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FOREWORD

Institutional Research and Analysis was involved in the ad-
ministration of eight institutional wide surveys during the
2006-07 academic year. Five of the surveys were admin-
istered directly by IR&A staff while a sixth survey (Post
Graduation Survey) was administered in collaboration with
the UST Career Development Center. Table 1 contains in-
formation related to the survey, month of administration,
sample size, and response rate.

Table 1.

Survey Date Sample Size Response Rate
Orientation & Registration July 1,105 85.1%
First Time, First-Year July 1,299 97.3%
Freshman Advisor Nov 1,289 63.6%
Post Graduation UG Nov 1,022 50.3%
Human Diversity Requirement Dec/May 2,806 69.4%
Graduating Senior May 601 57.9%

Two additional surveys were administered by external en-
tities. The first survey included the IRT sponsored Edu-
cause Center for Applied Research (ECAR) Survey
focusing on student use of technology services at UST. The
second survey included the Higher Education Research In-
stitute (HERI) Spirituality Survey - information concerning
this survey is not available.

Information revealed by the analyses were compiled and
disseminated through “fact sheets” posted on the IR&A
Web page. These fact sheets serve two specific purposes.
First, they are a resource for UST personnel to utilize when
developing policy and making program decisions. Second,
the descriptive analysis provides UST Administration with
baseline information in order to develop measurable goals
and outcomes. These fact sheets are included within this
report as a desk reference to serve the UST community. In
addition to the surveys listed above, two additional surveys
have been included using the National Survey on Student
Engagement administered in the spring of 2005 and the
Graduating Senior Survey administered in the spring of
2006. In addition to the fact sheets, this report includes the
current Survey Policy narrative and a five-year calendar of
tentatively scheduled surveys to be administered by this
office in the future.

Finally, IR&A administered four of the six surveys using an
electronic software program available online. This process
has increased response rates, minimized cost, and in-
creased the time IR&A researchers have available to ana-
lyze the data. IR&A staff encourages the UST community
to question the results and identify opportunities that may
be answered by further analysis and/or survey develop-
ment. We look forward to questions, comments and/or
concerns you may have.

SURVEY WORKGROUP

In 2006, a Survey Workgroup was formed to model best
practices, maximize response rates, and coordinate a sur-
vey distribution schedule. This workgroup serves in an
advisory capacity to IR&A with a primary focus of maximizing
university resources. The group met on six separate occa-
sions during the 2006-07 academic year. Significant
accomplishments included:

» development of an institutional survey policy,

» development of a comprehensive five-year calendar
documenting survey activities, and

» development of a comprehensive ‘Institutional Survey’
Web page

In addition, the Survey Workgroup worked closely with a
new IR&A staff to better understand issues concerning
survey administration, sampling, and timing issues. Sur-
vey Workgroup members include:

Angelina Barretta-Herman,
Associate VP Academic Affairs

Joseph Kreitzer,
Associate VP Academic Affairs

Jane Canney,
Vice President for Student Affairs

Christopher Puto,
Dean, Opus College of Business

David Brennan,
Assistant Dean, Opus College of Business

Barbara Shank,
Dean, School of Social Work

Diane Crist,
Director, Center for Career Development

Mary Ann Ryan,
Executive Director, Camus and Residence Life

Liz Zupfer,
Director, Alumni Systems

Rosanne Cahill,
Associate Director, Web and Media Services

Michael Cogan,
Director, Institutional Research and Analysis

The guidance provided by this group was beneficial to
IR&A staff on many levels. We are excited to continue
this relationship as we continue to collect, organize, ana-
lyze, and disseminate information concerning important
issues at UST through survey research.
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Graduating Senior Survey 2006:

A Critical Look at Faculty Instruction and Advisement

INTRODUCTION

Each year, the University of St. Thomas (UST)
Office of Institutional Research and Analysis
(IR&A) administers the Graduating Senior Survey
(GSS). The first administration occurred in 1985.
Since 2003, IR&A has contracted with American
College Testing (ACT) to administer the survey
online. In addition to collecting demographic in-
formation such as gender, age, and employment
status, the survey provides an opportunity for
seniors to indicate their satisfaction with various
services and programs provided by UST.

