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Good afternoon and welcome to the Center’s webinar on analyzing CCSSE and SENSE data
over time. | am Mike Bohlig, the Assistant Director of Research and | am joined by my
colleague Colleen Bullock, a Research Associate here at the Center.

Our Colleagues Courtney Adkins, Kyle Lovseth, Katie Mitchell, and Emilio Delboy will be
monitoring the Q&A pod for questions during the webinar.



+ If you have questions during the
presentation, please use the Q&A pod
on the right side of your screen.

» If we ask you to respond to a poll
question, please use the chat pod
located below the Q&A pod.

Colleen and | will try to answer questions throughout the webinar. However, if we don’t
get to them all, we will have a Q&A at the end and will respond to any questions we are
not able to answer during the presentation. The webinar is scheduled for one hour, but
Colleen and | will remain available to answer questions as long as you continue to submit
them. If you think of questions after the webinar, Colleen’s and my contact information
will be on the last slide or you can find our contact information on the Center’s contact

page.



This Afternoon’s Agenda

Survey “Mechanics”

Measuring Change

Analyzing data over time

Limitations / Cautions?

We will start with a brief note on how CCSSE and SENSE data fit into an evaluation process
and go over some survey mechanics.

Next, we’ll take a few minutes to discuss a few important aspects of measuring change
over time.

Then we will move to the main focus of todays webinar: Analyzing CCSSE and SENSE data
over time.
NOTE: Today's presentation focuses on examples from CCSSE, but the general
process is also applicable to SENSE.

Finally, we will note a couple of cautions when using CCSSE and SENSE
data for analysis over time.



Using CCSSE to inform decisions

Source of information for evidence-based
decision-making to improve student engagement
and outcomes

Once decisions made and programs in place, what
next?

Have your efforts have paid off?

CCSSE & SENSE can help answer this question

For 12 years now, colleges have been using Center survey data to inform their evidence-
based decision-making process to improve student outcomes.

You have analyzed your data, developed interventions, and implemented them.

Your college has administered the survey several times now and you want to learn more
from your data — Specifically, have your efforts paid off?

We have developed this webinar to help you get the most out of your Center survey data
and address this question. We emphasize the word “help” on this slide because, as with
any evaluation, multiple data sources should be used to determine success.



Survey “Mechanics”
Sampling

— Why at the classroom level?

— How does this effect representativeness?

Weights

— Analysis found that FT students were over-represented.
— Weighting for enrollment status:

% PT population at College reported to IPEDS

Part-Time = -———---—— -
weight % PT respondents from the college survey data

% FT population at College reported to IPEDS
Full-Time = --—----—--—--
weight % FT respondents from the college survey data

When the Center began designing the survey and the survey process, the intent was to
randomly sample individual students. However, upon investigation and in consultation
with college presidents and others in the CC field, it was determined that the most effective
way to sample and administer the survey was at the classroom level.

To be informative and meaningful, survey data must be collected from enough respondents
for the results to be representative of the population. Knowing that some students refuse
to complete the survey and some faculty refuse to give up instruction time for the survey to
be administered in their classes, the Center provides samples that are 160% of

target for CCSSE and 200% of target for SENSE. Some colleges wish to look at results by
departments or divisions. While oversampling can help achieve this, there are limitations to
how these data can be interpreted, which we will discuss at the end of the presentation.

Classroom sampling, however, is not without its drawbacks. First and foremost, sampling at
the classroom level introduces a bias, especially with regard to enrollment status. Since
full-time students will enroll in more classes than part-time students, they will have a
higher probability of being sampled.

A Center analysis was conducted to investigate potential bias based on a number of
student demographic characteristics. Of these, only enrollment status was found to be
sufficiently biased at the national level as to require correction. For this reason, we
developed a weighting scheme so that the results, when weighted, would be representative
of the total student population. The formulas we use are presented on this slide.



Survey “Mechanics”
Appendix Table |: Respondents to Underlying Population

Sex

Male: m/ / 4 ws\ “ 4% 1%
Female WSS 0% 5% N\ 5% 0%
Race or Ethnicity

/American Indian or Native Amerncan 9 1% 0% 1% 2%
Asian, Asian American or Pacific Islander 81 % 8% 5% 3%
Black or African American, Non-Hispanic 107 12% 13% 14% 13%
White, Non-Hispanic 525 59% 3% 53% B61%
Hispanic, Latino, Spanish 30 % 5% 17% 12%
Other 48 5% 1% 9% 8%
Intemational Student or Foreign National 80 % 2% 1% 1%
Age

181019 27 26% 26% 2% 2%
201021 248 28% 19% 18% 16%
21024 144 16% 15% 14% 13%
251029 24 9% 13% 14% 13%
Wi 39 kil 2% 12% 14% 14%
401049 45 5% 6% 8% 8%
501064 20 2% % 4% 4%
65+ 14 2% 1% 1% 1%
Enroliment Status

Less than full-tme: m 7% 83% B80% 57%
Full-time 565 63% % 4% 43%

The weights the Center calculates are appropriate at the national level, but may not be the
best match for your local data.

Therefore the Center recommends that you check the representativeness of your final data
set to ensure that it is representative. You can start with Appendix Table I, Respondents to
Underlying Population, to check this.

