ** 10 +2 | .06 +3 I * .09




High-Impact Practices Overview

Senior students

Senior

LAU 19%
New England Region 18%
Carnegie Peers 22%
NSSE 2017 & 2018 24%
0% 25% 50% 75% 100%
M Participated in two or more HIPs Participated in one HIP
Your students' participation compared with:
LAU New England Region Carnegie Peers NSSE 2017 & 2018
Senior % Difference S Difference ES Difference ES
Service-Learning 80 21 I O o+ a1 B 26 410 I v 4
Learning Community 21 I -5 -11 * -13 I 2 -.06
Research with Faculty 22 . -8 ¥* .19 -05 | 2 -04
Internship or Field Exp. 54 l10 ¥HE .20 +1 03 .05
Study Abroad 9 | 13 w643 .13 = .20
Culminating Senior Exp. 62 +6 I * 13 +12 *hr 24 *k* 35
Participated in at least one 96 +5 I ** 19 +7 *hx 28 *k* 35
Participated in two or more 76 +4 I .08 +11 ¥Rx 23 X 3)




First-year Students

First-Year Students

Service-Learning

About how many of LAU
your courses at this
institution have
included a community-
bazed project (servics-
learning)?

Mew England Region
Carnegie Peers

MSSE 2017 & 2018

Learning Community

Participate in a LAU
learning community or
zome other formal Mew England Region

program whets groups
of students take two
of more claszes
together.

Carnegie Peers

MSSE 2017 & 2018

Research with a Faculty Member

Work with a faculty LAU
member on a rezearch
project. Mew England Region

Carnegie Peers

MSSE 2017 & 2018

% Most or all

15 ]

8

11

% Done or in progress

1 [}

12
11

12

% Done or in progress

sl

4

% Some

39
46

41

% Plan to do

s [l

29
30

28

% Plan to do

«

40
30

35

% Mone

« [

52
43

50

% Have not decided

-« I

34
35

33

% Have not decided

s [l

37
39

38

% Do not plan to do

2: ||}

25
24

7

% Do not plan to do

i |

15
27

24




First-year Students

Plans to Participate

Enowing whether first-yvear students plan to

participate in upper-division HIPs

can reveal

insights about HIPF demand, awareness of
opportunities, and the clanty of institutional
information. These results might also point to
topics for additional exploration, such as

what contnbutes to students’ expectations,

their assumptions about who can participate,

or why other students are undecided or have

no plans to participate in the activity.

MNew

LAL
England Region

Carnegie Peers

M55E 2017 & 2018

Percentage responding "Plan to do”

Internship or Field
Experience

Participate in an internship. co-

op, field experience, student

teaching, or chinical placement.

»» I

79
75

7d

Study Abroad
Participate in a study abroad
program.

«« I
51
39

43

Culminating Senior

Experience

Complete a culminating
seriior experience (capstone
course, senior project or
thesis, comprehensive exam,
portfolio, etc.).

., I
o0
54

52




Senior Students

Seniors

Service-Learning

About how many of LAU

vour courses at this
institution have Mew England Region
included a community- .

based project (service- Carnegle Peers

x o
leaming)’ NSSE 2017 & 2018

Learning Community

Participate m a learming LAU
COMIMINitY or some

other formal program MNew England Region
where groups of .
students take two or Carnegie Peers

more classes together. MSSE 2017 & 2018

Research with a Faculty Member

Work with a faculty

member on a research

LAL
project. MNew England Region

Carnegie Peers

MS5E 2017 & 2018

% Most or all

ol |

10
16

12

% Done or in progress
21 -

26

27

23

% Done or in progress
22 -

30

24

24

% Some

- [

49
52

48

% Plan to do
24-

3
10

10

% Plan to do
=0 [l

9
11

12

% None

20 [}

41
32

40

% Have not decided
2 [l

1z

15

14

% Have not decided
22 -

11

15

15

% Do not plan to do
26 -

55

48

53

% Do not plan to do
27 -

50

50

50




Senior Students

Internship or Field Experience

Participate il an
mternship. co-op. field
experience, student
teaching, or clinical

placement.

Study Abroad

Participate in a study
abroad program.

LAU
Mew England Region
Carnegie Peers

MSSE 2017 & 2018

LAU
Mew England Region
Carnegie Peers

MNSSE 2017 & 2018

Culminating Senior Experience

Complete a culminating

SErior experience
(capstone course,
senior project or
thesis, comprehensive
exam, portfolio, ete).