PURPOSE

The purpose of this Fact Sheet is to highlight the
results of seven GSS measures pertaining to
instruction and advising.

METHODOLOGY

The survey was administered in the spring of
2006. Eligible participants (seniors) were invited
to participate in the online survey via email. Each
senior was asked to rate some aspect of instruc-
tion or advising using a five point Likert scale.
The scale ranged from 1 (Very Dissatisfied) to 5
(Very Satisfied).
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SAMPLE

There were 1,141 seniors invited to participate in
the survey. Overall, 525 students completed the
survey for a response rate of 46.0 percent. Two
comparison groups were selected for inclusion in
this Fact Sheet. First, comparisons were made
by gender to identify differences in perception
between male and female students. The number
of UST males in the study was equal to 224 while
the number of UST females was equal to 298.
Three respondents declined to provide their gen-
der. Second, a comparison was made between
UST students and students from private and pub-
lic colleges with an overall enrollment greater
than 5,000. The comparison group represented
97 colleges. The number of sampled students
from private colleges was equal to 37,352. The
number of sampled students from public colleges
was 44,144 for a total comparison group size of
81,496.

ANALYSES

The analyses that follow were conducted by ACT.
Independent Samples t-Tests were employed
where appropriate. Please consider these tests
did not address the issue of practical significance
or the appropriateness of the comparison groups.
The findings presented here are entirely descriptive
in nature. Although associations are noted and
discussed, no causal inferences should be made.



ATTITUDE OF THE FACULTY TOWARD STUDENTS

As figure 1 indicates, more than 94 percent of respondents
indicated they were very satisfied or satisfied with the attitude
of the faculty toward students. Less than one percent were
dissatisfied or very dissatisfied with the remaining respondents
neutral (5.2%).

Figure 1 (N = 497)
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There was no significant difference between males (4.49) and
females (4.43) when considering attitude of the faculty toward
students.

Students ranked UST faculty significantly higher (4.46)
considering the attitude of the faculty toward students when
compared to other private colleges (4.26)*** and public
colleges (3.99).***

OUT-OF-CLASS AVAILABILITY OF INSTRUCTORS

More than 91 percent of respondents indicated they were very
satisfied or satisfied with the out-of-class availability of
instructors. Less than three percent were dissatisfied or very
dissatisfied.

Females (4.40) and males (4.38) were nearly identical when
considering the out-of-class availability of instructors.

When making comparisons across college types, figure 2
shows UST students ranked the out-of-class availability of
instructors significantly higher (4.39) than students attending
other private colleges (4.23)*** and those students attending
public colleges (3.93).***

Figure 2 (N = 499)

Out-of-Class Availability of Instructor

5.00 -

439
450 423

383
4,00

3,00

250

200

150

1.00

8t Thomas Private Colleges Public Colleges

INSTRUCTION IN YOUR MAJOR FIELD

Respondents indicated they were very satisfied or satisfied
with the instruction in their major field (89.8%). Approximately
four percent of respondents indicated they were dissatisfied
or very dissatisfied.

Males (4.31) and females (4.29) provided similar rankings
when asked to comment on instruction in their major field.

As figure 3 indicates, students ranked UST faculty significantly
higher (4.30) when considering instruction in their major field
when compared to other private colleges (4.10)*** and
public colleges (3.95).***

Figure 3 (N =497)
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COURSE CONTENT IN THE MAJOR FIELD

Nearly 88 percent of respondents revealed they were very
satisfied or satisfied with course content in the major field.
Less than six percent indicated they were dissatisfied or very
dissatisfied.

Females (4.18) and males (4.16) were nearly identical when
considering course content in the major field.

When asked to consider course content in the major
field, figure 4 indicates UST students ranked their
faculty significantly higher (4.17) than students at-
tending other private colleges (4.01)*** and those
students attending public colleges(3.91).***

Figure 4 (N = 497)
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CLASS SIZE RELATIVE TO THE TYPE OF CLASS

The vast majority of respondents (95.8%) indicated they were
very satisfied or satisfied with class size relative to the type of
class. Less than two percent of respondents were dissatisfied
or very dissatisfied.