The columns are “Your Respondents Count”, “Your Respondents Percentage”, “Your
Population”, “Size Group Comparison Population”, and “2013 Cohort Colleges Population”

You can compare the distribution of “Your Respondents Percentage” with “Your
Population”

Looking at this table, Enrollment status, located at the bottom, is definitely reversed and
requires weighting. Age appears to be a pretty good match so nothing is necessary here.
White students appear to be slightly underrepresented, but not such that it would be
considered problematic. Male and female groups also appear to be within reason.

So, for this college there does not appear to be a systematic bias that would need to be
corrected for through weighting, aside from enrollment status.



Measuring Change — before you start

Implementation— early considerations

— Goals achievable within reasonable timeframe?

— Are they measurable?

— Focus on things the college and staff can directly impact
Patience

— Implementation dip (Fullan, 2002)

— Can take up to 3 years to see positive impact

Scale

Implementation Fidelity

— Can’t use CCSSE for this, but changes could be
spurious if implementation not monitored

| want to take a few minutes to talk about several aspects of measuring change that, at first glance, may
appear to have more to do with implementation design, but can be crucial to the success or failure of any
effort to measure change. Simply collecting outcome data at the end or at infrequent intervals during the
intervention period is not sufficient. First...

1.

Are goals achievable within reasonable timeframe & Are they measurable? Goals that are too
ambitious will leave the people who have to ultimately design and implement interventions at a loss for a
clear plan to achieve the end goal. Overly ambitious goals or goals that lack focus are also difficult to
measure as there may often be extraneous influences that are difficult to measure.

- An example here would be to focus on selected items within a benchmark rather than setting a
goal to increase a particular benchmark over the next two years.
- Initiatives should focus on things the college and staff can directly impact.

Change is balance between demand for quick results and a long-lasting solution. With pressing political
and public demand for highly-visible short-term results, it becomes difficult to continue pursuing a
course of action that is not delivering results quickly. One of the biggest barriers to successful
educational change or improvement is a lack of patience among influential stakeholders.

On reason programs can fail — (Michael Fullan) Implementation dip — the near-term decline in
performance as students and — sometimes faculty — learn new skills.
- With proper support and persistence, dip can be reversed.

SCALE: ltis also important to remember that scale is a critical factor for observing effects of a program
through a survey. CCSSE and SENSE are institutional-level measures and, if a program only reaches a
small segment of your population, the effects may not be evident through survey results.

Finally - Implementation Fidelity. Without assessing whether an intervention was implemented as
designed, results, positive or negative CANNOT be validly associated with the program. While CCSSE
cannot be used to assess implementation fidelity, changes in CCSSE results (or those of any other
measure, for that matter) cannot be attributed to the program.



With the exception of raw benchmarks, all survey response data presented today can be
obtained from the online reporting system — either the standard reports page or the
custom report request page. Means and frequencies are available in excel format.

If you do not have these data from previous administrations, data from 2014 and 2015 are
currently available on the website as are the current 2016 data. If you need data from
earlier administrations, please contact your liaison and they can send that to you.

NOTE: If you have experienced difficulties opening downloaded excel files, a recent
Microsoft security update may be the cause. We have figured out a work-around for this. If
you have any difficulties, please contact your liaison or one of the research team and we
will be happy to help you open your files.

Working with your raw data file will require weighted analysis. It is possible to do this
analysis in excel, but it is not the most straight-forward process. The Center is currently
developing a guide for conducting weighted analysis in excel and it will be available on our
website sometime this fall.



The Data — Where To Begin

At least three administrations since 2005

Benchmarks

— CCSSE website: Standardized benchmark scores are
not appropriate for longitudinal analysis.

— Standardized scores re-standardized every year based
on 3-year cohort

— Raw benchmark scores — available in download data
file.

» Scale: 0 -1

While only 2 time points necessary to establish a line, at least 3 are necessary for a trend — and
even more for a reliable assessment of the presence and persistence of a trend. Survey data prior
to 2005 are not comparable because many of the items in the surveys were modified, removed, or
new ones added during the item development and pilot phases.

Many CCSSE users are very familiar with our standardized benchmark scores and, because the
standardized scores are the ones we present in our on-line reporting system, the first thought is to
use these.

However, CCSSE website states standardized benchmark scores are not appropriate. Why not?

e Every year standardized benchmarks are recalculated based on that year’s 3-year
cohort. On average, this means that approximately 1/3 of the colleges included in
the standardization process change from year to year.

e Abenchmark score of 51 in one year is not necessarily the same as a 51 in any
other year. These scores were designed to present a relative snapshot in time.

e If you participated in 2015 and not in 2016 and logged into the reporting site and
compared your results on the 2015 reporting pages to those on the 2016 reporting
pages, you will find that your benchmarks have changed in 2016 even though your
data did not. While these changes from a participation year to a non-participation
year are frequently not very large, the implications for the interpretations of
standardized benchmark scores from one participation year to the next, may
become uncertain. We will see an example of this shortly.

So what should | use? Your download data set available from the standard reports page includes
the standardized scores, but also what we call raw benchmark scores. Since the raw benchmark
scores are not standardized, they are unaffected by the changing characteristics of the cohort
population from year to year.

At this time, | will turn the presentation over to Colleen.



