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ABSTRACT

The two studies reported here examined the validity of several
Evaluation/Survey Service (ESS) surveys for accurately reflecting changes in
students’ perceptions resulting from changes made by an institution in its
policies, programs, services, or environment.

In Study 1 we asked personnel at several postsecondary institutions to
identify specific items on various ESS surveys for which student responses were
expected to change as a result of changes made by the institution since the last
survey administration. Changes in actual student responses were compared to
these projected changes; the ratio of hits to misses was analyzed and mean
student responses were compared for different administrations of a survey .

In study 2 we identified changes in mean student responses over two or more
administrations and then asked institutional personnel to provide possible
explanations for those changes. Each explanation was rated in terms of the
likelihood that the suggested institutional change could account for the observed
differences in student responses. For the four surveys examined, 74 percent of
the proposed explanations were considered acceptable.

Overall, the two studies strongly supported the validity of three ESS
instruments for reflecting changes in students’ perceptions over time: the
Student Opinion Survey (4-year), the Survey of Academic Advising, and the
Withdraw/Nonreturning Student Survey. Three other ESS surveys, the Adult Learner
Needs Assessment Survey, the Student Opinion Survey (2-year), and the Entering
Student Survey, received less support, perhaps due to the smaller institutional

and student sample sizes associated with these surveys.
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THE VALIDITY OF EVALUATION/SURVEY SERVICE SURVEY
INSTRUMENTS FOR REFLECTING INSTITUTIONAL CHANGE

The Evaluation/Survey Service (ESS) surveys were developed in the late
1970's to provide educational institutions with the means to assess students’
opinions, attitude;, goals, and impressions. These instruments offer several
advantages to institutions, including theory-based construction, availability of
consultation with expert practitioners, pilot tested items, ease of
administration and processing, and the availability of a variety of user-norm
groups.

The effectiveness of these surveys depends upon the degree to which they
meet appropriate standards of wvalidity and reliability (i.e., are they
appropriate for their intended uses and do they provide consistent and stable
measurement) . Although each survey serves a slightly different purpose, they all
provide student information that administrators can use to help guide and
evaluate institutional reform.

Background

Although the reliability of many ESS surveys has been examined (e.g.,
Valiga, 1983; see also the ESS User’s QGuide, 1989) the validity of these
instruments for specific uses has been investigated primarily only through local
validity studies. These studies have been conducted at individual institutions
to determine the degree to which information from a particular ESS survey could
help them improve their services or programs. ESS surveys examined in these
local wvalidity studies include the Withdrawing/Non-returning Survey (Granger,
1981; Nelson & Urff, 1982), the Alumni Survey (Jones, 1982), and the Student
Opinion Survey (Cosgrove, 1984; Klainer, 1982). Although these studies
consistently found that particular ESS surveys provided useful feedback from
survey respondents, generalization of the results to other institutions with
different environmental and student characteristics could not be assured.

A few multi-institution studies have addressed the validity of ESS survey
instruments for identifying institutional characteristics that contribute to
student success. Forrest (1985) examined responses to the Alumni Survey from

recent graduates of 40 institutions and found positive relationships among
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graduate satisfaction, rates of persistence to graduation, and an individualized
instructional style.

Valiga (1980) conducted a factor analysis on responses to the Student
Opinion Survey and found a positive relationship with a structure of college
outcomes developed at the National Center for Higher Education Management
Systems. Valiga (1982) also conducted a factor analysis of responses to the
Student Opinion Survey from students at 42 institutions and found a factor
structure that was highly similar to the six subgroups of satisfaction-ratings
items in that survey.

Davis (1982) investigated the discriminant validity of the Adult Learner
Needs Assessment Survey and found that this instrument was capable of
distinguishing among the personal and career needs of older adults, young adults,
and traditional-aged students.

The preceding studies provide some support for the validity of the ESS
surveys examined, primarily as instruments for eliciting the perceptions of
students concerning institutional programs, services, or general environment.
However, no studies examined specifically the validity of ESS instruments for
assessing changes in student perceptions over time. The purpose of the present
study was to examine the degree to which ESS surveys accurately reflect changes
in student perceptions resulting from changes made by an institution in its
programsg, services, and/or environment. An instrument that is wvalid for
measuring students’ perceptions of an institution (e.g., a survey) will obtain
accurate and consistent results over time, as long as those perceptions remain
stable. If an institution implements a change or reform to a particular program
or service, students’ perceptions should change accordingly. If the survey is
valid for measuring changes in student perception, these changes will be
reflected by changes in students’ responses to relevant survey items.

This study investigated the validity of selected ESS surveys for reflecting
changes in students’ perceptions over time. These perceptual changes were
assumed to have resulted from modifications or reforms in institutions’ programs,

services, or environment. Two guestions were examined:
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1. Do the survey items reflect changes in student perceptions projected
by institutional personnel, as measured by differences in mean
student response over time?

2. Can changes in student perceptions over time, as measured by
differences in mean student response, be explained after the fact in
terms of specific institutional changes/reforms?

