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ABSTRACT 

Institutions are constantly seeking ways to facilitate and improve student-faculty interaction, 

especially in the first year of college, a time when students are facing a transition to a new 

academic environment.  One approach institutions take to facilitate student-faculty interaction is 

to implement policies that create ideal environments for student-faculty interaction to occur.  In 

order to fully understand the effects (and non-effects) of these policies, we must first understand 

the ideal conditions that enable student-faculty interaction, and the barriers that can prevent 

student-faculty interaction.  Supporting the creation of such environments through policy can be 

difficult for institutions because student-faculty interaction manifests in multiple ways.  Student-

faculty interaction looks very different from student to student, and it varies on three major 

components across situations:  quality, quantity, and content.  This study examines the effects of 

institutional policy that aim to create optimal conditions for student-faculty interaction in the first 

year of college.  While the literature reinforces the idea that student-faculty interaction supports 

student success and engagement, the data shows weak and inconsistent correlations between 

student engagement scores and levels of policy adoption.  Enacting institutional policy is a top-

down approach to creating student-faculty interaction, but can still have direct and indirect 

effects on student engagement.   
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

The idea that student-faculty interaction is important for college student success is not a 

new one.  This concept can be seen throughout the history of higher education.  Empirically, 60 

years’ worth of studies (e.g. Jacob, 1957; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1977; Pascarella, 1980; Kuh & 

Huh, 2001) have consistently reinforced the idea that interaction between students and faculty 

members supports student success in college.  Broadly speaking, faculty can play an important 

role in both the academic and social integration of students into the institutional environment 

(Tinto, 1993).  More specifically, student-faculty interaction can serve at least six important 

functions:  socializing students to the institutional culture, encouraging academic success, 

increasing student satisfaction, facilitating personal and intellectual development, helping to 

clarify educational and career goals, and supporting student persistence (Lamport, 1993).  

Through these roles, student-faculty interaction can improve the college experience for first-year 

students and increase student engagement.   

 Institutions are constantly seeking ways to facilitate and improve student-faculty 

interaction, especially in the first year of college, as students are beginning their transition to a 

new academic environment.  Faculty members can contribute to students’ academic and social 

development, overall engagement, and satisfaction.  In order to ensure these benefits for 

students, administrators often implement policies hoping to create ideal conditions for student-

faculty interaction to occur.  By adopting a wide range of policies that support the ideal 

conditions for student-faculty interaction, institutions are able to demonstrate an institutional 

commitment to creating conditions that encourage a greater quality and quantity of student-

faculty interaction.  For the purposes of this study, the term “institutional commitment” reflects 

an institution’s broad efforts to create environments conducive to student-faculty interaction.  In 

practice, this intentional effort means that an institution adopts different approaches that work 

together to support student-faculty interaction.   

Nonetheless, supporting student-faculty interaction through policy can be difficult for 

two reasons.  The first reason is that student-faculty interaction manifests in multiple ways.  

Student-faculty interaction looks very different from student to student, and it varies on three 

major components across situations:  quality, quantity, and content.  The second reason is 
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student-faculty interaction requires active participation from both the faculty member and the 

student.  In order for student-faculty interaction to occur, both parties must overcome their 

individual biases or constraints that inhibit their interaction.  To understand what conditions must 

be created in order for student-faculty interaction to occur, I examined the literature on the 

elements of student-faculty interaction, then examined institutional policies as a means of 

creating these conditions.  Through a review of the literature and statistical analyses, this paper 

explores whether or not an institution’s approach to the adoption of policies that support student-

faculty interaction is positively correlated with student engagement, and seeks to answer the 

question of whether or not institutional policies supporting student-faculty interaction impact 

student engagement.    

Literature Review 

Although student-faculty interaction has been a regular topic of study for decades, 

researchers have defined and measured it in many different ways.  Those definitions typically 

consider and vary upon three components:  quality, quantity, and content.  In practice, these 

components often blend together and the ideal mix differs for each student.  Nonetheless, the 

literature has revealed that each component is linked to student success.  Even though there is no 

singular definition of student-faculty interaction, patterns have emerged in each of the three 

major components of student-faculty interaction as well as in the environments in which student-

faculty interaction occurs.   

Key Components of Student-Faculty Interaction: Quality, Quantity, and Content 

The quality of interactions among students and faculty is probably the most widely 

varying of the three major components, and also the most subjective.  Measures of quality are 

often based on students’ perceptions of and satisfaction with their interactions with faculty 

members.  Eimers (2001) found that as student satisfaction with their faculty interaction rose, so 

did student engagement.  Anaya and Cole (2001) examined student satisfaction by asking 

students to rank their perceptions of their faculty members from remote, discouraging, and 

unsympathetic to approachable, understanding, and encouraging, and they found that student 

academic performance was positively correlated with the quality of the relationships they had 

with faculty.  Additionally, in a study that examined quantity, quality, and nature of student-

faculty interaction, it was the quality of the interaction that was the strongest predictor of 

academic outcomes for students (Lundberg & Schreiner, 2004).  Not only does quality 
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interaction improve academic outcomes, but it also increases students’ overall satisfaction with 

their experience (Delaney, 2008).  Umbach and Wawrzynski (2005) found that students at 

institutions where faculty members supported good educational practices such as in-class and 

out-of-class interaction, students were more likely to participate in these educational activities.   