Standardized vs. Raw Benchmark Scores
Example College with 2010, 12, 14, & 16 data

Standardized Raw

Benchmark 2010 2016  Diff 2010 2016 Diff

Active and Collaborative
Learning

Student Effort

Academic Challenge

Student-Faculty
Interaction

Support for Learners

CENTER FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGE STUDENT ENGAGEMENT 10

Hello. | am Colleen Bullock. Let’s talk about standardized and raw benchmarks. Due to
the limitation of space, in this table | am only presenting results for this Example College
from the first administration in 2010 and the most recent administration in 2016, but
many of my examples will include data for all four years. M

10



Standardized vs. Raw Benchmark Scores
Example College with 2010, 12, 14, & 16 data

Standardized
Benchmark 2010 2016 Diff

Active and Collaborative 5270 52.83 013

Learning

Student Effort 54.06 51.59 -2.47
Academic Challenge 52.85 51.18 -1.77
Student-Faculty 5443 5022 -4.21
Interaction

Support for Learners 55.31 5150 -3.81

CENTER FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGE STUDENT ENGAGEMENT 11

Here we see a table of CCSSE standardized benchmark scores, and their differences
between 2010 and 2016. What do you notice about them? Join in and type your responses
in the participant chat window in the lower right-hand side of your browser window. M

11



Standardized vs. Raw Benchmark Scores
Example College with 2010, 12, 14, & 16 data

Standardized Raw

Benchmark 2010 2016  Diff 2010 2016 Diff

Active and Collaborative 55 70 5283 043 | 0380 0396  0.016

Learning
Student Effort 54.06 5159 -2.47 | 0.486 0.478 -0.008
Academic Challenge 5295 5118 -1.77 | 0.584 0.591 0.007
Student-Faculty 5443 50.22 -421 | 0426 0436 0011
Interaction
Support for Learners 55.31 5150 -3.81 0.473 0.473 0.000

CENTER FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGE STUDENT ENGAGEMENT 12

Here we see the raw benchmark scores, and their differences between 2010 and 2016.
What do you notice about these? Again, join in by typing your responses in the participant
chat window in the lower right-hand side of your browser window. M



Standardized vs. Raw Benchmark Scores
Example College with 2010, 12, 14, & 16 data

Standardized Raw
Benchmark 2010 2016 Diff 2010 2016 Diff

Active and Collaborative

Leaming 5270 52.83 0.13 | 0.380 0.396 0.016
Student Effort 54.06 51.59 | -5 47 | 0.486 0.478 -0.008
Academic Challenge 5295 51.18 | - 47 0.584  0.591 0.007
StUdent_'FaCUIty 54.43 50.22 -4 21 0426 0436 0.011
Interaction :

Support for Learners 5531 5150 | -3.81 0473 0473 0.000

CENTER FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGE STUDENT ENGAGEMENT 13

As you might have seen, the differences between the 2010 and 2016 standardized
benchmarks scores for this Example College are almost all negative, suggesting that overall
engagement declined between 2010 & 2016. MW



Standardized vs. Raw Benchmark Scores
Example College with 2010, 12, 14, & 16 data

Standardized Raw
Benchmark 2010 2016 Diff 2010 2016 Diff

Active and Collaborative

Leaming 5270 52.83 0.13 | 0.380 0.396 0.016
Student Effort 54.06 5159 -2.47 | 0.486 0.478 -0.008
Academic Challenge 5295 51.18 -1.77 | 0.584  0.591 0.007
Student-Faculty 5443 5022 -421| 0426 0436 | 0.011
Interaction

Support for Learners 55.31 5150 -3.81 0.473 0.473 0.000

CENTER FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGE STUDENT ENGAGEMENT 14

Now, let’s take a look at the raw benchmark scores. Unlike the standardized benchmark
scores, all of the differences between raw benchmark scores (except student effort) are
positive, suggesting that this college showed some improvement

in overall engagement: MW



Standardized vs. Raw Benchmark Scores
Example College with 2010, 12, 14, & 16 data

Standardized Raw
Benchmark 2010 2016 Diff 2010 2016 Diff

fc“"e.a”d Collaborative 5, 76 5283 [ 043 | 0.380 0396 | 0.016
earning

Student Effort 54.06 5159 | -247 | 0.486 0.478 -0.008
Academic Challenge 5285 51.18 | -1.77 | 0.584  0.591 0.007]
Student-Faculty 5443 5022 | -421 | 0426 0436 | 0011
Interaction

Support for Learners 55.31 5150 | -3.81 0.473 0.473 0.000

CENTER FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGE STUDENT ENGAGEMENT 15

..which is the opposite interpretation from that of the standardized benchmark scores. M



Standardized vs. Raw Benchmark Scores
Example College with 2010, 12, 14, & 16 data

Standardized Raw

Benchmark 2010 2016  Diff 2010 2016 Diff

Active and Collaborative 55 70 5283 043 | 0380 0396  0.016

Learning
Student Effort 54.06 5159 -247 | 0486  0.478 -0.008
Academic Challenge 5295 5118 -1.77 | 0.584  0.591 0.007

Student-Faculty 5443 5022 421 | 0426 0.436 0.01ﬂ
Interaction

—

Support for Learners 55.31 5150 -3.81 0.473 0.473 0.000

CENTER FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGE STUDENT ENGAGEMENT 16

Now let’s focus on the student-faculty interaction benchmark as an example. What do you
notice about the benchmark scores? Ml



Standardized vs. Raw Benchmark Scores
Example College with 2010, 12, 14, & 16 data