These questions were addressed in two separate studies. Both studies examined
the capability of relevant survey items to reflect perceptual changes over time.
Study 1, however, required institutional personnel to predict perceptual changes,
based on institutional reforms that had been implemented. Study 2 asked
institutional personnel to explain existing differences in mean student response
over time in terms of institutional reforms, if possible.
Analysis of Projected Differences

Data for Study 1

We identified sixteen ESS user-institutions that requested a particular
survey, and that had administered the same survey between one and three years
earlier. Personnel from these institutions were asked to complete a
questionnaire sent immediately following their current order. They were asked
to report any institutional changes made since the last administration of the
survey that might influence students’ survey responses on the next
administration. We then asked them to identify specific items on the survey that
they felt would be affected by these reforms and to predict the nature of the
changes in student response. For example, one might predict that opening a new
computer center would increase students’ ratings of satisfaction with computer
services. Personnel were asked to return the completed questionnaires prior to
obtaining the results from their next survey administration. A copy of the cover
letter and questionnaire used in the study are provided in Appendix A.

The usability of the responses from institutional personnel was evaluated
using several criteria: First, each projected difference in student response had
to involve data not yet collected. Predictions that failed to meet this

criterion were removed from this study and added to the analysis of explained
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differences (Study 2). Second, the projected response changes had to be
unambiguous. For example, some users predicted opposing changes in mean student
response for a single item, based on two different institutional reforms.
Additionally, some users indicated they were unsure which direction a change in
response might take, or else failed to specify the direction. Where such
ambiguities occurred, institutiocnal personnel were contacted by phone and by
letter in an attempt to resolve the ambiguity. If these ambiguities remained
unresolved, the affected items for that institution were dropped from the study.
Third, a sample size of at least 30 students per institution was required for
each item considered in the study.

Nine of the sixteen user-institutions returned usable predictions and
student survey data. Six institutions provided data for the Student Opinion
Survey (4-Year college version), two provided data for the Survey of Academic
Advising, and one provided data for the Adult Learner Needs Assessment Survey.

Student Opinion Survey (SOS 4-Year). The S0S 4-year examines enrolled

students’ perceptions of the programs, services, and environment provided by
their four-year institution. The survey form comprises five sections: Section
I collects student demographic data. Section II gathers student ratings of usage
and level of satisfaction regarding 23 types of college services and programs
(e.g., advising services and cultural programs) . Section III collects student
ratings of six aspects of their college environment (academic, admissions, rules
and regulations, facilities, registration, and general) . Sections IV anua V
provide space for additicnal local items and for comments from respondents.
Table Bl of Appendix B contains the demographic data for the six
institutions that returned data for the SOS 4-year. Five of these institutions
offered a terminal Master’s degree, and one offered a professional degree (e.g.,
law, medicine, dentistry). Survey administration procedures and sampling
techniques differed somewhat among institutions, but were, for all but one

institution, identical across administrations within each institution.
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Table B2 of Appendix B summarizes the student sampling procedures used by
each institution that administered the S0S 4-year. The time period between
survey administrations ranged from one to three years, but usually was between
one and two years. The surveys were administered to all four undergraduate
c¢lasses for all but one of the six institutions.

Student characteristics that might influence responses to some survey items
also were examined for each institution (see Table B3 of Appendix B). These
characteristics included age, race, sex, marital status, purpose in attending the
institution, and college residence. Again, differences over time within a
particular institution were generally minor. The largest intra-institutional
differences were found for the percent of students living on campus; although all
six institutions showed a decrease in the percent of students living on campus
between the two administrations, the size of the decrease showed some variation,
ranging from 2% to 19% across institutions.

Survey of Academic Adviging (SAA). The SAA obtains students’ impressions

of their institution’s academic advising services (as distinguished from personal
or career counseling services). The survey form is composed of 7 sections, 3 of
which provided data for this study: Section I collects student biographical
information. Section III assesses the degree to which students have discussed
18 types of topics with their academic advisors along with their ratings of
satisfaction with their advisor’s assistance for each topic discussed. Section
IV asks students to rate their level of agreement with 36 statements about their
advisor (e.g., My advisor knows who I am; My advisor allows sufficient time to
discuss issues or problems.)

The two institutions that returned data for the SAA were both eastern
colleges with less than 3,000 students. One was a two-year suburban community
college offering an Associate degree program, and the other was four-year college
offering a Bachelor’s degree program.

Student characteristics that might influence responses to some survey items
were examined for each institution. These included age, race, sex, college GPA,

and purpose for attending the institution. As shown in Appendix C, both student



characteristics and sampling procedures were stable across survey administrations
for each institution.

Adult Learner Needs Assegsment Survey (ALNAS). The ALNAS explores the

perceived educational and personal needs of enrolled and prospective adult
students. The survey form comprises 5 sections, 2 of which provided data for
this study: Section I collects demographic data from students and Section III
asks students to rate the degree to which they need help with each of 66 personal
or educational needs in the areas of life skills and career development,
educational planning, and associations with others.

The one institution that returned survey data for the ALNAS was a four-year
state college in the eastern United States, offering both Bachelor’s and Master's
degree programs to approximately 3,600 students. Relevant student
characteristics as well as a description of the sampling procedures used for each
of three administrations are provided in Appendix D. Three administrations were
included for this survey because institutional personnel indicated that some
changes had been started between the first and second administrations, but their
effects were expected to develop gradually. Although the total sample size was
about 100 students for each administration, this number decreased to less than
30 students for some items. This reduction occurred because students marked a
"Doeg Not Apply" option in appropriate situations (e.g., "I need help coping with
divorce or separation").