 The second major element of faculty interaction is quantity.  Both Terenzini and 

Pascarella (1980) and Endo and Harpel (1982) showed that rates of student-faculty interaction 

were positively correlated with a variety of student outcomes.  Endo and Harpel’s study showed 

a positive correlation between frequency of faculty interaction and academic and social 

outcomes, but this correlation was slightly stronger for academic outcomes.  Pascarella and 

Terenzini (1977) also saw benefits to increased student-faculty interaction on a variety of 

outcomes.  While the benefits of frequent student-faculty interaction are varied in the literature, 

students are often not aware of the larger benefits of this interaction, beyond getting their 

questions regarding course rules and assignments answered.  As a result, students often report 

some interaction with faculty, but it is not routine or a regular part of many students’ experiences 

(Cotten & Wilson, 2006).  Because students do not see all of the benefits of student-faculty 

interactions, they do not have a good source of external motivation to initiate student-faculty 

interaction.   

The content of student-faculty interaction varies from student to student, but patterns in 

the majority of interactions have emerged.  Anaya and Cole (2001) found that the content of 

student-faculty interactions tends to be more focused on academic topics than personal ones, but 

that almost all types of interaction had a significant positive impact on students’ grades.  Kuh 

and Hu (2001) examined the relative frequency of different types of interactions that students 

had with faculty members.  The most frequent types of interactions were seeking information or 

clarification on course-related topics, followed by discussing career plans, discussing personal 

problems, and working on a research project with that faculty member.  Kuh and Hu (2001) also 

found that the most common type of student-faculty interaction was strictly course-related, and 

that students would gain more from more substantive interactions.  Any interaction is beneficial 

to students, but a push towards more in-depth and individualized interaction could foster more 

student gains and satisfaction.   
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Student-Faculty Interaction in Different Environments 

Student-faculty interaction can occur in-class (formal), out-of-class (informal), and more 

recently, online.  In each of these environments, student-faculty interaction is going to differ due 

to the differences in the environments.  In each setting, there are specific benefits and drawbacks.  

Informal interaction is a common focus of studies on student-faculty interactions.  Pascarella’s 

(1980) review of the literature found significant differences in several educational outcomes 

(satisfaction, educational aspirations, intellectual and personal development, academic 

achievement, and first-year retention) based on amounts of informal interaction with faculty 

members;  students who had more informal interaction were overall more likely to perform better 

on each of these educational outcomes.  Informal interaction also has the potential to be 

substantive and encourage continued interaction, but only if students take advantage of it.  

Informal interaction may not always occur on a regular basis, but can have more productive 

content and a greater quantity than formal in-class interactions (Lamport, 1993; Pascarella, 

1980).  Out-of-class, faculty have more opportunities to speak with students, and the content 

does not have to strictly be related to class.  Due to this flexibility, informal interactions could 

potentially be a greater influence on the student than interactions occurring within the formal 

classroom environment, though it requires motivation for both the faculty member and students.   

Nonetheless, faculty members’ in-class interactions with students can also be important.  

Tinto (1997) argues that in-class interaction is just as important as out-of-class interaction 

because the percentage of students who experience in-class interaction will be much larger.  

Students in classes with stronger faculty interaction were more likely to be academically and 

socially engaged and persist to a second year (Tinto, 1997; Pascarella &Terenzini, 2005).  

Additionally, faculty members who use active and engaging learning strategies in the classroom 

and who place an emphasis on enriching educational experiences have students who are all-

around more engaged in their college experience (Umbach & Wawrzynski, 2005).  Formal 

interactions are naturally going to be more structured and less individualized than informal/out-

of-class interaction, due to the nature of having interactions while in class with a group of 

students.  In-class interaction is regulated in terms of frequency by the class schedule, so this 

type of interaction is more likely to happen on a regular basis.  Because of this scheduled nature, 

formal, in-class interaction may not require extraordinary effort on either the student or the 
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faculty’s part.  While formal interaction may be more regular and frequent than informal 

interaction, it is typically focused exclusively on academic topics.   

Students can now also interact with their faculty online, and this virtual interaction 

provides a new environment for faculty-student interaction.  The literature on online interaction 

does not definitively state whether online interaction (supplemental to in-class interaction) helps 

or hinders overall quality of in-person student-faculty interaction.  Currently, the use of e-mail is 

one of the main components in the debate over the impact of online interaction.  Positive aspects 

of online communication include ease of contacting an instructor (Haworth, 1999), an easy point 

of entry for students with anxiety over approaching an instructor (Kelly et al, 2001), and the 

improved perception of faculty availability and immediacy (Jaasma and Koper, 1999).  However, 

Haworth (1999) found that students were more likely to use e-mail as an alternative to face-to-

face communication rather than a supplement.  If students are using emails to get their questions 

answered, they are less likely to have extended interactions with faculty members on topics other 

than clarification of class topics or assignments.  Like informal interaction, online interaction is 

not limited in terms of content or quantity, but like formal interaction, it may be more difficult to 

create substantive interactions between students and faculty members.   