CENTER FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGE STUDENT ENGAGEMENT

Standardized Raw
Benchmark 2010 2016 Diff 2010 2016 Diff

Active and Collaborative

Learning 5270 52.83 0.13 | 0.380 0.396 0.016

Student Effort 54.06 5159 -2.47 | 0.486 0.478 -0.008

Academic Challenge 5295 5118 -1.77 | 0.584 0.591 0.007
[St“de”t.":acu'ty 5443 5022 | -421| 0426 0436 0.01ﬂ

Interaction

Support for Learners 55.31 5150 -3.81 0.473 0.473 0.000

This standardized benchmark score drops by 4.21 points between 2010 and 2016, a
percent change of approximately NEGATIVE 7.7%, W

17



Standardized vs. Raw Benchmark Scores
Example College with 2010, 12, 14, & 16 data

Standardized Raw

Benchmark 2010 2016  Diff 2010 2016 Diff

Active and Collaborative 55 70 5283 043 | 0380 0396  0.016

Learning
Student Effort 54.06 5159 -247 | 0486  0.478 -0.008
Academic Challenge 5295 5118 -1.77 | 0.584  0.591 0.007

Student-Faculty 5443 5022 421 | 0426 0.436 0.011]
Interaction

—

Support for Learners 55.31 5150 -3.81 0.473 0.473 0.000

CENTER FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGE STUDENT ENGAGEMENT 18

...whereas the change in the raw benchmark score, is 0.011, a positive 2.6% percent change
from 2010 to 2016. The changes in scores of the standardized and raw benchmarks are in
opposite directions. This pattern isn’t always the case, notice that... W



Standardized vs. Raw Benchmark Scores
Example College with 2010, 12, 14, & 16 data

Standardized Raw

Benchmark 2010 2016  Diff 2010 2016 Diff

Active and Collaborative
Learning 5270 52.83 0.13 | 0.380 0.396 0.016

[Student Effort 54.06 51.59 | -2.47 | 0.486 0.478 —0.003

Academic Challenge 5295 5118 -177 | 0584  0.591 0.007
Student-Faculty 5443 5022 421 | 0426 0436  0.011
Interaction

Support for Learners 55.31 5150 -3.81 0.473 0.473 0.000

CENTER FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGE STUDENT ENGAGEMENT 19

...the student effort benchmark scores showed a decline regardless of which version of
benchmark scores is used: a-2.47 point difference in the standardized scores and a -0.008
point change in the raw benchmark score. MWl
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Standardized vs. Raw Benchmark Scores
Example College with 2010, 12, 14, & 16 data

Standardized Raw

Benchmark 2010 2016  Diff 2010 2016 Diff

Active and Collaborative 55 70 5283 043 | 0380 0396  0.016

Learning
[Student Effort 54.06 51.59 | -2.47 | 0.486 0.478 -0.008
Academic Challenge 5295 51.18 -1.77 | 0.584  0.591 0.007
[St”de”t.":acu'ty 5443 5022 | -421 | 0426 0436 | 0011
Interaction
Support for Learners 55.31 5150 -3.81 0.473 0.473 0.000

CENTER FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGE STUDENT ENGAGEMENT 20

Why does this happen? As noted earlier, the standardized benchmark scores are
recalculated annually based on the full 3-year cohort. So, the standardized benchmark
scores are relative to the colleges in that specific 3-year cohort. The raw benchmarks,
however, are unaffected by the standardization process and, therefore, reflect the actual
changes in responses among students at your college to the items underlying the
benchmarks.

Let’s look a little more closely at these data. M



Standardized Benchmark Scores
Example College with 2010, 12, 14, & 16 data

60

55

w
o

Standardized
Benchmark Score

B
(4]

40

2010 2012 2014 2016
—a=2actcoll_std 52.70 51.72 52.90 52.83
—e—stueff_std 54.06 51.44 47.47 51.59
—e—acchall_std 52.95 50.90 49.37 51.18
—e—stufac_std 54.43 5274 50.60 50.22
—e—support_std 55.31 5462 50.12 51.50

CENTER FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGE STUDENT ENGAGEMENT 21

Here are the standardized benchmark scores from the Example College graphed for years
2010-2016.

Notice how much the benchmark scores fluctuate from year to year. One reason for the
fluctuation in the standardized benchmark scores is that different colleges are in each
three-year cohort.

I'll talk more about this fluctuation later in the webinar, but for now lets look at some
general characteristics of the corresponding graph of the raw benchmark scores. M

21



Annual Raw Benchmark Scores, 2010 - 2016
Example College with 2010, 12, 14, & 16 data
0.70
0.60 .
w
3% 050
x £ C—
£ >~— \/
i o .
0.40
0.30 2010 2012 2014 2016
—=actcoll 0.380 0.382 0.394 0.396
—o=siueff 0.486 0.478 0.453 0478
—e—acchall 0.584 0.582 0.576 0.591
—e—stufac 0.426 0.432 0.430 0.436
—e—support 0.473 0.481 0.454 0.473

CENTER FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGE STUDENT ENGAGEMENT

3
R

These scores appear somewhat flat, although several benchmarks do have a slight increase
.M