Females (4.52) and males (4.51) at UST were nearly identical
considering their rankings of class size relative to type of class.

As figure 5 indicates, UST students ranked class size relative
to the type of class (4.51) significantly higher than other private
colleges (4.40)*** and public colleges (4.06).***

Figure 5 (N = 498)
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AVAILABILITY OF ADVISOR

Nearly 78 percent of respondents indicated they were very
satisfied or satisfied with the availability of their advisor. Six
percent revealed they were dissatisfied or very dissatisfied.
More than 16 percent remained neutral.

Males (4.14) ranked the availability of their advisor higher than
females (4.03). However, the difference was not statistically
significant.

Figure 6 indicates UST seniors ranked the availability of their
advisors (4.08) significantly higher than other private colleges
(3.93)*** and public colleges (3.73).***

Figure 6 (N = 497)
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VALUE OF THE INFORMATION PROVIDED BY
YOUR ADVISOR

When asked to respond to the value of the information
provided by their advisor, approximately 69 percent indicated
they were very satisfied or satisfied (figure 7). Thirteen per-
cent indicated they were dissatisfied or very dissatisfied.

Figure 7 (N = 497)
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Males (3.86) ranked the value of the information provided by
their advisor higher than females (3.79). Again, the rankings
were not statistically significant.

When compared to other colleges, UST seniors ranked the
value of the information provided by their advisor (3.82)
significantly higher than other private colleges (3.72)* and
public colleges (3.65)***

* is significant at the .05 level
*** js significant at the .001 level

CONCLUSION

This series of bivariate analyses reveal two patterns of note
for university administrators to consider. First, the difference
between males and females was not statistically significant
when considering the seven factors included in the analyses.
Second, UST students ranked instructors and advisors
higher on each of the seven comparisons between private
and public colleges. In addition, univariate analyses indicate
UST students showed a stronger satisfaction for the
instructional measures when compared to the faculty
advisor measures. For example, more than 91 percent of
UST students were very satisfied or satisfied with the out-of-
class availability of their instructor; however, approxi-
mately 69 percent were very satisfied or satisfied with
the value of the information provided by their advisor.

LIMITATIONS

The use of bivariate analysis is not the long-term solution
for analyzing UST student satisfaction of instructors
and advisors. This information should serve as a base-
line to determine the process necessary to develop a
comprehensive evaluation of UST student interactions
with instructors and advisors on campus.

FUTURE RESEARCH

IR&A staff are in the process of collecting and linking multiple
datasets for continuing research in this area. At a minimum,
the 2006 freshman survey, 2006 faculty advisor survey, 2009
faculty advisor survey, national student clearinghouse
dataset, and a comprehensive student outcome dataset will
be joined with the 2010 graduating senior survey for further
analysis in this area.

This fact sheet is a product of the Office of Institutional Research and
Analysis at the University of St. Thomas.

For more information, contact:

Michael Cogan, PhD, Director

Office of Institutional Research and Analysis
2115 Summit Avenue, AQU330

St. Paul, MN 55105
instresearch@stthomas.edu

651-962-6620

(800) 328-6819, Ext. 2-6620

651-962-6626 (Fax)

www.stthomas.edulira
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Faculty Advisor Survey 2006:

First Time, First-Year Student Perceptions of the Faculty Advising
Process at the University of St. Thomas (UST)

INTRODUCTION

Each year, the Office of Academic Counseling
provides support to the UST Faculty with academic
advising responsibilities for first time, first-year
students. This survey project focuses on this
population of first time, first-year students in order
to develop an understanding of the issues con-
fronted by students and faculty during this
critical period.

PURPOSE

The purpose of this fact sheet is to highlight key
findings of the 2006 Faculty Advisor Survey.

METHODOLOGY

The Office of Academic Counseling developed the
Faculty Advisor Survey in collaboration with the
Office of Institutional Research and Analysis
(IR&A). There were four distinct sections within the
survey, which would ultimately lead to the pri-
mary construct designed to measure the overall
experience of UST students concerning their first-
year interactions with a faculty advisor. In addition
to these four areas, information was collected to
better understand the profile of the student. This
information included gender, race, time spent with
advisor, enrollment in a paired course, whether
the student had their faculty advisor in a class,
and residence.

