Comparative review of British, American and Australian national surveys of undergraduate students

Introduction

This review begins with an overview of national student surveys and research concerning how and to what extent these can be used to obtain feedback and to enhance the student learning experience for students in higher education. Following this, national student surveys used in three different countries, Britain, America and Australia are described. Two of the surveys focus on students' perceptions of their learning experience, while the third looks at students' engagement with their studies. Therefore, the three surveys chosen provide a good example of different conceptualisations of the student learning experience. The background to these different surveys, their rationale, theory-base, and psychometric properties are summarised. Information is also provided on how the results of these surveys are disseminated and used to improve the student learning experience in their respective countries. Finally, some recommendations on how to analyse and make use of student survey data for enhancement activities are provided.

Overview of national student surveys

The importance of gaining formal feedback from students by means of national student surveys reflects the growing focus on the quality of teaching, formal institutional arrangements for quality assurance, and a growing emphasis on student choice and competition between higher education institutions. However, this report seeks to demonstrate that, rather than viewing students as consumers and student surveys as satisfaction surveys, there may be more effective ways of conceptualising the student learning experience in student surveys; for example, in terms of students' perceptions of their learning context, and students' engagement with their studies. There are arguably three main benefits to the use of formal student surveys. The first two are methodologically grounded, in that they can provide an opportunity to conduct a census of student opinions through surveying the entire student population, and that they document the experiences of the student population in a more or less systematic way, enabling year on year comparisons. These two benefits are afforded by such instruments being standardised, with associated psychometric properties of reliability and validity, which will be discussed below. The other benefit to the use of formal student surveys is that they are typically theory-based. That is, they purport to measure aspects of the student learning experience that are hypothesised to be influential on students' learning outcomes. The analysis and interpretation of findings is particularly important when using theory-based surveys, as will be discussed in the final section of this review.

A large proportion of research in this area has focussed on examining the reliability and validity of student assessments of teaching (Prebble et al, 2004). In being theory-based, formal student surveys typically contain groupings of items measuring different concepts, referred to as scales. Reliability and validity are important psychometric properties of surveys, with reliability indicating how well an instrument measures what it purports to measure, and validity indicating whether an instrument actually measures what it purports to measure. Tests of reliability and validity are performed on the scales, and as such establish how robust from measurement error the surveys are. A technique called factor analysis is also typically performed to establish if the groups of items form their proposed scales. Tests of reliability, validity and factor analysis are specific to the survey, and as such will be discussed below with regards to each of the three surveys covered in this review. However, overall, Paulsen (2002) and Menges and Austin (2001) both cited in Prebble et al (2004) suggest student ratings to be reliable and valid indicators of teaching quality. 

Of research examining the extent to which student surveys can be used to enhance the student learning experience, the findings appear encouraging. As part of their systematic review examining the effectiveness of teacher training programmes in higher education, Prebble et al (2004) reviewed studies which tested the impact of student assessments of teaching on teaching quality. They concluded that 'student assessments [of teaching] are among the most reliable and accessible indicators of the effectiveness of teaching. When used appropriately they are likely to lead to significant improvements in the quality of the teaching and student learning' (p41). This conclusion was based on research findings including that students learn more from teachers who receive higher student ratings (Cohen, 1981), and a modest effect size for students' assessments of teaching upon teaching effectiveness found from a meta-analysis of 28 studies by L'Hommedieu (1990). Also attesting to the utility of student evaluations of teaching, in a report to HEFCE, Brennan et al (2003) asserted that 'The routine collection of students' evaluations does not in itself lead to any improvement in the quality of teaching (Kember, Leung, and Kwan, 2002). Nevertheless, feedback of this nature may help in the professional development of individual teachers, particularly if it is supported by an appropriate process of consultation and counselling (Roche and Marsh, 2002). Student evaluations of teaching do increase systematically following specific interventions aimed at improving teaching (Hativa, 1996)'. 