Annual Raw Benchmark Scores, 2010 - 2016
Example College with 2010, 12, 14, & 16 data
0.70
0.60 —
5% 0.50
= E _— \_/
5 — —
0.40
0.30 2010 2012 2014 2016
—e—2cicoll 0380 0382 0394 0396
—pstueff 0.486 0.478 0.453 0478 I
= Qo Qoro Qas e
| —e—support 0.473 0.481 0.454 0.473 |
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We also see that there are two benchmarks that are depressed in 2014 but appear to
rebound in 2016. M
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Annual Raw Benchmark Scores, 2010 - 2016
Example College with 2010, 12, 14, & 16 data
0.70
. 0.60 ® — —
8
3% 050
x £ C—
£ >~— \/
i o .
0.40
0.30 2010 2012 2014 2016
—=actcoll 0.380 0.382 0.394 0.396
—o=siueff 0.486 0.478 0.453 0478
«@macchall 0.584 0.582 0.576 0.591
—e—stufac 0.426 0.432 0.430 0.436
—e—support 0.473 0.481 0.454 0.473

CENTER FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGE STUDENT ENGAGEMENT

We see that academic challenge (the line in green) is the strongest benchmark, but back
on the graph of standardized benchmark scores Ml
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Standardized Benchmark Scores
Example College with 2010, 12, 14, & 16 data

60

55

w
o

Standardized
Benchmark Score

B
(4]

40

2010 2012 2014 2016
—e=—2actcoll_std 52.70 51.72 52.90 52.83
—e—stueff_std 54.06 5144 47.47 51.59
«@macchall_std 52.95 50.80 49.37 51.18
—e—stufac_std 54.43 5274 50.60 50.22
—e—support_std 55.31 5462 50.12 51.50

CENTER FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGE STUDENT ENGAGEMENT 25

...we see that the academic challenge standardized benchmark scores fluctuates between
the lowest and second lowest position on the graph.

This emphasizes how the process of data standardization, that anchors the institutional
scores to the national cohort distribution, can present a different picture of the same data.
M



Standardized Benchmark Scores
Example College with 2010, 12, 14, & 16 data
60
55
g i 50
? E 45
40 2010 2012 2014 2016
—a=2actcoll_std 52.70 51.72 52.90 52.83
—e—stueff_std 54.06 5144 47.47 51.59
—e—acchall_std 52.95 50.90 49.37 51.18
a@=stufac_std 54.43 52.74 50.60 50.22
—e—support_std 55.31 54,62 50.12 51.50

MMUNITY COLLEGE STUDENT ENGAGEMENT

Also notice that the student-faculty interaction benchmark (the gold line) shows a steady
decline over time period analyzed. MWl
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Standardized Benchmark Scores

Example College with 2010, 12, 14, & 16 data

60

55 G
? E 45

40 2010 2012 2014 2016
—a=2actcoll_std 52.70 51.72 52.90 52.83
—e—stueff_std 54.06 5144 47.47 51.59
—e—acchall_std 52.95 50.90 49.37 51.18
a@=stufac_std 54.43 52,74 50.60 50.22
—e—support_std 55.31 54,62 50.12 51.50

This is the second highest benchmark in 2010-2014 ... M
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Standardized Benchmark Scores
Example College with 2010, 12, 14, & 16 data
60
55
g i 50
? E 45
40 2010 2012 2014 2016
—a=2actcoll_std 52.70 51.72 52.90 52.83
—e—stueff_std 54.06 5144 47.47 51.59
—e—acchall_std 52.95 50.90 49.37 51.18
a@=stufac_std 54.43 52,74 50.60 50.22
—e—support_std 55.31 54,62 50.12 51.50

...and then, in 2016 we find it as the weakest benchmark.
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Annual Raw Benchmark Scores, 2010 — 2016
Example College with 2010, 12, 14, & 16 data
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Now turning to the raw benchmark graphs, although these trend lines look rather flat,
these two raw benchmark scores actually creep along a positive trend.

In summary, a different decision might be made on where to focus improvement efforts
based on which set of benchmark scores, standardized or raw, are used to inform the
decision making process. MW
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Relative Strength of Standardized and
Raw Benchmark Scores

Standardized Benchmark Orders Over Time
2010 2012 2014 2016
support_std support_std actcoll_std actcoll_std
stueff_std

stueff_std actcoll_std
a 1l_std

Il_std

support_std

2016

stueff support support stueff
support stueff stueff support
actcoll actcoll actcoll actcoll

CENTER FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGE STUDENT ENGAGEMENT

This slide allows us to view the relative positions of the standardized and raw benchmark

scores together. What do you notice about the relative positions of the benchmark scores
over time? MW



Relative Strength of Standardized and
Raw Benchmark Scores

Standardized Benchmark Orders Over Time
2010 2012 2014 2016

I support_std support_std actcoll_std actcoll_std

stueff_std
stueff_std actcoll_std
a 1l_std

Il_std

support_std

2016

stueff support support stueff
support stueff stueff support
actcoll actcoll actcoll actcoll

CENTER FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGE STUDENT ENGAGEMENT

Looking at the standardized benchmark scores, the standardized student faculty interaction
benchmark is the second-strongest benchmark in 2010-2014... M



Relative Strength of Standardized and
Raw Benchmark Scores

Standardized Benchmark Orders Over Time

2010 2012 2014 2016
support_std support_std actcoll_std actcoll_std
 sufecsd stueff_std

stueff_std actcoll_std support_std

support_std

2010 2016
stueff support support stueff
support stueff stueff support
actcoll actcoll actcoll actcoll
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...until it takes up last place in 2016. MW