Barriers to Student-Faculty Interaction 

Student-faculty interaction requires active participation from both students and faculty, 

which means that barriers to that interaction can come from both parties.  Cotten and Wilson 

(2006) examined barriers to student-faculty interaction from students’ perspectives and identified 

three major types of barriers:  student characteristics, faculty characteristics, and the institutional 

structure.  In terms of student characteristics, some of the strongest barriers are time constraints 

and motivation to speak to faculty.  Participants in the Cotten and Wilson study said that they did 

not have much spare time to spend with faculty members, and even if they did, they would need 

to have the motivation and desire to initiate an interaction.  Students often did not want, or did 

not feel comfortable initiating, an interaction with their instructors.  Students felt that they 

needed both maturity and a shared interest in order to feel confident in initiating interactions with 

faculty.  In terms of faculty characteristics, students reported that faculty appear to be busy, 

rushed, and not interested in interacting with them.  Additionally, students claimed that they 

rarely saw their faculty members outside of class.  In terms of institutional characteristics, 

students mentioned large class sizes often.  They reported that in large, lecture-style classes, it 
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was much more difficult to interact with faculty, and that in these types of classes, they often 

interacted more with a teaching assistant than the instructor of record.  Students also assumed 

that the instructor was too busy dealing with too many other students to talk to them.  While 

these are all students’ perceptions, and are therefore subject to bias, they illustrate that students’ 

perceptions can create barriers to student-faculty interaction. 

Einarson and Clarkberg (2004), on the other hand, examined faculty perceptions of 

barriers to student-faculty interaction.  They found that time constraints (both perceived and 

actual) had a relatively small negative effect on out-of-class interaction.  Additionally, the 

Einarson and Clarkberg (2004) study showed no negative correlations between higher levels of 

interaction with students and faculty research productivity, countering the prevailing assumption 

that faculty members who are heavily involved with students are not as productive in their 

research.  For the faculty in this study, as levels of interaction with students increased, their 

reports of institutional and departmental support decreased.   While this lack of support did not 

prevent faculty from interacting with students, it could easily lead to early burnout for faculty 

members who are more involved with students.  A much stronger predictor of student-faculty 

interaction were faculty members’ personal values and beliefs about their role.  Faculty members 

who believed that interactions with students were an important part of their role and who 

believed students would be willing to interact were more likely to have higher levels of student-

faculty interaction.  The Einarson and Clarkberg study, therefore, seems to suggest that faculty 

time commitments and a lack of faculty and institutional support could be potential barriers to 

student-faculty interaction.   

Institutional Support for Student-Faculty Interaction 

The literature on student-faculty interaction provides a clear overview on how and why 

student-faculty interaction is important, which gives some insight into the environments and 

conditions that need to be created in order to foster student-faculty interaction.  However, the 

literature also indicates that these interactions happen relatively infrequently (Cotten & Wilson, 

2006; Pascarella, 1980; Jaasma & Koper, 1999).  To further compound this issue, even when 

faculty do believe in promoting interactions with students, their availability to do so may be 

extremely limited.  Milem, Berger, and Dey (2000) analyzed changes in how faculty members 

spent their work time over the course of twenty years (1972-1992).  When they examined 

institutions in the aggregate, they found that faculty experienced statistically significant growths 
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in time spent on teaching and research, but decreases in advising.  The decrease in time spent 

advising is much smaller than the increased time spent teaching and researching, indicating not 

only that faculty have been committing more time to those two areas of their jobs, but working 

more real-time hours than ever before.  This trend then leaves very little time for the faculty to 

interact with students outside of the formal classroom environment.  Aware of this problem, 

administrative leaders have sought solutions by trying to identify policies that create optimal 

conditions for student-faculty interaction.  This is especially important for first-year students, 

who are facing both an academic and social transition to college.  Additionally, higher quality 

and quantity of interaction in the first year of college is positively correlated to higher quality 

and quantity of interaction throughout a student’s college experience (Fuentes, Alvarado, 

Berdan, DeAngelo, 2014).  What the literature does not tell us is whether or not these policies are 

successful in creating the right conditions or encouraging student-faculty interaction.  The 

current study seeks to begin to fill this void in the literature.   

Framework 

Two conceptual frameworks guide this study.  The first is Terenzini and Reason’s (2005) 

college effects model, and the second is Mintzberg’s (1979) theory of the professional 

bureaucracy.  The Terenzini and Reason framework helps conceptualize the theoretical 

importance of institutional commitment to a student’s college experience, providing the 

theoretical basis to the idea that institution-level policies can be impactful on the student 

experience.  While Terenzini and Reason’s model provides a theoretical framework for this 

paper, Mintzberg’s theory provides a practical framework.  Mintzberg’s discussion of the 

professional bureaucracy clarifies the strengths and weaknesses of the practical environment in 

which policies are enacted.   

Terenzini and Reason’s College Effects Model 

 This model proposes four major areas that affect a student’s college experience:  previous 

experiences and characteristics, the institution’s organizational context, the peer environment, 

and individual experiences.  Each of these areas have several factors that can influence the 

student experience.  Within organizational context, this model includes internal structures, 

policies, and practices; academic and co-curricular programs, policies, and practices; and faculty 

culture.  This project focused in on this piece of this model.  Organizational context, according to 

Terenzini and Reason (2005), is based on what an institution actually does:  the efforts that an 
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institution takes to ensure their students’ success.  Additionally, one of the characteristics of an 

effective institution, according to the Foundations of Excellence proposed by the John N. 

Gardner Institute for Excellence in Undergraduate Education (2005) (from which the Terenzini 

and Reason (2005) framework is an outgrowth), is to have an organizational structure that 

“provides a comprehensive, integrated, and coordinated approach to the first year” (para. 4).  

Developing, writing, and implementing such comprehensive and integrated policies takes time 

and resources.  An intentional and coordinated effort shows more commitment on the 

institution’s part to a particular initiative.   