Regardless of their potentially sound psychometric properties and their potential to lead to improvements, formal student surveys have a barrier to their impact upon the student learning experience. This barrier is a lack of understanding of how to analyse and interpret the potentially valuable data which they provide. This problem has been identified by both Prebble et al (2004) in their systematic review and Brennan et al in their report. As stated by Prebble et al (2004) 'The ability to interpret student-rating data accurately is a crucial step in enabling staff to use such data in the development of teaching effectiveness…Misuse, misunderstanding and misinterpretation of students ratings data are, according to Theall and Franklin (2001), major impediments to the use of such data for effective teaching improvements, and do not allow users to make sound decisions' (p40-41). Similarly, Brennan et al (2003) comment that there is a lack of guidance to teachers, managers and administrators on how such information should be interpreted, and that with no guidance there is little or no scope for sensible discussion about the findings. They further comment that 'greater analysis and more imaginative presentation of feedback data might encourage more use to be made of it, which in itself would increase the commitment of staff and students to the importance of feedback processes' (p ii). It is for these reasons that this review covers among other things institutions' use of student survey data in the three different countries, and also includes a section on recommendations for analysing and using student survey data.

The Course Experience Questionnaire (Australia)

Background

The Course Experience Questionnaire (Ramsden, 1991) is funded by Graduate Careers Australia (GCA), an organisation with representation from employers, universities and government which aims to provide authoritative information on the supply of, and demand for new graduates in Australia. As part of its activities, GCA receives information and feedback from recent graduates through the Graduate Destination Survey, and the Course Experience Questionnaire (CEQ), which are mailed together. As a consequence, the CEQ is a national survey which all institutions take part in, and is sent annually to the previous year's graduating students. It should be noted, however, that the CEQ was an established instrument prior to its use by the GCA, and was based on the Course Perceptions Questionnaire designed in the 1980s in work carried out at Lancaster University (Ramsden and Entwistle,1981, Entwistle and Ramsden, 1983). The CEQ was designed to provide a performance indicator of teaching quality between comparable academic organisational units at the whole programme level (Wilson, Lizzio, and Ramsden, 1997). The current form of the CEQ is an extended form of the original CEQ, with five additional scales having been added to reflect the growing diversity of the Australian higher education system and the value attached to the full variety of educational and social experiences of students (McInnis et al, 2001).

The theory-base to the CEQ is the presage-process-product model of student learning (Biggs, 1978, Prosser et al, 1994), with associations found between students' perceptions of the learning context, and their approaches to learning, and between students' approaches to learning, and the quality of their learning outcomes. For example, it has been found that if students see the workload as too heavy or the assessment tasks as requiring memorisation of facts (e.g., a perception of the learning context), they are more likely to adopt surface approaches to learning (Ramsden, 1992). A surface approach to learning has been characterised by Prosser and Trigwell (1999) as being 'instrumentally or pragmatically motivated and seek[ing] to meet the demands of the task with minimum effort' (p91). Further, it has been found that deeper approaches to learning, characterised by Prosser and Trigwell (1999) as being motivated by the desire to understand ideas and seek meanings (Prosser and Trigwell, 1999), are associated with better learning outcomes (e.g., Marton and Saljo, 1976 and Prosser and Miller, 1989).  Relating all of this to teaching quality, associations have also been found between teachers adopting a student-centred approach to teaching, entailing a focus on the student and on developing or changing the student's conceptions of the material being learnt (Trigwell et al, 1994), and their students adopting a deep approach to learning (Trigwell et al, 1998, Trigwell et al, 1999). 

The CEQ, therefore, has as its focus the students' perceptions of their learning context, as this is proposed in the model as being the mediator between teachers' approaches to teaching, and students' approaches to learning, with the hypothesis that this in turn influences students' learning outcomes. In gaining information on how students perceive their learning context, information can be obtained that may be indicative of students' future learning outcomes. This in turn can be used to identify areas for enhancement activities to be targeted.