Relative Strength of Standardized and
Raw Benchmark Scores

Standardized Benchmark Orders Over Time

2010 2012 2014 2016
support_std support_std actcoll_std actcoll_std
stueff_std
stueff_std actcoll_std support_std support_std
acchall_std stueff_std acchall_std acchall_std
actcoll_std acchall_std stueff_std

Raw Benchmark Orders Over Time

2010 2012 2014 2016
acchall acchall acchall acchall
stueff support support stueff
support stueff stueff support
actcoll actcoll actcoll actcoll
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This is not the case for the raw benchmarks, where you can see that the raw student
faculty interaction benchmark score is consistently second-last in all four years of the data.
So what causes this change in relative position among the benchmarks, as we see with the
standardized student faculty interaction benchmark score? Remember, this benchmark
dropped from the second-strongest to the weakest position. M
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Standardized Benchmark Scores
Example College with 2010, 12, 14, & 16 data

60

55

w
o

Standardized
Benchmark Score

B
(4]

40

2010 2012 2014 2016
—e=—2actcoll_std 52.70 51.72 52.90 52.83
—e—stueff_std 54.06 51.44 47.47 51.59
—e—acchall_std 52.95 50.90 49.37 51.18
=@=stufac_std 54.43 5274 50.60 50.22
—e—support_std 55.31 5462 50.12 51.50
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If we look again at the graph of the standardized benchmarks, we see that the standardized
student faculty interaction benchmark score (the gold line) was steadily declining from
2010 through 2016. Notice the fluctuation in the other standardized benchmark scores. »i



Relative Strength of Standardized and
Raw Benchmark Scores

Standardized Benchmark Orders Over Time
2010 2012 2014 2016
support_std support_std actcoll_std actcoll_std
stueff_std
support_std

-

P support_std

acchall_std stueff_std
actcoll_std ch g

stueff_std actcoll_std

Raw Benchmark Orders Over Time
2010 012 2014

acchall

stueff support support stueff
support stueff stueff support
actcoll actcoll actcoll actcoll
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It was this fluctuation in the other standardized benchmark scores that effectively allowed
the standardized student faculty interaction benchmark score to remain in that second spot
or ultimately be demoted to the weakest position. If we look again at the graph of raw
benchmark scores... M



Annual Raw Benchmark Scores, 2010 - 2016
Example College with 2010, 12, 14, & 16 data
0.70
0.60 .
w
3% 050
/4 £ C—
£ >~— \/
i o .
0.40
0.30 2010 2012 2014 2016
—=actcoll 0.380 0.382 0.394 0.396
—o=siueff 0.486 0.478 0.453 0478
—e—acchall 0.584 0.582 0.576 0.591
—e—stufac 0.426 0.432 0.430 0.436
—e—support 0.473 0.481 0.454 0.473
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... we can see that these scores did not dramatically fluctuate .... M
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Relative Strength of Standardized and
Raw Benchmark Scores

Standardized Benchmark Orders Over Time

2010 2012 2014 2016
support_std support_std actcoll_std actcoll_std
 sufecsd stueff_std

stueff_std actcoll_std support_std

hall_std

support_std
coll_std

act

Raw Benchmark Orders Over Time
2010 2012 2014 2016
stueff support support stueff
support stueff stueff support

-

actcoll actcoll actcoll actcoll
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...and the relative positions of the strongest and weakest benchmarks did not change
across the time period M
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The benchmarks are typically the first measures people examine because they provide a
high-level overview of what engagement looks like at their college.

However, for analyzing change over time, benchmark scores, even the raw benchmark
scores, have a major drawback: they are composite scores based many survey items.
Because of this, it can be very difficult to observe change at this level. If some items within
a benchmark show improvement over time and others items decline, the opposing
changes can cancel each other out, resulting in no change in the benchmark score. For this
reason, analysis of data at the item level is much more sensitive to change. To observe
change at the item level, only one item needs to be effected. For benchmark items, on the
other hand, observable change will only happen if the positive changes among the
individual items is greater than the negative changes. Analyzing data at the item level
might provide data that may be more actionable and informative for your college then
analyzing by benchmark score.

Focusing on single items instead of benchmarks allows you to focus on items that are
central to college priorities, while benchmarks contain other items that may be irrelevant
to your college’s goals. These latter items, because they are not the focus of an
intervention, may not improve, or alternatively, may realize a negative change, which will
have a depressive effect on the entire benchmark score. With these points in mind, let’s
dig deeper into these data. We’'ll start by looking at the means and then turn to the
frequencies. MWl
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What’s Driving Benchmark Scores, 2010 & 2016

Student-Faculty Interaction Benchmark ltems — Means

2010 ]2016 | Diff _|%Diff |

Used email to communicate with an

4k 2.90 3.00 0.09 3.20
instructor

4l Dispussed grades or assignments with 263 253 010 -3.78
an instructor

A Talked about career plans with an 213 210 003  -1.21
instructor or advisor
Discussed ideas from your readings or

4n classes with an instructor outside of 1.76 1.87 0.11 6.53
class

40 _Received prompt feedback from 274 280 0.06 219
instructors on your performance

4q Worked with instructors on activities 146 1592 0.06 427

other than coursework
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For this example, let’s look at the means scores for items in the student faculty interaction
benchmark.