For this study, I examined the level of policy development related specifically to student-

faculty interaction as a means of gauging an institution’s commitment to creating ideal 

conditions for it to occur.  Institutional commitment is instrumental in creating student-faculty 

interaction, and it is important to take institutional commitment into consideration when 

examining factors that impact student engagement.  While policies may facilitate programs, 

environments, and conditions that will increase student engagement, ideally, they also represent 

an institutional commitment to student engagement, and specifically for this study, student-

faculty interaction.  Based on the framework presented by Terenzini and Reason, I 

conceptualized institutional commitment to student-faculty interaction as an institution’s overall 

approach to the adoption of polices that support the creation of ideal environments for student-

faculty interaction to occur.  In the context of this study, an institution’s commitment to student-

faculty interaction is reflected in the extent to which it has adopted multiple research-supported 

policies designed to facilitate student-faculty interaction.  Institutional commitment, while 

difficult to measure, could very well be a much stronger predictor of whether or not student-

faculty interaction will occur.  While policy is only one aspect of institutional commitment, I 

chose it as a focus for this study because administrators have more control over its adoption and 

adaptation to the needs of their specific institutions.   

Mintzberg’s Professional Bureaucracy 

There are many theories of organizational behavior in higher education, however, 

Mintzberg’s (1979) theory on the professional bureaucracy focuses on practical and procedural 

issues that are likely to affect policy implementation.  Mintzberg describes several characteristics 

of a bureaucracy that are important to note if we are to understand the practical implications that 

are associated with policy adoption.  Specifically, Mintzberg describes the professional 
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bureaucracy as hierarchical, decentralized, and staff members in the bureaucracy are categorized 

and specialized.  There are many strengths of the professional bureaucracy.  In the context of 

higher education, this means that administrators and faculty members are ranked in levels of 

increasing authority, there are more positions with specific authority over one area (e.g. faculty 

members) than there are positions with unilateral authority (e.g. president or chancellor), and 

every administrator or faculty member is responsible for a specific task and is trained to 

complete that task.  

Moreover, the professional bureaucracy is a democratic system that gives autonomy and 

authority to the people in the hierarchy to make changes and promote good practices.  Members 

of the bureaucracy (e.g. faculty and staff) have ownership over their work and have the ability to 

improve and perfect their performance.  The specialization of faculty and administrators allows 

for continuous training of these staff members, and allows a very large task (educating students) 

to be completed at a very high quality.   

However, the professional bureaucracy is not a perfect system.  One of the biggest 

challenges in a bureaucracy is collaboration (Mintzberg, 1976; Page, 1951).  Power dynamics 

complicate collaboration vertically within the bureaucracy, and the pigeonholing process can 

inhibit faculty and staff from collaborating horizontally.  Another major weakness of the 

professional bureaucracy is that the organization as a whole is only as strong as its weakest link 

(Mintzberg, 1976).  The structure requires everyone to be compliant with institution-wide efforts 

and requires that everyone work at full capacity in order for the institution as a whole to be 

efficient and effective.  When one examines higher education through the lens of Mintzberg’s 

professional bureaucracy, one can better examine the environment in which policy is enacted, 

and how procedures could positively or negatively impact policy implementation.   
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CHAPTER TWO 

METHODS 

Data Collection 

 Data for this paper were collected through the Linking Institutional Policies to Student 

Success (LIPSS) project.  The LIPSS project seeks to examine the overall adoption of 

institutional-level policies and how these policies impact the first-year student experience.  This 

project examines 34 different policy clusters/families in both academic and student affairs that 

have been documented in the literature as beneficial to first-year students.  For each policy 

cluster, scales were created that represent an institution’s overall policy adoption, or 

“alignment”, for that cluster.  Higher alignment scores indicate a greater adoption of the policies 

within each policy cluster.  The data for the LIPSS project were collected in two phases:  

institutional data and student data.  All institutions in the five states of interest (California, 

Florida, Iowa, Pennsylvania, and Texas) that administered the National Survey for Student 

Engagement (NSSE) were eligible for the study.  Every eligible institution was contacted and 

asked to be a part of the study, and any institution that wanted to participate was included.  A 

total of 57 institutions elected to participate in the study.  For the institutional data, participating 

institutions were sent two surveys.  One survey had questions regarding the adoption of 

academic affairs policies and the other had questions regarding the adoption of student affairs 

policies.  The chief academic officer and chief student affairs officer (or his or her designee) 

from each institution filled out their respective survey.  While the LIPSS data contain policy data 

for both academic and student affairs, only scales from the academic affairs survey were used in 

this paper.  Once the institutional data was collected, LIPSS project staff worked to with NSSE 

representatives to acquire NSSE data from each institution’s participating students.  The NSSE 

data for each institution was then linked to the institution-level data so that each line of data had 

the institutional responses as well as a single student’s NSSE responses.   

Sample 

The sample contains a total of 57 participating institutions across five states (California, 

Florida, Iowa, Pennsylvania, and Texas) and 8,848 cases of first-year student NSSE data.  

Participating institutions included a mix of public and private as well as for-profit and non-profit.  