Method

Data that met the usability criteria outlined earlier in this paper were
analyzed by first computing the mean student response for each item by
administration, and then calculating the difference between pre- and post-change
mean responses (i.e., across administrationg). These differences were compared
with theilr respective predictions. Differences between the two responses were
designated as hits if they were in the expected direction, or as misses if they
were in the opposite direction. We then used the Sign Test for Matched Pairs
(Hays, 1981, p. 587) to determine whether the proportion of hits to misses was

significantly greater than the proportion that would be expected due to chance
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alone (p < .001). Finally, we conducted a two-sample t test for each target item
to determine whether the difference in mean student response was statistically
significant.

Results

sStudent Opinion Survey - 4-Year. The gix SO0S 4-year institutions

identified a total of 31 items for which they anticipated changes in mean student
response. Five of these items were eliminated; four items were discarded because
the institutional changes occurred after the most recent administration, and one
item was dropped due to small sample size (N < 30). Three of the five discarded
items came from one institution, representing 75% of the targeted survey items
for that institution. The other two discarded items came from two different
institutions, and represented 5% of the total number of targeted items from one
institution, and 17% of the total from the other institution. The final item
pool consisted of 26 items for which changes were anticipated between pre-change
and post-change means.

Table 1 indicates that 23 of the 26 projected changes in mean student
response were supported (hits). The Sign test indicated that this level of
agreement differed significantly from chance (z = 3.23; p < .001). The t tests
for each item revealed that mean student responses differed significantly over
time for 12 of the 23 hits (p < .05).

Survey of Academic Advising. Table 2 contains the results of the analysis

for the items from the Survey of Academic Advising. Personnel at the two
institutions identified 23 items for which they anticipated changes in mean
student response. Eighteen of the 23 items showed changes in mean student
response that were in the expected direction (hits). For three of the remaining
five items, changes were in the opposite direction from what was expected
(misses), and the other two items showed identical mean student responses for
both administrations {(ties). The Sign test for the 21 untied pairs of means
indicated that the level of agreement (hits) differed significantly from that
expected due to chance alone (z = 5.68; p < .001). We conducted a series of t

tests and found significant differences between mean student responses for 5 of
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the 18 hits (p <« .05). Differences for three additional hits were significant

at a less restrictive level of significance (p < .10).

Adult Learner Needs Assgessment Survey. Table 3 contains the results of the

analysis of ALNAS items. Institutional personnel identified 22 items for which
changes in mean student response were expected, Two of these items were
discarded due to small sample sizes (N < 30). We compared differences in mean
student response for the remaining 20 items and found nine hits, nine misses, and
two ties. The Sign test for the 18 untied pairs showed that the ratio of hits
to misses did not differ significantly from chance (p > .05). We conducted ¢t
tests for each of the 18 untied pairs, and found significant differences in mean
student response for two of the nine hits (p < .05).
. Analysis of Explained Differences

Data for Study 2

The data for this study were obtained in two ways. We first identified 187
institutions that had administered the same survey more than once to their
students. For each institution we compared the type of student samples,
administration techniques, and sampling techniques used for each administration
to determine their similarity over time. Institutions were eliminated if they
used nonrandom sampling or if they administered the survey forms less than one
year apart. In some cases an institution administered the survey forms at
intervals of less than one year, but had continued this process over several
years. When this occurred, item response comparisons were made only at one-year
intervals (e.g., March, 1986 responses would be compared to March, 1987
responses). This procedure resulted in a sample of 59 institutions. The second
source of data consisted of 28 items from five institutions participating in
Study 1. These items showed relatively large differences over time, but had not
been identified (flagged) by institutional personnel as items for which they
anticipated changes. The final combined sample consisted of responses from 64
institutions that had administered a total of 68 survey instruments at least
twice (including four institutions that administered two different surveys

twice.)
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For each institution and survey administration, mean student responses were
computed for all Likert-type items. Differences in mean student response were
then computed for each item, across survey administrations. Differences were
identified in accordance with the following criteria: Mean differences of .35
or greater were required for S5-option items, differences of .30 or greater were
required for 4-option items, and differences of .25 or greater were required for
3-option items. (These somewhat conservative criteria were used to ensure that
mean differences would be both statistically and meaningfully significant given
a considerable range of sample sizes from institution to institution.) In cases
involving sample sizes less than 100, required minimum mean response differences
were increased by .05 units for all items. For each institution, items that
showed the greatest differences between administrations were selected; a maximum
of five items were used for each institution.

Questionnaires were sent to the 59 institutions in May, 1987. We asked
institutional personnel to identify changes or reforms that might have resulted
in the observed differences in mean student response. They were asked to
describe those changes, and to provide the dates they occurred. A copy of the
cover letter and of the questionnaire are provided in Appendix E. A follow-up
letter was sent one month later to non-respondents. Three weeks later copies of
the original gquestionnaire and a revised cover letter were mailed to each
institution that still had not responded. Letters were also sent to the five
institutions from Study 1 concerning the 28 unflagged items that had shown large
differences in mean student response. Institutional personnel were asked to
identify any change or reform made at the institution that might account for the
differences in mean student response, and to include the date of each change.

Questionnaires were returned by 26 of the 59 institutions selected
specifically for Study 2, and by all 5 of the institutions from Study 1,
resulting in an overall response rate of 51%. Responses were received for four
SUrveys:

(1) the Student Opinion Survey for 4-year colleges (S0S 4-year), which

explores students’ perceptions of the programs and services offered at
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their institution.

(2) the Withdrawing/Nonreturning Student Survey (W/NRSS), which helps

institutional personnel determine why some students leave before finishing

a degree or certificate program.