In its current form the CEQ has ten scales: five original and five additional scales:

· Good Teaching Scale

· Generic Skills Scale

· Clear Goals and Standards

· Appropriate Assessment Scale

· Appropriate Workload

· Student Support Scale

· Learning Resources Scale

· Learning Community Scale

· Graduate Qualities Scale

· Intellectual Motivation Scale

In addition, two open responses/free text boxes are provided, asking students what they consider to be the best aspects of their course, and what aspect they feel is most in need of improvement, to provide more detailed feedback.

A copy of the questionnaire is provided in appendix one

Psychometric properties

The original scales have been found to have satisfactory Cronbach alpha coefficients ranging from 0.71 for Appropriate Assessment scale, to 0.87 for the Good Teaching scale, indicating good reliability (Ramsden, 1991). Factor analysis of the items broadly confirms that they group together to form their proposed scales. Validity of the scales is supported by, for example, positive correlations between the scales and overall satisfaction (in the range of R=0.4), and between students' ratings of teaching quality and teachers' self-ratings (Ramsden, 1991). The original scales of the CEQ have also been tested on British students (Richardson, 1994) and were found to have slightly lower Cronbach alpha coefficients, particularly the Appropriate Assessment scale (0.47). Factor analysis broadly confirmed the five scales, although problems with some items were identified, particularly those making up the Appropriate Assessment scale. The new scales were also found to have satisfactory reliability levels with alpha Cronbach coefficients ranging between 0.71 for the Student Support Scale, to 0.83 for the Graduate Quality scale and Intellectual Motivation scale (McInnis et al, 2001). As noted by Richardson (2005), McInnis et al (2001) suggested that the new scales did not affect respondents' responses on the original scales and recommended they could be used. However, they provided no detailed analyses of the 'constituent structure' of the instrument. For more detailed information on the psychometric properties of the CEQ, please refer to Richardson (1994, 2005) and Ramsden (1991).

How the survey findings are disseminated and used

The GCA produces two summary formats annually for the CEQ: an annual GradFiles report which is an easy to read summary of key findings, and GradStats which provides more detail than the GradFiles. These reports, however, predominantly summarise the Graduate Destination Survey data, with the only summary for the CEQ data comprising yearly overall satisfaction scores. For each university the GCA also analyses and reports their data to the Department for Education, Science and Technology. This department  also produces reports which use CEQ data, including 'Enhancing and Customising the Analysis of the Course Experience Questionnaire' (Hand et al, 1998), 'Accessing the Student Voice: Using CEQuery to Identify what Retains Students and Promotes Engagement in Productive Learning in Australian Higher Education' (Scott, 2006), and 'Characteristics and Performance of Higher Education Institutions' (DEST, 1998). For more detailed information about any of these publications, please see the DEST website: www.dest.gov.au. The data has also become used for unintended purposes, including by the Good Universities Guide which is used by prospective students, and is available overseas, to rank Australian universities (Hand et al, 1998).

It is noted in the report by Hand et al (1998) that CEQ data has become widely used by institutions as performance indicators, in light of pressure off government and other stakeholders to demonstrate the quality of their activities. In their report, Hand et al provide guidance on best practice for analysing CEQ data and examples of how a sample of collaborating institutions use the data They also summarise a model which can be used by institutions to examine the data in the context of  other higher education performance data. Recommendations for good practice taken from this report include: 

· CEQ data is designed to allow for comparisons within fields of study. They are not valid for comparing different subjects/fields of study within institutions or across institutions
· The significance of scale scores should be interpreted with reference to specific institutional, organisational unit and course circumstances.