LAU

Mew England Region

Carnegie Peers

MNSSE 2017 & 2018

% Done or in progress

- [

B4
52

51

% Done or in progress
|

24

13

15

% Done or in progress
- [

56

50

45

% Plan to do

- [l

17
23

22

% Plan to do

2s [l

5

% Plan to do
22 -

16

24

22

% Have not decided
|

=

% Have not decided

s [l

7
1z

1z

% Have not decided

1I]I

&

10

% Do not plan to do
s

13

16

17

% Do not plan to do

o I

64
68

15

% Do not plan to do
5|

22

17

24




Learning Community and Service
Learning: Taking a Closer Look

= Percentage of first-year students who participated in a
learning community and in course-based service-learning.

100%

m AU =New England peers
75%

59%

500 48%

25%
11% 12%

W

Learning Community Service-Learning



Learning Community and Service
Learning: Taking a Closer Look

= Percentage of senior students who participated in a
learning community and in course-based service-learning.

100%

m AU = New England peers 80%
75%
59%

50%

26%
250 21% o

O%—-

Learning Community Service-Learning




Work with Faculty on Research Project and

Culminating Senior Experience: Taking a
Closer Look

Senior students

= Percentage of seniors who worked on a research project

with a faculty member, and who did a culminating senior
experience.

100%

mLAU
75% New England peers

62%

56%
50%

30%

25% 22%
0% —-
Work w/Faculty on Culminating Senior

Research Project Experience



High-Impact Practices- First-year
students: Over the years

IHigh-Impact Practices: First-year students

Service-Learning
l(Some. most, or all courses)

00 %
75%

- 55%
50%
25%
0%

2013* 2044* 2015 2016 2017* 2018*

Internship/Field Experience
[(Plan to do)

hooH

73% 73N
75%  6BW ToR
0%

25%

0%
2013* 2014* 2015 2016 2017* 2018*

Learning Community
[Done or in progress)

100%

755

50%

25%

0%

12%  12% 0% 11%

2013* 2014* 2015 2016 2017* 201E*

Study Abroad
[Plan to do)

100%

755

50%

25%

0%

58 AE% AR 455

2013* 2014* 2015 2016 2017* 2018*

Research with Faculty
[Done or in progress)

100%

755

50%

25%

0%

B% 7% 5% 5%
—
* - —+
2013* 2014* 2015 2016 2017+ 201E*

Culminating Senior Experience

[Plan to dol
100%
75%
£2%
505
25%
0%
2013*

53%

2014

51
57

2015 2016 2017* 2018*

Overall first-year HIP participation

The figure below displays the percentages of
first-vear students who participated in one,
and two or more, HIPs. The fizure is limited to
participation in a learning commumty, service-
leaming, and research with faculty.

75%

4%
513 =% o

25%

14%

2013* 2014* 2015 2016 2017* 2018*

= Participated in twoor more HIPs

=——f— Participated in one HIP




High-Impact Practices- Senior
students: Over the years

High-lmpact Practices: Seniors

Service-Learning Learning Community Research with Faculty
[Some, most, or all courses] [Done or in progress) [Done or in progress)
100% 100% 100% i .
Overall senior HIP participation
BO% ;i
s _— The_ figure below_d:tspla}rsj the percentages of
. . 755 _— seniors who participated in one, and two or
more, HIPs. The figure includes all six HIPs.
S50% 50% S0%
27% 2% 5%
24% 23%
21% 2% 22% 100%
25% =% P—y ] 25%
—
B3%
6% 5%
0% 0% 0% Tk
2013* 2014* 2015 2016 2017* 2015* 2013* 2014* 2015 2016 2017* 2015* 2013* 2014* 2015 2016 2017* 201E* Bei
Internship/Field Experience Study Abroad Culminating Senior Experience
[Done or in progress] [Done or in progress] [Done or in progress) 500
100% 100% 100%
7%
755% 755 755 5% g9 21% 19%
4% 5% i
8% 58% 553 : 14%
M‘E
0% 50% 0%
0%
2013* 2014* 2015 2016 2017* 2018*
25% 25% 25%
. % 2% a3 —¥— Participated in two or more HIPs
‘w_...-----""“L —— —#— Particpated in one HIP
0% 0% 0%

2013* 2014* 2015 2016 2017* 2018* 2013* 2014* 2015 2016 2017* 2018* 2013* 2014* 2015 2016 2017* 2018*




Engagement Indicators and High Impact
Practices: Highest and Lowest Questions

Highest and lowest performing items compared to New

England peer group

First-year

Highest Performing Relative to New England Region .

Discussions with... People with political views other than your own® (DD) 2d. +14
Discussions with... People with religious beliefs other than your own® (DD) ac. +12
About how many courses have included a community-based project (service-learning)?® (HIPJL2. +12
Instructors used examples or illustrations to explain difficult points” (ET) 3¢

Discussed course topics, ideas, or concepts with a faculty member outside of class” (SF) 3c.