(3) the Student Opinion Survey for 2-year colleges (SOS 2-year), which is

similar to the SOS 4-year, but tailored to meet the special needs of two-

vear institutions.

(4) the Entering Student Survey (ENSS), which provides a variety of

demographic, background, and educational information about students who

are newly enrolled at an institution.

Appendix F contains institutional and student characteristics and a summary
of the sampling procedures used by the 31 institutions that provided data for
Study 2. The 21 institutions that used the Student Opinion Survey (4-year)
represented a diverse sample of geographical regions across the United States.
Additionally, these institutions represented a broad range of both institution
and community sizes, types of degrees offered, affiliations, and academic
programs offered. Participating institutions for the other three surveys were
considerably fewer in number, and thus reflected a somewhat smaller range of
characteristics. However, characteristics of the student population seldom
differed by more than 10% from one administration to the next within any
particular institution, and were considered unlikely to influence the results.

In most cases, sampling procedures were similar across administrations tor
a particular institution. Student response rates were relatively low or
inconsistent for some institutions, particularly for the W/NRSS and SOS 4-year
surveys. As a result, mean student response may be less representative of the
total student population at these institutions.

Method

The explanations of mean response differences provided by institutional
personnel were first examined for clarity. Ambiguities were resolved through
further discussion by phone with institutional personnel. Next, each explanation

was categorized in the following manner:
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a. Not acceptable: No explanation given.

b. Not acceptable: The explanation implied a change in the opposite

direction from the data.

c. Not acceptable: The explanation addressed the wrong time period or

the wrong content.

d. Not acceptable: The explanation was judged too subjective.

e. Acceptable.

Two raters separately categorized each explanation using this rating scheme, and
the two sets of ratings were compared. The raters categorized 131 of the 136
explanations identically. For three of the remaining five explanations, both
raters described the explanations as not acceptable, but differed in their
reasons for this rating. Thus, the raters differed in their ratings of only 2
of the 136 explanations in terms of their acceptability. -All five discrepancies
in ratings were resolved through discussion.

Hit rates were calculated for each item by finding the ratio of the total
number of institutions providing acceptable explanations for that item to the
total number of institutions providing any explanation for that item. Table 4
contains a list of the number of acceptable and unacceptable explanations and the
hit rates for the relevant items in each of the four surveys.

Results

Student Opinion Survey (4-year). Overall, 75 of the 102 explanations

produced by the institutions were rated acceptable, yvielding a hit rate of 74%.
Fourteen items from Section II of the survey (representing 61% of the items in
that section) were analyzed. Of the 44 explanations provided for these items,
34 were rated acceptable, resulting in a hit rate of 77%. For Section III, 28
items were analyzed, representing 67% of the items in that section. Of the 58
explanations provided for these items, 42 were rated acceptable, producing a hit
rate of 72%.

Of the 42 items for which explanations were analyzed, 26 items had 100% hit
rates and 6 items had 0% hit rates. Satisfactory explanations were generally

available for all major aspects of the college environment covered in the S0S (4-
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year), with the exception of "campus rules and regulations." Ttems involving
this topic (e.g., III-17 and III-18) showed hit rates below 50%.

Withdrawing/Nonreturning Student Survey. Eighteen explanations were

provided for a total of 16 items on the W/NRSS. Four of the explanations
concerned four items in Section II (8% of the items in that section); three of
the four explanations (75%) were rated acceptable. The remaining 14 explanations
concerned 12 items from Section III (about 26% of the iteme in that section) .

Eleven of these 14 explanations (79%) were rated acceptable.

Student Opinion Survey (2-year). The explanations for the £08& (2-year)

concerned 10 items from Sections III and IV, representing 16% of the total number
of relevant survey items. Seven of the 10 explanations provided (70%) were rated

acceptable.

Entering Student Survey. Explanations for the ENSS were provided for six

items, representing 13% of the items in Section IIT of the instrument. Three of
the six explanations provided (50%) were rated acceptable.
Discussion

Summary

Two approaches were used to examine the validity of ESS surveys for
reflecting changes in students’ perceptions resulting from institutional reforms
of programs and services. For Study 1, we examined the degree to which survey
items reflected changes in student perceptions, as projected by institutional
personnel. For Study 2, we noted relatively large differences in mean student
responses between successive administrations of a survey, and asked institutional
personnel to list institutional reforms that might have produced those changes.
Thus, item sensitivity was examined from two converging perspectives, the first
based on predicted changes, and the second based on observed differences in the
data.

Student Opinion Survey (4-year). The SOS 4d-year was the only instrument

examined in both Study 1 and Study 2. Both studies provided substantial support
concerning the sensitivity of this survey to changes in student perceptions

arising from institutional reform. Hit rates for both studies were over 75%, and
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the percent of statistically significant hits was over 50% for Study 1. Both
Section II and Section III of the survey appear to be sensitive to changes in

student perceptions across a broad range of academic and nonacademic aspects of

college life.

Survey of Academic Advising. The use of this survey instrument for

assessing changes in student perceptions was also supported by the results from
Study 1. Over 75% of the predicted changes were supported by the student
response data. Thus, SAA items appear to reflect changes in student perceptions
resulting from changes in the advising program. However, the results of this
analysis are based only on the responses of two institutions. Thus, these

results may not generalize to all SAA user-institutions.

Withdrawing/Nonreturning Student Survey. This survey form was examined in
Study 2 and received relatively strong support. Seventy-eight percent of the
explanations offered by the five participating institutions were rated
acceptable. Thus, the analysis supported the wvalidity of the survey for
reflecting changes in the perceptions of withdrawing students for these
institutions.