Table 1 depicts some of the descriptive characteristics of the institutional and student data. 
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Table 1:  

Percent of institutional and student characteristics, in valid percent 

Characteristics Percent 

 

Institutional  

Of Institutions 

(n=57) 

Of Students 

(n=8,848) 

Control   

Public 22.8% 34.1% 

Private 77.2% 65.9% 

Profit Status   

For-Profit 3.5% 0.6% 

Non-Profit 96.5% 99.4% 

Highest Degree Granted   

Bachelor’s  45.6% 35.7% 

Master’s 50.9% 58.2% 

Doctoral 3.5% 6.1% 

Size   

Under 1,000 10.5% 2.7% 

1,000-4,999 64.9% 61.0% 

5,000-9,999 14.0% 14.2% 

10,000-19,999 8.8% 17.4% 

20,000 and above 1.8% 4.7% 

   

Student    

Gender   

Male  45.2% 

Female  54.8% 

Race/Ethnicity   

African American/Black  4.9% 

American Indian/ Alaska Native  0.3% 

Asian/ Pacific Islander  4.1% 

Caucasian/ White  69.4% 

Hispanic  12.7% 

Multiracial  3.3% 

Foreign  4.5% 

Other  0.8% 

Enrollment Status   

Part-Time  3.7% 

Full-Time  96.3% 

 

 

Variables 

 Analyses incorporated three major types of variables:  input/control variables, policy 

scales, and outcome variables.  Input variables are both student and institutional characteristics, 
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which served as control variables during the analyses.  Student level characteristics included: 

race/ethnicity, gender, first-generation status, full- or part-time status, athlete status, residency 

(on- or off-campus), age (traditional- or non-traditional), international status, transfer status, 

major, and standardized test scores.  These variables were self-reported characteristics which 

were obtained from the students’ NSSE responses.  Where student-reported demographic data 

was missing, available institution-reported demographic data was used instead.  Institutional-

level controls included:  control (private or public), highest degree offered (Bachelor’s, Master’s, 

or Doctoral), total undergraduate enrollment, percent of non-white enrollment, percentage of 

students receiving Pell Grants, and selectivity (based on Barron’s criteria for selectivity).  

Institutional characteristics were obtained from The Integrated Postsecondary Education Data 

System (IPEDS).   

The independent variables of interest for this study were five policy scales related to 

fostering student-faculty interaction, described below:  

1. Faculty Participation in First-Year Events, a two-item scale reflecting the extent to 

which an institution encourages faculty to participate in first-year orientation and other 

first-year activities. (alpha = .65) 

2. Senior Faculty Teaching First-Year Classes, a two-item scale reflecting the extent to 

which faculty are encouraged to teach first-year seminars and other first-year courses. 

(alpha = .84) 

3. Faculty Involvement Considered in Personnel Decisions, a three-item scale 

demonstrating the degree to which an institution considers involvement with first-year 

students in hiring, promotion and tenure, and merit-based salary increases.  (alpha = .73) 

4. Funding for Professional Development Related to First-Year Issues, a four-item scale 

showing the extent to which an institution provides funding for conferences relating to 

first-year issues and how much time of faculty orientation is dedicated to first-year topics.  

(alpha = .69) 

5. Encouragement of Student-Faculty Interaction, a three-item scale reflecting the extent 

to which an institution supports unit-specific and campus-wide faculty interactions and 

mentoring relationships.  (alpha = .52) 

These scales were created using clusters of related questions from the academic affairs survey.  

Each scale’s value indicates the extent to which an institution’s policies align with the 
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conclusions of the current literature on first-year student success.  Each score is expressed on a 

scale of zero to one, with zero indicating no adoption of the policies of interest in this study, and 

one indicating complete adoption of the policies of interest.  Each policy scale was analyzed 

individually, as well as all five polices together as one meta-scale, representing an institution’s 

overall commitment to student-faculty interaction, which was created by averaging the alignment 

scores for each of the five policy clusters.  The alignment scores for the policy clusters and the 

meta-scale of all clusters served as the independent variables of interest for analyses.   

Outcome variables were each of the five NSSE benchmarks for student engagement, 

expressed on a 100 point scale using standard scoring procedures established by NSSE.  Below is 

a brief description of each benchmark, as well as the national reliability scores (Cronbach’s 

alpha), as reported by NSSE:   

1. Enriching Educational Experiences (EEE), which represents students’ interaction with 

other students who are different from themselves as well as participation in meaningful 

extracurricular activities.  (alpha = .67) 

2. Supportive Campus Environment (SCE), which incorporates questions that asked 

students about their perceptions of whether or not their institution provides support for 

them academically and socially, as well as the quality of their relationships with students, 

faculty, and staff. (alpha = .79) 

3. Active and Collaborative Learning (ACL), which represents how often students ask 

questions in class, discuss course materials outside of class, tutor other students, work 

with other students in and out of class, or work on a community-based project outside of 

class.  (alpha = .67) 

4. Academic Challenge (AC), which incorporates questions about how much reading and 

writing students do as a part of their coursework, how much time they spend preparing 

for class, how hard they work to meet faculty members’ expectations, as well as using 

higher order thinking in classes. (alpha = .73) 

5. Student-Faculty Interaction (SFI), which includes questions that ask students to report 

discussing course materials, career plans, or grades and assignments with their professors, 

and whether or not they worked with faculty on projects outside of the classroom (alpha 

= .71) (Kuh et al., 2010) 
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These benchmarks are calculated based off of students’ self-reporting of their college 

experiences.  Means and standard deviations for each of the policy scales and NSSE benchmarks 

are shown in Table 2.   