Here we see changes from 2010 to 2016 (end-points only). Earlier we saw that the
student-faculty interaction raw benchmark score showed a small, generally upward trend
from 2010-2016.

So what do we see here? »|
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What’s Driving Benchmark Scores, 2010 & 2016

Student-Faculty Interaction Benchmark ltems — Means

2010 ]2016 | Diff _|%Diff |

2K .Used email to communicate with an 290 3.00 0.09 3.20
instructor

Discussed grades or assignments with

4| .
an instructor

2.63 253 -0.10 -3.78

Talked about career plans with an

. ) 2.13 2.10 -0.03 -1.21
instructor or advisor

4m

Discussed ideas from your readings or

4n classes with an instructor outside of 1.76 1.87 0.11 6.53
class
40 Received prompt feedback from 274 280 0.06 219

instructors on your performance

Worked with instructors on activities

49 other than coursework

1.46 1.52 0.06 4.27
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The change in mean scores for the first two items off-set each other. W



What’s Driving Benchmark Scores, 2010 & 2016

Student-Faculty Interaction Benchmark ltems — Means

2010 ]2016 | Diff _|%Diff |

Used email to communicate with an

4k . 2.90 3.00 0.09 3.20
instructor

4l Dispussed grades or assignments with 263 253 010 -3.78
an instructor

A Talked about career plans with an 213 210 003  -1.21
instructor or advisor
Discussed ideas from your readings or

4n  classes with an instructor outside of 1.76 1.87 0.11 6.53
class

40 Received prompt feedback from 274 280 0.06 219

instructors on your performance

4 Worked with instructors on activities 146 159 0.06 427
q other than coursework : ’ : ’
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The last three items, however, are all positive which contributes to the overall positive
trend in the corresponding raw benchmark score. In looking at the end point, we see there
were substantial changes in the means of several items from 2010 to 2016. But what
happened between these years? M
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What’s Driving Benchmark Scores
Student-Faculty Interaction Items - Means
35
3.0 —
—
2 2.5 - — -
= .
5 2.0 — - -
15 —_—
0 2010 2012 2014 2016
—e—EMAIL 2.90 2.87 2.92 3.00
—e—FACGRADE 2.63 2.56 2.58 2.53
—e—FACPLANS 2.13 2.15 2.04 2.10
—e—FACIDEAS 1.76 1.81 1.86 1.87
—e—FACFEED 2.74 2.83 2.79 2.80
—e—FACOTH 1.46 1.56 1.53 1.52
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This graph shows some fluctuations in the means over time with some increases and some
decreases. One thing to note here is that the high point is not always at an end point. For
example, look at FACGRADE (4n) (the red line) and FACPLANS (4m) (the green line.). MW
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What’s Driving Benchmark Scores
Student-Faculty Interaction Items - Means

3.5

3.0 -

P C e — — .

2
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1.0

2010 2012 2014 2016

——EMAIL 2.90 2.87 2.92 3.00
———FACGRADE 263 2.56 2.58 253
——FACPLANS 2.13 2.15 2.04 2.10
——FACIDEAS 1.76 1.81 1.86 1.87
—e—FACFEED 2.74 2.83 2.79 2.80
—e—FACOTH 1.46 156 1.53 1.52
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Both of these showed negative change from 2010 to 2016, but their high points were in
2010 and 2012, respectively. Granted, these fluctuations were so small that the year-to-
year changes are possibly due to chance.

Now that we have looked at how the means here are driving the benchmark score, the
next question is: What'’s driving the means?

To answer this question, we turn to the frequencies. MWl
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Underneath the Means — Item Frequencies Selected
Student-Faculty Interaction Items
%

Mean Percent Never Change
Item 2010 2016 2010 2016 Never
4m. Talked about career plans 213 210 277 276 03

with an instructor or advisor

4n. Discussed ideas from your
readings or classes with 1.76 1.87 44 .2 39.7 -10.1
instructors outside of class

Percent
Often/Very %
Mean Often Change
Item 2010 2016 2010 2016 O/VO
4m. Talked about career plans 213 210 292 278 45

with an instructor or advisor

4n. Discussed ideas from your
readings or classes with 1.76 1.87 15.6 20.3 29.7
instructors outside of class

On the previous slide featuring graphed item means, we saw that the means for most of
the items within the student faculty interaction benchmark indicated positive trends... but
that doesn’t really tell the whole story. Looking at the item frequencies can reveal more
information about how students are engaging in different behaviors.

To simplify the presentation of frequencies, it may be practical to dichotomize the response
values; otherwise, it would be very difficult to present multiple items in an audience-
friendly manner. Ml
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Underneath the Means — Item Frequencies Selected
Student-Faculty Interaction Items

%

Mean Percent Never| Change
Item 2010 2016 2010 2016  Never
4m. Talked about career plans 213 210 277 276 03

with an instructor or advisor

4n. Discussed ideas from your
readings or classes with 1.76 1.87 44.2 39.7 -10.1
instructors outside of class

Percent
Often/Very %
Mean Often Change
Item 2010 2016 2010 2016 O/VO
4m. Talked about career plans 213 210 292 278 45

with an instructor or advisor

4n. Discussed ideas from your
readings or classes with 1.76 1.87 15.6 20.3 29.7
instructors outside of class
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The items on the student-faculty interaction benchmark all use the same response scale:
Never, Sometimes, Often, and Very often. Since Never is the only absolute value in this
scale, we often will dichotomize on Never vs. Ever Ml