Adult Learner Needs Assessment Survey. The analysis of this survey yielded

somewhat inconclusive results, due to several factors. First, only one
institution participated in this analysis, thus generalization to other
institutions is not appropriate. Second, responses to Section III of the ALNAS
are problematic. For example, one might predict that a particular institutional
change will lead to a more positive response on the survey form. However, for
many items, a "more positive response" may be that the students indicate a
greater need for a particular program, service, or skill (because students become
more aware, for example, of the complexity of reading comprehension). For other
items, a more positive response may be a decrease in perceived need because a
particular program or service has resolved many of the students’ needs in those
areas (for example, learning how to find job openings). Third, the one
participating institution administered this survey form to some adult learners

who were only potential (i.e., not yet enrolled) students, and thus may not have
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had direct experience with the programs and services assessed by particular

survey items. Data from these students are therefore suspect.

Student Opinion Survey (2-year). This instrument was examined in Study 2;

the data consisted of responses to 10 items from only two institutions. For
these two institutions, personnel generated acceptable explanations for 70% of
the differences in student satisfaction, thus supporting the validity of the
survey for reflecting these differences over time. However, the data are limited
and this conclusion may not generalize to other institutions.

Entering Student Survey. The analysis for this survey was based on the

responses from only three institutions and six items. Too few student responses
were obtained to permit an accurate interpretation of these data.
Conclusions

Generally, the survey items examined in this study showed substantial
sensitivity to changes in students’ perceptions over time. This study suggests
that several ESS surveys (particularly the SOS 4-year, the SAA, the S0S 2-year,
and the W/NRSS) can help institutions study the impact of programs and services
on the perceptions of their student population.

Factors influencing interpretation. Interpretation of the results of this

study should be guided by the following considerations and cautions:

1. Capabilities of institutional personnel. Personnel who provided
predictions (Study 1) or explanations (Study 2) were not equall
gspecific in their responses and differed in both the number and type
of survey items they believed would be affected by a given
institutional change. This difference was most noticeable in Study
1, in which personnel were required to hypothesize relationships
between institutional change and survey items.

2. Statistical versus meaningful significance. Some changes in student
perceptions may not have been statistically significant due to small
sample sizes, but nonetheless may have represented meaningful

changes. Conversely, some minor differences in student perceptions
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may have reached statistical significance and yet may not have
reflected any meaningful change in student perceptions. Change in
mean student response must be interpreted in the context of the
perceptual shift it represents, and whether or not that shift igs of
sufficient importance to warrant further examination. The
meaningfulness of a difference in mean student response, regardless
of the size of that difference, must be determined by institutional
personnel, not by the statistics associated with it.

Representativeness and generalizability of results. Three major
factors affect the generalizability and representativeness of these
results: (1) the number of participating institutions per survey,
(2) the number of student responses per survey item, and (3) the
proportion of survey items used as indicators, compared to the total
number of survey items in the survey. Analyses for each survey
varied with regard to each of these factors. Generally, the results
for surveys based on relatively large numbers of institutions,
student responses, and selected items are more likely to be
representative of all users than are those based on small numbers.
Thus, the results of the SOS (4-yvear) analysis are probably the most
representative and also most likely to be generalizable to other
user-institutions, followed by the results for the SAA, the SO0S (2-

yvear), and the W/NRSS.
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Date

Name
Institution Name
Address

City, State Zip

Dear

I'am writing to you concerning your institution’s usage of the ACT Student Opinion Survey. |
noted from our records that your institution has used this survey one or more times for the past several
years. I hope that you have found the survey data to be helpful in identifying key issues for your
institution.

An important feature of ACT’s Evaluation/Survey Service (ESS) instruments is their ability to
provide pertinent information about students’ perceptions of college. We currently provide limited
reliability information about the surveys in our ESS User’s Guide, and have developed normative data
for several surveys. Because these data are limited, our present research focus is to develop validity data
concerning the information elicited by the surveys. This research will provide data regarding the degree
to which the surveys reflect institutional reform. For example, institutional officials might expect, given
certain reforms, that students’ responses to related items would change as a result of these reforms. It
is in regard to this issue that [ am writing to you.

You recently requested copies of the Student Opinion Survey to be administered to your students.
We would like to know if you have implemented reforms or made changes in your programs or services
since your last survey administration that you expect will result in changes in your students’ responses
on the next administration. Would you please take the time to tell us about these reforms? In addition,
please tell us the date you initiated the reforms, the survey items you expect will be affected, and a brief
description of how you expect the responses to change. | have enclosed a response form for your use,
along with detailed instructions for completing the form.

I know that time is at a premium for all our users, but I do hope you will be able to complete the
form [ have enclosed. The results of this study will benefit your institution and ACT by helping us ensure
accurate measures of student perceptions.

If you have any questions or concerns, please call Julie Noble at 319/337-1442, collect. On behalf
of ACT and the colleges that use the Evaluation/Survey Services, thank you in advance for your generous
help.

Sincerely,

Michael J. Valiga
Coordinator, Survey Services
Research Division

ACT
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Evaluation/Survey Service
Survey of Repeat ESS Users

Directions: The purpose of this survey is to examine the sensitivity of ESS surveys to institutional change.
Between 1979 and 1986 your institution participated in ACT’s Evaluation/Survey Service (ESS),
administering the Survey of Academic Advising at least once during that time period. You recently
requested copies of the survey to be administered on your campus.