Lowest Performing Relative to New England Region -30 20 -10 0 10 20 30
Quality of interactions with academic advisors™ (Ql) 13b. -11

Quality of interactions with faculty™ (Ql) 13c. -12

dentified key information from reading assignments” (LS) 9a. -13

Asked another student to help you understand course material® [CL) le, -20

Included diverse perspectives (...} in course discussions or assignments” (R Zc. 25

Percentage Point Difference with New England Region




Engagement Indicators and High Impact
Practices: Highest and Lowest Questions

Highest and lowest performing items compared to New
England Peer group

Senior
Highest Performing Relative to New England Region e i
About how many courses have included a community-based project (service-learning) ?® (HIP) 12, +21
Discussions with... People with political views other than your own® (DD) ad. +17
Institution emphasis on encouraging contact among students from different backgrounds...” (SE)  14d. +13
Worked with other students on course projects or assignments® (CL) 1h. +12
Prepared for exams by discussing or working through course material w/other students” (CL) 1g. +11
Lowest Performing Relative to New England Region -0 -200 10 0 0 20 30
Asked another student to help you understand course material® (CL) le. -10
Participated in an internship, co-op, field exp., student teach., clinical placemt. (HIP) 11a. -10
Discussions with... People of a race or ethnicity other than your own® (DD) 8a. -13

11d. -16

Participated in a study abroad program (HIP)

Included diverse perspectives (...) in course discussions or assignments® (RI) 2c. -16




Overall
Experience



Perceived gains: Results for LAU

Students reported how much their experience at LAU contributed to their

knowledge, skills and Eersonal develoement in ten areas;

Perceived Gains:Percentage of LAU responding "very much" and
"quite a bit"

Thinking critically and analytically —_—ee

83%
Speaking clearly and effectively R 32%
(4]
73%

Writing clearly and effectively _—

79%
. o 69%
Work ff | h oth
74%

Understanding people of other backgrounds (economic, racial/ethnic, political,
religious, nationality, etc.) 76%

0,
Developing or clarifying a personal code of values and ethics a2 76%
(]
69%

Analyzing numerical and statistical information _—

74%
0,

Acquiring job- or work-related knowledge and skills _—_— = 69%
()

. . o 61%

B f tive cit —_—

eing an informed and active citizen 57%
[v)
Solving complex real-world problems _ S 63%
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%

B First-years M Senior



Perceived gains: First-year Students

Perceived Gains:Percentage of First-years responding "very much" and "quite
a bit"
81%
Thinking critically and analytically 76%
77%
Understanding people of other backgrounds (economic, racial/ethnic, political,

religious, nationality, etc.)

Writing clearly and effectively

Speaking clearly and effectively

Working effectively with others

Analyzing numerical and statistical information

Developing or clarifying a personal code of values and ethics

Being an informed and active citizen

Acquiring job- or work-related knowledge and skills

Solving complex real-world problems

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%

HLAU m®mNewEngland ® NSSE 2017 & 2018



Perceived gains: Senior Students

Perceived Gains:Percentage of Seniors responding "very much" and "quite a
bit"

Thinking critically and analytically

Speaking clearly and effectively

Writing clearly and effectively

Working effectively with others

Understanding people of other backgrounds (economic, racial/ethnic, political,
religious, nationality, etc.)

Developing or clarifying a personal code of values and ethics

74%
Analyzing numerical and statistical information

Acquiring job- or work-related knowledge and skills

Being an informed and active citizen

Solving complex real-world problems

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%

HLAU ®New England B NSSE 2017 & 2018



Student Satisfaction: Results for LAU

Percentage of LAU rating their overall experience as
"Excellent or Good"

Seniors 87%

First-years 88%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Percentage of LAU who would "Definitely" or "Probably"
attend this institution again

Seniors

84%

First-years 87%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%




Student Satisfaction: First-year Students

Percentage of First-years rating their overall
experience as "Excellent or Good"

Lau - | 38%
New England - |  357%
Nss 2017 & 2018 | 54%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Percentage of First-years who would "Definitely"
or "Probably" attend this institution again

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%




Student Satisfaction: Senior Students

Percentage of Seniors rating their overall
experience as "Excellent or Good"

LAU - |, 57°%o
New England - | 5%
NssE 2017 & 2018 | 85%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Percentage of Seniors who would "Definitely" or
"Probably" attend this institution again

LAU - |, 5<%
New England - |  51.%
NssE 2017 & 2018 | 527

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%