SAMPLE

Overall, 1,289 email invitations were sent to first
time, first-year students at UST. The survey
launched November 27, 2006 and closed December
16, 2006. Two reminder emails were sent to
non-respondents during this period. The first
reminder was sent on November 30 and the
second reminder was sent on December 10.
Overall, 820 students completed the survey for a
response rate of 63.6 percent.

February 2007
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ANALYSES

An exploratory research approach was employed
as the intention of the project was to identify sig-
nificant differences in one to one relationships
between pre-selected variables. Dependent
variables included gender, race, time spent
with advisor, having their faculty advisor for
class, student enrollment in a paired course,
and student residence. All differences noted are
statistically significant at the p<.05 level. The find-
ings presented here are entirely descriptive in
nature. Although associations are noted and
discussed, no causal inferences should be
made.

GENDER

Figure 1 shows males were more likely than
females to express satisfaction with their fac-
ulty advisor’s response to questions, concerns,
and needs in a timely manner. Males were
also more likely to express satisfaction with
their faculty advisor’s concern for them as an
individual when compared to females.

Figure 1
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RESEARCH CONSIDERATIONS
The following information is provided as a courtesy to AAL members considering the implementation of a university-wide

survey. Those wishing to conduct a survey are encouraged to consult with IR&A to determine whether the information is

currently available:

Overall importance of the survey: Does it provide useful information for academic planning purposes?
Does it provide useful feedback to those providing services to students? Does it provide the University
with useful information on the experience of students at UST? Are other peer institutions conducting the
survey, and will peer data be available?

Use of Information Collected: Who will have access to the information collected and how will they use
it? Will it be presented to the President, Provost, Vice Presidents, Deans, Directors, and other line man-
agers who might be better informed in making decisions related to students?

Content and Design of Survey: Is the survey designed well? Is the content appropriate? Does it follow
sound survey methods and practices? Is it of appropriate length? Are the questions easily understood
and interpreted?

Population and Sampling Methodology: What is the target population? Must the entire population be
surveyed, or a sample? If the latter, what is the sampling methodology and is it sound? If the former, is
a sample an option that should be considered to lessen the burden on students?

Timing: When will the survey be conducted? Does it overlap with other surveys? Is it conducted at a
time during the academic year when students are likely to respond? Is this a recurring survey that will
be conducted annually?

Overall Impact: Does the survey overburden students? Does the survey divert important University re
sources away from other more important projects?

Resources: What resources at UST are needed in order to conduct the survey? For example, the cre-
ation of mailing databases, designing samples, designing the survey instrument, piloting the survey, de-
signing a Web application for the survey, conducting a mail or phone survey, data entry and coding, etc.

RESEARCH DISSEMINATION
At the conclusion of each approved study, researchers submit an electronic copy of the final report, the survey instrument,
and the data code book to the Survey Workgroup. IR&A then disseminates the findings through a campus clearinghouse
consisting of evaluations, assessment activities, and survey research information. At a minimum, dissemination activities
include posting of this information to the IR&A website.
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Legend:

Cooperative Institutional Research Program (CIRP)

New First-time Freshmen Orientation (Orientation Survey)
First Time, First-Year Survey (FTFY)

Beginning College Survey of Student Engagement (BCSSE)
National Survey on Student Engagement (NSSE)

National Survey on Faculty Engagement (FSSE)

Survey on Freshman Advising (FR Advisor)

Survey on Sophmore & Junior Advising (JR & SR Advisor Survey)
Graduating Senior Survey

Graduate Student Survey

Graduate Alumni Survey (One & Five-year)

Undergraduate Alumni Survey (One & Five-year)

Human Diversity Requirement Survey (HDR)

Career Services Survey (ECAR)
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This report is a product of the Office of Institutional Research and Analysis at the University of St. Thomas.
For more information, contact:

Michael Cogan, PhD, Director

Office of Institutional Research and Analysis
instresearch@stthomas.edu

(800) 328-6819, Ext. 2-6620
651-962-6626 (Fax)

2115 Summit Avenue, AQU330
St. Paul, MN 55105
www.stthomas.edu/ira
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