· Aggregated comparisons of institutions are unreliable

· CEQ results are most valuable as a means of identifying institutional performance when considered in the context of a number of relevant institutional performance indicators. If a number of indicators are all pointing in the same direction, there is a much stronger basis for action

As summed up by the GCA in their 'Optimal use of Survey Data': 'it is critical that comparisons are made between like courses, in like institutions with similar survey response rates.' Finally, Ramsden (1991) discourages use of CEQ data to rank order institutions based on mean scores, stating that such data is normative and therefore simply tells the audience which institutions score more or less than others: a relative score rather than an absolute score. Ramsden instead recommends using the data to report the percentage of students who agree and disagree with items in the questionnaire, arguing that this information is more informative, and can still allow year-on-year comparisons to measure the impact of interventions.

The National Student Survey (England, Wales and Northern Ireland)

Background

The National Student Survey (NSS) arose from discussions by a Task group established to make recommendations regarding what information about teaching quality and standards a revised quality assurance framework should cover. The NSS was specified as having three aims: 1) To help inform the choices of prospective students, 2) To contribute to public accountability, and 3) To provide useful data to institutions to use in their enhancement activities. In developing the NSS, a steering group was established and charged with scoping the survey, through reviewing current practice within both local and international institutions. The steering group recommended basing the NSS on the CEQ, due to this being an established instrument with sound psychometric properties and a breadth of research studies supporting its theory-base. The NSS was developed, piloted and modified with its first administration to all HEFCE funded students made in 2005, conducted by Ipsos MORI. Unlike the CEQ, the NSS is administered to students still in their final year of undergraduate studies.

In its first administration the NSS had six scales:

· The quality of teaching

· Assessment and feedback

· Academic support

· Organisation and management

· Learning resources

· Personal development

And an overall satisfaction item

In addition, similar to the CEQ, an open response/free text box is provided asking students if there are any positive or negative aspects they would like to highlight.

A copy of the core survey (NSS 2007) is provided in appendix two

In the 2006 administration, two additional scales, taken and modified from the CEQ, were piloted. These were

· Learning community

· Intellectual motivation

Furthermore, in 2006 an extra ten scales were developed for piloting in the 2007 administration on an optional basis. These scales were developed by the Higher Education Academy and Ipsos MORI in collaboration through collecting lists of items used in internal institutional surveys, developing these into thematic areas, and selecting and modifying specific items to form coherent scales. These scales were then reviewed by a focus group of students and further modified by Ipsos MORI, the Academy, and a steering group. In the 2007 administration, students based at pilot institutions will receive an electronic version of the original NSS scales, with the additional scales selected by their institution from the following list:

· Careers

· Course content/structure

· Courses with work placements

· Social opportunities

· Course delivery

· Feedback from students

· The physical environment

· Welfare resources and facilities

· Workload

· Assessment
Being based on the CEQ, the theory-base of the NSS is the same as for the CEQ, i.e., it emphasises the importance of students' perceptions of their learning context and the impact of this upon their learning outcomes. 
Psychometric properties

An interim analysis of the 2005 NSS data (Richardson, 2005) concluded that the items and the scales performed well. The proposed original six scales were identified in the principle components analysis, found to have a satisfactory level of internal consistency (reliability), and responses on the items and the scales correlated positively with the single overall satisfaction item (validity). Further, more detailed multivariate analyses of the 2005 data were conducted by Surridge (2006). This analysis compared the responses of different student groups using multilevel modelling, a technique which controls for common variance among cases through measuring the effects of individual, course and institutional characteristics on responses. The main findings highlighted in the accompanying report were that there were statistically significant relationships between student responses and age on entry to their course, ethnicity, subject of study, qualification aim, size of the institution and Research Assessment Exercise score for the subject of study. Surridge (2006) concluded that, based on these findings, there is a potential need to take into account the student composition of both institutions and subject areas when making comparisons of NSS scores to avoid bias in reporting.