Underneath the Means — Item Frequencies Selected
Student-Faculty Interaction Items
0,
Mean Percent Never ChaA:'lge
Item 2010 2016 2010 2016  Never
4m. Talked about career plans
with an instructor or advisor

4n. Discussed ideas from your
readings or classes with 1.76 1.87 44.2 39.7 -10.1
instructors outside of class

213 2.10 27.7 27.6 -0.3

Percent
Often/Very %
Mean | Often | Change
Item 2010 2016 2010 2016 O/VO

4m. Talked about career plans
with an instructor or advisor

4n. Discussed ideas from your

213 2.10 29.2 27.8 -4.5

readings or classes with 1.76 1.87 15.6 20.3 29.7
instructors outside of class

Another option, though is to dichotomize combining often and Very often vs never and
sometimes. Different breakouts of the data can provide valuable and interesting
information about student behaviors.

In this slide we’ve chosen two items that have trends changes at the extreme ends of the
response categories. M



Underneath the Means — Item Frequencies Selected

Student-Faculty Interaction Items
%

Mean Percent Never Change
Item 2010 2016 2010 2016 Never
4m. Talked about career plans 213 210 277 276

with an instructor or advisor

4n. Discussed ideas from your
readings or classes with 1.76 1.87 44.2 39.7 -10.1
instructors outside of class

Percent
Often/Very %
Mean Often Change
Item 2010 2016 2010 2016 0O/VO
4m. Talked about career plans
with an instructor or advisor 18 20 e 278

4n. Discussed ideas from your
readings or classes with 1.76 1.87 15.6 20.3 29.7
instructors outside of class

Focusing on item 4m (FACPLANS)- Talked about career plans with an instructor or advisor.
There was a 1.21% decline in the item means from 2010 to 2016. Examining the
frequencies, we see there was essentially no change in the number of students who
reported they never engage in this activity (3-tenths of 1%). However, looking at the
number of students doing this often or very often, there is a 4.5% drop. So, while there
was essentially no change in the number of students not engaging in this activity, it appears
to be happening less frequently among those who do talk about career plans with an
instructor or advisor. This would lead to the small decline in the mean for this item.
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Item

4m. Talked about career plans
with an instructor or advisor

4n. Discussed ideas from your
readings or classes with
instructors outside of class

Item

4m. Talked about career plans
with an instructor or advisor

4n. Discussed ideas from your
readings or classes with
instructors outside of class

Mean
2010 2016
2.13 2.10
1.76 1.87

Mean
2010 2016
2.13 2.10
1.76 1.87

Percent Never

2010 2016
27.7 27.6
44 .2 39.7
Percent
Often/Very
Often
2010 2016
29.2 27.8
15.6 20.3

Underneath the Means — Item Frequencies Selected
Student-Faculty Interaction Items

%
Change

Never

-0.3

%
Change

0/VOo
45

20.7

Turning now to item 4n (FACIDEAS) - Discussed ideas from your readings or classes with
instructors outside of class, we saw a 6.5% increase in the mean score. The frequencies
reveal that the number of students who reported never engaging in this activity declined by
about 10% which would, in and of itself, increase the mean score on the item. In addition,
the number of students who reported doing this often or very often also increased by
almost 30%. These two changes help explain why the mean for this item increased: not
only are more students engaging in this activity, but students are doing it more frequently.

M
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Cautions / Limitations

* Analysis at sub-institution levels.
+ Survey reference period— experience over the entire year
* Where programs are more self-contained and don’t rely on other
departments for courses (e.g., allied health, vocational/technical),
may be more feasible.
+ Adequate sample size

+ Inconsistent participation patterns
+ Looking for statistically significant differences?

So we all ready to jump into analysis of Center data over time? Well, before we go there,
we should discuss some important limitations.

Many colleges are interested in analyzing CCSSE and SENSE data by program areas,
departments or other sub-institutional levels. Remember, the survey was designed as an
institution-level survey; Students are asked to respond to questions on CCSSE about the
overall experience for the entire academic year. This means that students are considering
their experiences in developmental courses, history courses, English courses, chemistry
courses, biology courses etc. This means that if a student had a particularly poor
experience in a course or a particularly spectacular experience, that could influence their
responses.

The primary sampling procedure is designed to draw a sample that is representative at the
institution level. As such, samples within sub-units of the college may not be adequate to
be representative of a given sub-unit. In some cases (e.g., allied health programs, and
perhaps vocational-technical programs) where the programs are mostly self-contained,
oversampling may help increase the number of respondents to provide an adequate
sample.

If your college has had very inconsistent participation patterns, especially if there were
large gaps between administration years, interpretation of change over time should be
undertaken with caution. Factors such as overall population changes or changing priorities
may have an unexpected impact on survey results.
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Finally, if you are hoping to find statistically significant results over time, remember that
while there may be several hundred surveys per administration, almost none of the survey
respondents will be the same from one administration to the next. As such, you effectively
have a sample of one. Your best bet here is to look for substantively significant changes in
your data rather than statistically significant.

At this time, we would like to entertain any questions you may still have.
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If there are no further questions, we will close the webinar at this time. If you think of any
additional questions, please don’t hesitate to contact us.

Thank you for your participation.