Please begin by writing your name and phone number in the spaces provided. (We would like to be able
to call you if we need further clarification.) Then, identify any changes or reforms, and their date of
initiation, that you think might influence your students’ responses on the next administration. These
changes could include, for example, one or more of the following: curriculum reforms, changes in
marketing strategies, policy adjustments, changes in financial status, or changes in the student population.
Please be as specific as possible in describing the reforms. After describing the reforms, please identify
the specific survey item(s) that you expect will be influenced by the reform(s), and the direction in which
you expect students’ responses to change.

An example has been provided to supplement these directions. If you have additional questions, please
call Julie Noble (collect) at 319/337-1442. Please return this questionnaire in the enclosed envelope by
April 15 before you receive the results of the next survey administration. Thank you very much for your
cooperation.



Code:
College Name:

Survey:
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Evaluation/Survey Service
Survey of Repeat ESS Users

Name:

Phone:

Description of reform/change
and date initiated

Section/item # you feel
will be affected

Brief description of
expected change

Example: Student Opinion Survey

Fall, 1986 Implemented computerized
registration procedures. ‘Lines are much
shorter; the registration process takes
much less time.

Section Il ~ item 30
item 31
item 33

Student responses are expected
to be much more positive than in
the past.

Description of reform/change
and date initiated

Section/item # you feel
will be affected

Brief description of
expected change
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APPENDIX B

Demographic Information and Sampling
Procedures for Users of the
Student Opinion Survey (4-year) - Study 1



Table B1
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Demographic Information for Institutions Using the Student Opinion Survey (4-year) - Analysis of
Projected Differences

Size of Number of Principal majors
Region Community | students and percent
Institution | of U.S. Affiliation (1,000’s) (1,000’s) of students
A South Public 10-50 1-5 Education 35%
50-100 Business 26%
Central Private 10-50 0-1 Health 100%
C Central Private 50-100 1-5 Business 20%
Soc. Sci. 14%
D N. Cent.s | Private 10-50 1-5 Business 30%
E Central Private 10-50 1-5 Business 20%
Education 15%
F East Public 10-50 5-15 Business 25%

Math 14%
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Table B2
Sampling Procedures for Institutions Using the Student Opinion Survey (4-year) - Analysis of Projected
Differences
Institution | Sampling component Administration 1 Administration 2
A Administration dates 04/85 04/87
Number of surveys returned | 754 642
Sample type Random Random
Administration mode In class In class
Sample composition All four undergraduate classes | All four undergraduate classes
Response rate 95% 97%
B Administration dates 04/86 05/87
Number of surveys returned | 112 112
Sample type Whole population Whole population
Administration mode In class In class
Sample composition Juniors and Seniors Juniors and Seniors
Response rate 86% 100%
C Administration dates 03/86 03/87
Number of surveys returned | 201 182
Sample type Random Random
Administration mode Several methods Several methods
Sample composition All four undergraduate classes | All four undergraduate classes
Response rate 40% 36%
D Administration dates 01/84 01/87
Number of surveys returned | 138 125
Sample type Random Random
Administration mode Several methods Several methods
Sample composition All four undergraduate classes | All four undergraduate classes
Response rate 73% 64%
E Administration dates 04/86 04/87
Number of surveys returned | 270 242
Sample type Whole population Whole population
Administration mode In class In class
Sample composition All four undergraduate classes | All four undergraduate classes
Response rate 100% 100%
F Administration dates 04/85 03/87
Number of surveys returned | 677 685
Sample type Random Random
Administration mode U.S. mail Several methods

Sample composition
Response rate

All four undergraduate classes
64%

All four undergraduate classes
55%
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Table B3

Student Characteristics for Institutions Using the Student Opinion Survey (4-year) - Analysis of
Projected Differences

Administration Administration
Institution Student characteristic 1 2
A Under age 30 94% 89%
Race: Caucasian 76% 81%
Black 21% 17%
Percent males 44% 40%
Percent unmarried 86% 83%
Purpose: A.A. degree 06% 07%
B.A. degree ’ 73% 71%
M.A./Ph.D 04% 06%
Residence: Dorm 52% 40%
Off-campus 43% 55%
B Under age 30 81% 83%
Race: Caucasian 94% 95%
Black 03% 04%
Percent males 05% 02%
Percent unmarried 76% 70%
Purpose: B.A. degree 100% 100%
Residence: Dorm 22% 19%
Off-campus 77% 78%
C Under age 30 100% 92%
Race: Caucasian ) ‘ 96% 95%
Black 01% 02%
Percent males 35% 39%
Percent unmarried : 99% 91%
Purpose: B.A. degree : 96% 85%
M.A./Ph.D 02% 12%
Residence: Dorm 79% 61%
Off-campus 03% 32%
Frat/Sorority 18% 07%

continued on next page
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Table B3 (continued)

Administration Administration
Institution Student characteristic 1 2
D Under age 30 98% 100%
Race: Caucasian 97% 95%
Black 01% 02%
Percent males 55% 49%
Percent unmarried 96% 99%
Purpose: B.A. degree 79% 75%
M.A./Ph.D 01% 02%
Transfer credits 06% 05%
Residence: Dorm 56% 54%
Off-campus 44% 46%
E Under age 30 27% 29%
Race: Caucasian 78% 83%
Black 15% 12%
Percent males 36% 43%
Percent unmarried 40% 44%
Purpose: B.A. degree 92% 90%
M.A./Ph.D. 01% 00%
Certification 03% 04%
Residence: Off-campus 94% 96%
F Under age 30 98% 95%
Race: Caucasian 93% 91%
Black 01% 02%
Percent males 36% 31%
Percent unmarried 95% 93%
Purpose: B.A. degree 90% 92%
M.A./Ph.D 01% 02%
Residence: Dorm 61% 42%
Off-campus 37% 55%
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APPENDIX C