How the survey findings are disseminated and used

As the NSS is only in its second year and is based on the CEQ, there are fewer examples of and recommendations for how the findings are disseminated and used. Some institutions have used positive findings for promotional marketing. Headlines from the news pages of HEI websites, for example, have included 'Survey recognises university investment' and 'Students give institution the thumbs up'. HEFCE also uses the data in this way: the Teaching Quality Information website carried a story entitled 'Students continue to be very satisfied with teaching and give higher ratings to learning resources.'  

The Higher Education Academy has developed two initiatives to encourage institutions to share ideas and good practice in using NSS data to inform enhancement activities. The NSS Working Group comprises individuals from a volunteer sample of institutions who work with NSS data as part of their job role, particularly those working in the areas of quality assurance and teaching and learning. The group meet to discuss and share their ideas and experiences of analysing, disseminating and encouraging others within the institution to use NSS data to enhance the student learning experience. In the first meeting, the group highlighted the need for more guidance on how to analyse the data, particularly determining the complexity of analyses to make them meaningful and statistically significant for use by senior managers, faculties and departments. Examples of good practice included:

-
consultation with faculty staff to help identify departments for benchmarking  - plans to triangulate and align internal institutional surveys with NSS data (something recommended by Hand et al, 1998); 

-
asking departments for more context to the data in order to help identify problem areas

-
providing further feedback to students on the actions taken as a result of the NSS to increase future response rates 

The second initiative is a National Student Survey Conference, the first of which was held in June 2006. The conference provides participants with the opportunity to talk to HEI colleagues who were rated highly in the first administration of the NSS about their activities to improve learning and teaching. 

Finally, in addition to the recommendations made for analysing CEQ data which also apply to analysing the NSS, Prosser (2005) recommends that rather than interpreting NSS data as student satisfaction scores, the focus should be on understanding why students respond the way they do, regarding their responses as perceptions of the learning context, and seeking further data, for example, through focus groups to uncover where problems may lie. Similar to Ramsden (1991), Prosser suggests attention should be on the spread of responses to an item rather than on mean scores, and emphasises that changes in scores over time represent broad cultural change. As such, only small effect size changes in scores can be expected, particularly due to the NSS covering students' entire programmes of study (0.2 of a standard deviation, equating to changes of 0.1 or 0.2 on the ratings scales over a three to five year period.)

The National Survey of Student Engagement (American)

Background

The NSSE was first conceived in 1998, and was given funding from the Pew Charitable Trust for its development. Three core uses for the NSSE were stated as being, 1) To be utilised by institutions to enhance undergraduate education, 2) To provide data on effective educational practices to external stakeholders, including accrediting bodies, and 3) To provide information about the quality of undergraduate education at national, sector and other levels. The evidence-base for the survey comprises a body of literature regarding the positive impact of engaging students in their studies, with the survey covering a range of educational practices found to be related to high gains in student learning outcomes. As stated by Kuh (2001) 'NSSE is an attempt to shift the nature of the public conversation about collegiate quality. For years we have focussed on the sometimes sensationalised rankings that appear in various magazines. These rankings are based almost exclusively on an institution's resources and reputation, and say little about the student experience. NSSE data focus on what is far more important to student learning - how students actually use the resources for learning that their school provides.' 

Influential in the design of the instrument has been Chickering and Gamson's (1987) 'Seven Principles for Good Practice in Undergraduate Education' derived from decades of research into the way students learn and teachers teach. According to the seven principles, good practice in undergraduate education 1) encourages contact between students and faculty, 2) develops reciprocity and cooperation among students, 3) uses active learning techniques, 4) gives prompt feedback, 5) emphasises time on task, 6) communicates high expectations, and 7) respects diverse talents and ways of learning. These seven principles, according to Chickering and Gamson (1987) employ the elements of activity, expectations, cooperation, interaction, diversity and responsibility.