 

 

Table 2 

Means and Standard Deviations for Policy Variables and NSSE Benchmarks 

 Mean Standard 

Deviation 

Policy Scales   

     Faculty Participation in First Year Events  .45 .19 

     Senior Faculty Teaching First Year Courses  .36 .30 

     Faculty Involvement Considered in Personnel Decisions  .43 .33 

     Funding for Professional Development  .56 .28 

     Encouragement of Student-Faculty Interaction .38 .20 

NSSE Benchmarks   

     Academic Challenge 54.91 13.18 

     Active and Collaborative Learning 45.53 16.56 

     Enriching Educational Experiences 28.94 15.21 

     Supportive Campus Environment 65.98 18.14 

     Student-Faculty Interaction 36.40 18.52 

 

 

 While the policies of interest in this study have the clearest connection to the Student-

Faculty Interaction benchmark, they also have the potential to impact other areas of student 

engagement.  For each of these benchmarks, faculty play an important role in encouraging a 

positive student experience.  Faculty members and their efforts are factored into every one of 

these five benchmarks.  Additionally, through the different support roles that faculty members 

play (see Lamport, 1993), they are able to positively impact students in many different elements 

of student engagement.  Each interaction that a faculty member has with students will be 

different, and this interaction will impact each student in different ways.  Because of the varying 

nature of student-faculty interaction, these interactions will impact many different areas of 

student engagement.  In order to capture all of the impacts of student-faculty interaction, all five 

NSSE benchmarks were included in this study.   

Analytical Procedures 
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Hierarchical linear modeling was used to examine the effects of each of the policy scales 

on each of the NSSE benchmarks.  In particular, this analytic approach follows Raudenbush and 

Bryke’s (2002) and Hox’s (2010) suggestions for using multilevel models to examine level 2 

(institution level) effects while controlling for level 1 (student) factors.  Thus, for the analyses, 

level 1 variables were student-level, and level 2 variables were institution-level. Before any 

analyses were run, each of the level 1 variables were grand-mean centered.  This essentially 

standardized level 1 student characteristics across institutions so that the resulting regression 

coefficients represented only the effects of the level 2 policy variables of interest (Raudenbush & 

Bryk, 2002).    Analyses included four models: a null model, level 1, level 2, and finally a model 

that included the policy scale of interest.   

The first model was a null model that functioned like an ANOVA.  This empty/null 

model helped to determine the amount of variances explained by the fixed effects at each level.  

The next phase of analyses was the level 1 model, which included the following student-level 

control variables: race, gender, international student status, first-generation status, traditional vs. 

non-traditional age, major, transfer student status, part-time vs. full-time, on- vs. off-campus 

living, and ACT/SAT score.  This model added the student-level control variables to create a 

“baseline” model for subsequent analyses of institutional effects.  The level 2 model added 

institutional-level characteristics, which were obtained through IPEDS.  The additional fixed 

effects for the level 2 model were: control (public vs. private), highest degree offered 

(Bachelor’s, Master’s, or Doctoral), percentage of non-white enrollment, selectivity (as indicated 

by Barron’s Guide), and unduplicated undergraduate enrollment. These largely stable and not 

easily changed institutional characteristics served as level 2 control variables.  The level 1 and 

level 2 fixed effects served as controls for possible intervening variables at both the student- and 

institutional-level.  Finally, the fourth model added the policy variable to determine whether any 

remaining variances in student engagement scores could be attributed to any of the policy scales 

considered.   

Limitations 

Conceptual 

The analyses and discussion in this paper focus exclusively on the first year of college.  

While student-faculty interaction may be more impactful for students later in their college career 

after years of interaction, the policies of interest are specifically aimed at the first-year 
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experience of students.  Due to the multi-faceted challenges that students face during the first 

year of college, student-faculty interaction stands to make more of an impact on a student’s 

experience during the first year.  Since the NSSE data also included senior student data, analyses 

were run on senior students as well. I found no significant differences in the senior students, and 

related findings were consistent with those for the first-year students.  Thus, while student-

faculty interaction, and the benefits thereof, may be compounded as the student progresses 

through the rest of their years, this theoretical position was not supported by the data, allowing 

me to focus on data from first-year students. 

 The data for this study only includes students’ reports of their interactions with faculty, 

but does not have corresponding faculty reports of student-faculty interaction.  This means that 

only the student perspective is represented in this data.  It would be helpful in future research to 

collect data on the faculty perspective.  The discrepancies and similarities between the faculty 

perspective and the student perspective could corroborate or clarify the findings presented in this 

paper and help give a better understanding of the role of policy in creating environments that 

foster student-faculty interaction.   

Methodological 

This study relies on NSSE data for the outcome variables.  All NSSE data is student self-

reported, and this comes with potential limitations.  Every student is going to interpret the 

questions and responses differently, and this could lead to subtle differences between students.  

Because this project has a large sample size that is only examined in the aggregate, individual 

students’ over- and under-representation of their abilities and experiences are averaged together 

to create a more consistent representation of the student experience at these institutions.  In the 

context of this study, analyses focused on student data aggregated to the institution level, 

compensating for biases in individual students’ responses.  Astin (1993) asserts that in higher 

education, self-reported data can provide a greater breadth of information and is often the only 

practical way to collect certain student information.  In this study, using self-reported NSSE data 

was the most practical and holistic way to quantify student engagement for analysis.  Direct 

measures would not have provided as much information into the breadth of individual students’ 

engagement and would have required a more complicated system of tracking student 

participation and assessing student students’ experiences.   
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 All of the institutions in this study elected to participate.  Accordingly, they are all 

subject to the volunteer effect.  For this study, this means that these schools were probably 

already intentional about their institutional commitment to the first-year experience.  The 

variances in the alignment scores of the participating institutions in this study do not likely 

represent the entire range of policy distribution across all institutions of higher education.  