Demographic Information and Sampling
Procedures for Users of the Survey of
Academic Advising - Study 1




Table C1

Sampling Procedures for Institutions Using the Survey of Academic Advising - Analysis

of Projected Differences
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Sample type
Administration mode
Sample composition
Response rate

Whole population
Other

Freshmen only
74%

Institution | Sampling component Administration 1 Administration 2

A Administration dates 04/86 04/87
Number of surveys returned | 176 147
Sample type Whole population | Whole population
Administration mode U.S. mail U.S. mail
Sample composition Sophomores only Sophomores only
Response rate 44% 37%

B Administration dates 04/86 02/87
Number of surveys returned | 277 281

Whole population
Other

Freshmen only
70%




Table C2

Student Characteristics for Institutions Using the Survey of Academic Advising - Analysis of Projected Differences
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Institution | Student characteristics Administration 1 | Administration 2

A Under age 30 73% 78%

Percent Caucasian 94% 97%

Percent males 29% 31%

GPA: 3.0to 4.0 43% 47%

2.0 to 2.99 56% 50%

below 2.0 01% 03%

Purpose: A A, degree 69% 62%

Transfer credits 19% 23%

Self improvement 03% 05%

Certification 03% 02%

B Under age 30 100% 100%

Percent Caucasian 90% 93%

Percent males 32% 38%

GPA: 3.0to 4.0 28% 31%

2.0 to 2.99 53% 49%

below 2.0 19% 19%

Purpose: B.A. degree 89% 87%
Uncertain 04%

04%
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APPENDIX D

Demographic Information and Sampling
Procedures for Users of the Adult
Learner Needs Assessment Survey - Study 1




Table D1

Student Characteristics for One Institution Using the Adult Learner Needs Assessment Survey - Analysis

of Projected Differences

30

Administration
Student characteristics 1 2 3
Age 23-30 32% 26% 28%
Percent Caucasian 88% 87% 91%
Percent males 32% 28% 34%
Marital status: Single 19% 25% 22%
Married 62% 61% 47%
Divorced 12% 08% 20%
Highest level
of education:  High school 07% 13% 19%
Prebaccalaureate 31% 45% 49%
Postbaccalaureate 54% 39% 21%




Table D2

Sampling Procedures for One Institution Using

of Projected Differences
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the Adult Learner Needs Assessment Survey - Analysis

Sample type
Administration mode

Sample composition

Response rate

Random sample
U.S. mail

Enrolled adults

43%

Random sample
U.S. mail

Potential /actual
adult students

40%

Administration
Sampling component 1 2 3
Administration date 06/85 03/86 03/87
No. of surveys returned 108 84 106

Random sample
Several methods

Graduates &
undergraduates

44%
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APPENDIX E

Sample Cover Letter and Questionnaire

Used in the Analysis of Explained Differences
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Date 1
‘Name 'l
Institution Name
Address
City, State Zip *[
Dear

I am writing to you concerning your institution’s usage of the ACT Entering Student Survey. I noted from [
records that your institution has used this survey one or more times for the past several years. 1 hope that you have
found the survey data to be helpful in identifying key issues for your institution.

An important feature of ACT’s Evaluation/Survey Service (ESS) instruments is their ability to provide pertn
information about students’ perceptions of college. We currently provide limited reliability information about the survi,s
in our ESS User’s Guide, and have developed normative data for several surveys. Because these data are limited, our
present research focus is to develop validity data concerning the information elicited by the surveys. This research
provide data regarding the degree to which the surveys reflect institutional reform. For example, institutional offic ¥y,
might expect, given certain reforms, that students’ responses to related items would change as a result of these reforms.
It is in regard to this issue that I am writing to you.

We have, in our ESS files, data from several institutions that have administered the same ESS surveys more ¢
once over the last few years. In examining these data, we have noted relatively large differences over time in students’
responses to specific items. These differences are not consistent across institutions or across items. In addition, they
cannot be attributed to differing types of samples, administration techniques, or sampling methods, as we selected ¢
those colleges with similar samples over time.

We have decided, therefore, to survey ESS participants to learn more about why these differences might be
occurring. I have enclosed a response form listing the survey items that, based upon your survey data, have shc
relatively large changes in mean student response over time. Would you please take the time to tell us why you tt}
these differences might be occurring? Detailed instructions for completing the form are enclosed.