The survey comprises 42 items. Students are asked to rate the frequency with which they engage in various activities which represent good educational practice (‘College Activities’), assess the amount of reading and writing they have done within the past year, as well as other educational program activities, such as studying abroad and volunteering (‘Reading and Writing and Educational Program Activities’), perceptions of features of the college environment that are associated with achievement (‘Opinions about the school’), and to estimate their educational and personal growth since starting college (‘Educational and Personal Growth’). 
The items are grouped into five benchmarks for comparative purposes:

· Level of academic challenge (for example, coursework emphasises synthesising and organising ideas, information, or experiences)

· Student interactions with faculty members

· Supportive campus environment (for example, quality of relationships with other students)

· Active and collaborative learning

· Enriching educational experiences (for example, talking with students with different religious beliefs, political opinions, or values)

However, unlike the CEQ and NSS, no open response/free text boxes are provided for students to provide more detailed feedback.

A copy of the survey is provided in appendix three

Unlike the NSS and CEQ, the NSSE is voluntary for institutions, covering pubic and private four year colleges. It is administered annually by the Indiana University Centre for Postsecondary Research to first and senior level students at participating institutions. In addition to the NSSE other related surveys have been developed, including the Faculty Survey of Student Engagement which is designed to measure faculty expectations of student engagement in evidence-based educational practices.

Psychometric properties

The psychometric properties of the NSSE discussed are taken from Kuh (2003) 'The National Survey of Student Engagement: Conceptual Framework and Overview of Psychometric Properties.' These statistics are based on an analysis of the first six administrations of the instrument, beginning with field tests in 1999.

Alpha coefficient for items measuring college activities is 0.85, for items measuring reading and writing, 0.70, related items measuring educational program experiences, 0.52, and items measuring educational and personal growth, 0.90. Finally, items measuring opinions about the school have an alpha of 0.84. These all represent satisfactory reliability levels, although the alpha coefficient for the educational programme experiences is relatively low. Evidence of the validity of the groupings of items is provided from examples such as seniors reporting greater overall gains in educational and personal growth than first -year students, and positive correlations between student-reported grade point average and the five benchmarks. Test-retest reliability of the instrument has found the instrument to be relatively stable from one year to the next, with a Pearson product moment correlation across all items for all students who completed the survey in 2000 of 0.83.

How the survey findings are disseminated and used

There are two main sources of information regarding institutions' use of NSSE data. The first is with reference to the NSSE website http://nsse.iub.edu/index.cfm which contains numerous resources and references, including information regarding the psychometric properties of the instrument discussed above, and examples of how institutions use the data. One such document is 'Using NSSE data' which includes examples of how the data can be utilised, including for benchmarking, institutional research, retention, and grant writing. The document also includes examples of how to communicate results internally and externally; for example, citing the University of Wisconsin-Green Bay which highlights results linked to ongoing activities of the target audience. As stated in the background section, the NSSE is promoted as being useful for benchmarking, with the document also describing normative benchmarking (comparing your students' data with another institution's) and criterion benchmarking (comparing your school's performance against an agreed, pre-determined standard.) 

The second source of information is provided from a project entitled 'Documenting Effective Educational Practice', a collaboration between the NSSE and the American Association for Higher Education. This initiative used case study methods to explore the everyday working of approximately 20 institutions with higher than predicted graduation rates and high scores on the five benchmarks of the NSSE. The project also incorporated national roundtables and campus consortia work to develop action plans for institutional improvement. Outcomes from the project which are disseminated more widely within the sector include: monographs summarising the practices that characterise educationally effective institutions; policy briefs for higher education administers and policy makers; roundtable reports outlining themes of importance, and workshops and presentations at national and regional meetings. Six key factors have emerged from project DEEP which contribute to the success of 'educationally effective institutions': 1) a living mission and lived educational philosophy, 2) an unshakeable focus on student learning, 3) clearly-marked pathways to student success, 4) environments adapted for educational enrichment, 5) an improvement-oriented campus culture, and 6) shared responsibility for educational quality and success. These are detailed in the book  'Student Success in College: Creating the Conditions that Matter' (Kuh et al, 2005). Further details can be found on the project DEEP web pages http://nsse.iub.edu/institute/index.cfm?view=deep/index.