However, the participating institutions in this study do represent a range of policy adoption, with 

institutions at both ends of the policy adoption spectrum.  Institutions reported adoption levels 

anywhere from less than 10% to above 70%.  While the data includes a range of levels of policy 

adoption, collectively the data is skewed towards the higher end of the policy adoption spectrum.  

The skewness of this data may underrepresent the national variability in policy adoption rates 

between institutions nation-wide.  With a more comprehensive sample of all institutions, there 

may have been greater variability in the independent variables of interest (the policy scales) that 

might have made it easier to detect relatively small policy effects that may, in the current 

analyses, show up as non-significant coefficients.  Additionally, the variances in the data were 

greater within institutions rather than between institutions (intraclass correlation between .029 

and .073), indicating that there may be other factors of institutional context that can interfere 

with effective policy implementation.   
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CHAPTER THREE 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

Results 

 Analyses were run on each individual policy scale as well as on the aggregate of all the 

policy scales.  The results of these analyses are presented in Table 3.  The table shows the 

regression coefficients from the fourth model (which controlled for student- and institutional-

level characteristics while examining policy scales of interest) for each of the five policy scales 

compared to one of the five NSSE benchmarks, then the aggregate of the five policy scales.   

 

 

Table 3 

Policy Scales Compared to NSSE Benchmarks 

* p < .05 

**p < .01 

** p < .001 

 

 

Due to the widely-researched benefits of student-faculty interaction for students and the 

intentionality of the measured policies, I anticipated finding consistent positive relationships 

between NSSE benchmarks and the policy variables.  However, analyses showed only a few 

statistically significant policy effects, and these differences were isolated and inconsistent.  For 

 EEE SCE SFI ACL AC 

Faculty Participation in First Year Events 

(alpha = .65) 
-0.339 3.268 0.605 0.738 0.961 

Senior Faculty Teaching First Year Courses 

(alpha = .84) 
0.454 3.842* 2.562 0.611 -0.696 

Faculty Involvement Considered in 

Personnel Decisions (alpha = .73) 
1.930 1.780 3.345* 1.363 2.492 

Funding for Professional Development 

(alpha = .69) 
1.764 1.695 4.920*** 2.896 3.061* 

Encouragement of Student-Faculty 

Interaction (alpha = .52) 
0.688 2.603 -0.647 -1.516 -1.108 

Aggregate of Policies 4.181 7.462 8.789* 4.131 5.844 
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the most part, the policy scales had weak or non-significant correlations to student engagement.  

There were five statistically significant policy scales (p < .05), but with the large number (30) of 

analyses run for this study, one must be cautious when interpreting individual statistics, as 

indications of statistical significance may be due more to chance than to a true policy effect (i.e. 

a type 1 error).  Instead, I was looking for patterns of significance in either rows or columns of 

Table 3, indicating consistent significance of a policy across multiple engagement benchmarks, 

or consistent significance of multiple policies across each benchmark.   

There were, however, a few findings that seemed to indicate the beginnings of such 

patterns.  The three significant findings within Student-Faculty Interaction (SFI) NSSE 

benchmark, including the significance of the aggregate of policies on this benchmark, come 

closest to the expected pattern.  The policies of interest in this study has the most direct 

connection to the items measured in the SFI benchmark, due to the fact that the policy scales of 

interest were specifically designed, at least in part, to facilitate student-faculty interaction.  

Therefore, it seems reasonable (and unremarkable) that these five policy scales show some 

correlations with the SFI benchmark.  However, the analyses only showed significant results for 

two of the five main policy scales, and only the Funding for Professional Development scale had 

a p value of <.001.  When this scale was compared to all ten of the outcome variables in the 

LIPSS project [the five benchmarks presented in this study, plus five additional NSSE scales: 

two Deep Approach to Learning, Gains in Practical Competence, Gains in General Education, 

and Gains in Personal and Social Development (results reported elsewhere)], this policy scale 

was significant on seven of the ten benchmarks.  Only two of the other 34 policy scales analyzed 

in the LIPSS project had more consistent statistically significant findings, suggesting this policy 

scale has potency well beyond just student-faculty interaction.  This was the highest number of 

significant findings for all 34 of the LIPSS policy scales.  Because it was strong in so many 

areas, the effects seen here can likely be attributed to the inherent strength of the Funding for 

Professional Development policy cluster, and not in its unique contribution to student-faculty 

interaction.  The relative strength of this policy also likely drives the finding of significance for 

the aggregate policy variable when compared to the SFI benchmark.  Of the three other policy 

scales tested against the SFI benchmark, only one was statistically significant, and one other 

showed a negative (albeit non-significant) correlation.  Collectively, these results led me to 
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conclude that these policies do have some effect on facilitating student-faculty interaction, but 

that there are barriers preventing these policies from being fully effective.   

There were two other isolated significant findings outside of the Student-Faculty 

Interaction benchmark, however these were the only two findings out of 24 analyses that were 

significant.  Because so few of these analyses were significant, these two findings were more 

likely statistical anomalies than any indication of true policy effects.  Overall, the results from 

this study offer little evidence of widespread or consistent student engagement benefits from 

policies that, at least at their face value, would be expected to increase engagement through 

improved student-faculty interaction.  Again, the findings from these analyses seem to indicate 

an underlying pattern of positive policy effects, but one that could be stronger.   