I know that time is at a premium for all our users, but I do hope you will be able to complete the form I haye
enclosed. The results of this study will benefit your institution and ACT by helping us ensure accurate measurei
student perception. p

If you have any questions or concerns, please call Julie Noble at 319/337-1442, collect. On behalf of ACT and

the colleges that use the Evaluation/Survey Services, thank you in advance for your generous help. [

Sincerely, ) : [ 1
Michael ]. Valiga

Coordinator, Survey Services '

Research Division i
ACT
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Evaluation/Survey Service
Validity Study Survey

Directions: The purpose of this survey is to examine the sensitivity of ESS surveys to institutional change. Between 1979
and 1986 your institution participated in ACT’s Evaluation/ Survey Service (ESS), administering the Entering Student
Survey at least twice during that time period. The survey and the dates of administration are identified on the attached
response form. Administration dates were limited to those occurring in a minimum of one year increments; data were
used from up to five survey administrations. A maximum of five items are listed that have been identified as having
relatively large mean response differences over time. The response means are reported under each date of administration.
The response means for the Entering Student Survey are computed such that 4 = very important and 1 = not important,
and 5 = strongly agree and 1 = strongly disagree. In some cases, means will be reported as a blank or a . This will
occur if the sample sizes were insufficient to provide reliable data for this study.

Please begin by writing your name and phone number in the spaces provided. (We would like to be able to call you if
we need further clarification.) Then, for each item listed, please identify any institutional changes that might have
contributed to the differences in mean student responses over time. These changes could include, for example, one or
more of the following: curricular reforms, changes in marketing strategies, policy adjustments, changes in financial status,
or changes in the student population. Please supply as much information as possible regarding these changes.

An example has been provided to supplement these directions. If you have additional questions, please call julie Noble
(collect) at 319/337-1442. Please return this questionnaire in the enclosed envelope by August 1. Thank you very much
for your cooperation.
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EVALUATION/SURVEY SERVICE
VALIDITY STUDY SURVEY

CODE: YOUR NAME:
COLLEGE NAME: PHONE:
SURVEY: ENTERING STUDENT SURVEY
EXAMPLE: RESPONSE MEAN
SECTION III, ITEM 30;
STUDENT OPINION SURVEY

A. GENERAL REGISTRATION PROCEDURES

Fall, 1984-implemented computerized registration procedures resulting in much shorter registration lines

faster registration procedures.

02/83

03/84

03/85

03/86

2.67

2.75

3.25

340

Qs l\.l

A. ENTRANCE REQUIREMENTS FOR THE
COLLEGE

RESPONSE MEAN

09/82

12/83

09/84

213

2.32

246

Briefly summarize any reforms/changes you have implemented or experienced at your institution that you feel

could have contributed to these changes in mean student responses over time. Please be as specific as poss’

in outlining this information; any additional evidence would be appreciated. Also include the dates th[

changes/reforms took place.

L

I
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EVALUATION/SURVEY SERVICE
VALIDITY STUDY SURVEY

PARKING FACILITIES AND RESPONSE MEAN
SERVICES

04/82 | 04/83 01/85 03/86

3.19 3.52 3.71 3.91

Briefly summarize any reforms/changes you have implemented or experienced at your institution that you feel
could have contributed to these changes in mean student responses over time. Please be as specific as possible
in outlining this information; any additional evidence would be appreciated. Also include the dates these
changes/reforms took place.

LABORATORY FACILITIES RESPONSE MEAN

04/82 | 04/83 01/85 03/86
3.56 3.86 3.99 4.01

Briefly summarize any reforms/changes you have implemented or experienced at your institution that you feel
could have contributed to these changes in mean student responses over time. Please be as specific as possible
in outlining this information; any additional evidence would be appreciated. Also include the dates these
changes/reforms took place.
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EVALUATION/SURVEY SERVICE
VALIDITY STUDY SURVEY

THIS COLLEGE IN GENERAL RESPONSE MEAN

04/82 | 04/83 01/85 03/86
4.18 4.13 4.28 443

(o T R

Briefly summarize any reforms/changes you have implemented or experienced at your institution that you feel
could have contributed to these changes in mean student responses over time. Please be as specific as possi'f[
in outlining this information; any additional evidence would be appreciated. Also include the dates the
changes/reforms took place.

OVERALL IMPRESSION OF THE QUALITY
OF EDUCATION AT THIS SCHOOL RESPONSE MEAN

04/82 | 04/83 | 01/85 | 03/86
4.07 4.06 4.19 4.37

Briefly summarize any reforms/changes you have implemented or experienced at your institution that you fee!
could have contributed to these changes in mean student responses over time. Please be as spedific as possilff
in outlining this information; any additional evidence would be appreciated. Also include the dates théoc
changes/reforms took place.

¥

-

+
o
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APPENDIX F

Demographic Information and Sampling
Procedures Used for Participants in
Study 2



Table F1
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Demographic Information for Institutions Using ESS Surveys - Analysis of Explained Differences

Demographic characteristic

' SOS (4-year)

(K = 21)°

W/NRSS
(K =5)

SOS (2-year)
(K=2)

ENSS
(K =3)

Region of US:

Pacific Mountain
North Central
Great Lakes
South Central
South Atlantic
Mid Atlantic
New England

O N RGN

0

0

0
0

Affiliation:

Public
Private
Religious

—_ S &

Highest degree offered:

Ph.D.
M.A.
B.A.
AA.

- O\ & U

—_—w O

)8 Nlen i an]

Size of community (in 1000's):

Under 10
10-50
50-100
100-500
Over 500

L S e IR, |

SO R =

SO = =

Total enrollment (in 1000’s);

Less than 1
1-5

5-15

Over 15

N 00N

O =W

[ W

OO =N

Principal majors offered:

Social Sciences
Business
Math-Science
Health
Education

—
a N

16, B8S; I

[ S )

—_ O O N =

Percent of students in major (median):

Social Sciences
Business
Math-Science
Health
Education

25
28
28
46
26

24
37
55
33

25
28

43

K = total number of institutions that responded for each survey
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