Finally, NSSE data is also commonly used by institutions for accreditation purposes. In the document 'Accreditation Toolkit: New England Association (NSSE)', the rise in using the NSSE for accreditation purposes is cited as being due to accreditation agencies giving less weight to indicators that represent institutional resources and more weight to evidence of student learning, and also because regional, discipline or programme level accreditation standards focus on formative self-evaluations. For both of these purposes the NSSE data is said to be valuable. The toolkit, available from the NSSE website, provides tips and suggestions for incorporating NSSE data into regional accreditation processes, including mapping student engagement results to regional accreditation standards. In terms of accreditation, the NSSE data can be used to analyse resources and appraise the effectiveness of the institution in fulfilling its mission. NSSE data are actionable, pointing to aspects of student and institutional performance that institutions can do something about.

Overall summary and recommendations on how to use student survey data

All three surveys are evidence-based. They have therefore been developed to be robust instruments, with satisfactory reliability and validity, which can be utilised by institutions to improve the student learning experience, as well as to provide information for performance indicators. As stated above, a barrier to the effective use of student survey data is lack of understanding and guidance on how to use and interpret the data. If optimally used, the data can be valuable in identifying particular areas for enhancement activities, and in promoting further research to explore areas where problems have been identified. However, if incorrectly used, the findings can be biased and misleading.

Below is a summary list of recommendations on how to use and interpret the data, derived from recommendations made in this review, and also from the author's experience of analysing such datasets:

1.
Data should be used for like-with-like comparisons; for example, for comparing Engineering departments across institutions. At the aggregated level, (with disciplinary and gender response differences found), bias is likely to be introduced into analyses which are not weighted.

2.
Frequency data should focus on the distribution of responses across scales and items, rather than mean scores; for example, reporting the percentage of respondents who agree and disagree with items. 

3.
When reporting results, attention should be drawn to the institutional context of the data and factors that may have impacted upon the results; for example, the specialism of the institution, and widening participation rates.

4.
When reporting the results, other institutional data should be considered, rather than relying solely on the survey data. Useful sources of data include retention data (for example, the survey data could be used to predict/look for patterns in retention data), and internal surveys can be referred to, to triangulate the findings from national survey data.

5.
Several techniques can be used to identify specific areas for targeting enhancement activities:

· Identify the two scales with the lowest mean scores and review the items making up those scales to explore which items have the lowest percentage agreement. These could then become the focus of discussions for targeting enhancement activities 

· Correlations between the individual scales and overall satisfaction, or some other institutional performance indicators can be examined. Those scales which have the strongest correlations with the selected measure are likely to be the ones which, if targeted and increased, would increase scores on the selected measure

· Similar to the analysis above, instead of conducting correlations between individual scales and the selected measure, a multiple regression can be conducted. Multiple regression determines the unique and shared influence of each of the scales on the outcome measure. Therefore, it can be used to determine which scale would be most effective to target; for example, to increase overall satisfaction scores

· When analysing the data, even when specific target areas for activities have been identified, it is worthwhile conducting further research; for example, by holding focus groups with students to get direct feedback on problem areas and engage the students (and staff) in improvement discussions

· More detailed information provided in open responses/free text boxes can also be useful for drilling down and gaining further information, and to identify specific examples of problems
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Useful web sites

Department for Education, Science and Technology (relating to the CEQ)

www.dest.gov.au

Information relating to the NSSE Project Deep (relating to the NSSE)

http://nsse.iub.edu/institute/index.cfm?view=deep/index

National Survey of Student Engagement website (relating to the NSSE)

http://nsse.iub.edu/index.cfm

Teaching Quality Information website (relating to the NSS)

http://www1.tqi.ac.uk/sites/tqi/home/index.cfm
The Higher Education Academy NSS website
http://www.heacademy.ac.uk/nss.htm
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