Discussion/Conclusion 

Overall, the findings reveal only isolated and inconsistent connections between the 

measured institutional policy and student engagement.  To make sense of these findings, I 

considered the barriers within the policy implementation process as well as barriers to student-

faculty interaction.  Policy implementation and adoption is rarely a clean or precise process; 

there are many barriers that can crop up between the development of the policy and the desired 

outcomes.  In particular, Mintzberg’s (1979) professional bureaucracy theory provides insight on 

why student-faculty interaction policies do little to impact student engagement.  Mintzberg 

describes the professional bureaucracy as an organizational structure that is hierarchical and 

allows for individual autonomy within the hierarchy; however, two weaknesses of the 

professional bureaucracy illuminate possible barriers in the context of policy implementation: (1) 

the need for complete buy-in and (2) the cooperation of every individual in the bureaucracy in 

order for goals to be met.  If a policy does not have complete buy-in, it is not going to be 

adequately enforced.  If a policy is not being effectively enacted by every individual, it will not 

be effective overall.   

Based on Mintzberg’s (1979) discussion of the professional bureaucracy, there are three 

plausible outcomes of the policy: (1) a policy is enforced and effective in practice, (2) a policy is 

not enforced, or (3) a policy is not effective in practice.  The first outcome, when a policy is 

successfully enforced and is effectively carried out, would be the optimal situation for any 

policy, but it is also the most difficult to achieve.  This scenario thrives upon cooperation from 

all parties involved and an ideal campus climate in which the policy could thrive.  In such 
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situations, policies will create environments where students will experience greater quantity and 

quality of student-faculty interaction, which in turn helps students become more academically 

and socially engaged in college.  In this idealized scenario, student engagement would be highest 

at institutions that implement policies creating ideal conditions for student-faculty interaction to 

occur.  However, because this study yielded only isolated and inconsistent evidence of such 

policy effects, I suspect there are specific barriers preventing these policies from being 

effectively implemented. 

Challenges Resulting from Lax Implementation 

 One potential barrier to successful policy adoption could be a lax implementation of the 

policies of interest. When policies creating ideal environments for student-faculty interaction are 

not actively enforced at some administrative level, the responsibility of creating positive student-

faculty interaction falls to the individual faculty members.  For example, if an academic 

department only encourages (rather than requires) faculty members to teach first-year courses or 

participate in first-year orientation, individual faculty members must actively choose to create 

conditions conducive to student-faculty interaction.  When some members of the administrative 

hierarchy assume this more “hands-off” approach, a variety of factors can become major 

impediments to student-faculty interaction.  Recent trends in the higher education landscape 

suggest three such factors warrant special consideration:  the emphasis on research in tenure and 

promotion, changes in the type of faculty members who are hired, and increasing class sizes.  

These factors complicate implementation of policies that are aimed at creating positive 

environments for student-faculty interaction to occur.   

Tenure and promotion.  The first barrier is the emphasis on research and publications in 

the tenure and promotion process.  This study asked about the tenure and promotion process at 

participating institutions with the “faculty involvement considered in personnel decisions” scale.  

The analyses showed inconsistent relationships between this policy and student engagement.  

One possible explanation for such inconsistency is that even at institutions where faculty 

involvement with students is considered during the tenure and promotion process, research and 

publications often still trump faculty involvement.  Research and publications’ greater 

importance in the tenure and promotion process puts research and writing at the top of many 

faculty members’ priority list  While faculty members are expected to spend time with students, 

there is much more pressure on faculty members to produce new research and publications than 
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there is pressure to interact with students (Fairweather, 1993; Kasten, 1984).  This pressure has 

become so prevalent that it has even earned the colloquial name of “publish or perish.”  

Research-focused institutions are not the only ones subject to this growing pressure.  The 

literature shows that this pressure is becoming more prevalent across institutional types (Dey et 

al, 1997; Fairweather 1993).  The 2010-2011 Higher Education Research Institute (HERI) 

Faculty Survey showed that 71% of full-time faculty members across institutional types 

experience “some” or “extensive” stress about research and publication demands (Hurtado, 

Eagan, Pryor, Whang, & Tran, 2012).  Of course, the pressure of publish or perish is not 

insurmountable.  Einarson and Clarkberg’s (2004) study showed that some faculty members 

continue to interact with students regardless of their research load.  Nonetheless, relying on such 

dedicated faculty to interact closely with students, on top of an intense research load could lead 

to burn-out among the faculty members most interested in and able to improve the student 

experience.   

Trends in faculty hiring.  There are also a number of trends in faculty hiring that may 

limit the effectiveness of policies intending to improve student-faculty interactions.  The 2010-

2011 HERI faculty survey shows that over the past 20 years, there has been a marked increase in 

the employment of all types of faculty; however, the rate at which part-time faculty are hired has 

grown much faster than the rate at which full-time faculty are hired (Hurtado et al, 2012).  While 

part-time faculty members may be equally qualified and passionate, they often are not provided 

with the same resources as full-time faculty.  The logistics of interacting with students becomes 

much more difficult if a part-time faculty member has no access to a campus office space or 

university-sponsored means of communicating with students.  Yet, according to the 2010-2011 

HERI faculty survey, 64% of part-time faculty were not provided office space, 58% were not 

provided with a phone or voicemail service, and 10% of faculty members were not even 

provided with an official institutional email address (Hurtado et al, 2012).  Thus, even for these 

non-tenure track faculty who aren’t bound by the pressures of the tenure and publication process, 

creating faculty-student interaction is not a simple process.   

 The change in faculty hiring trends is, in part, a response to the economic challenges 

many institutions are facing.  Another way some institutions are coping with tight budgets is to 

hire more full-time non-tenure track faculty.  Such non-tenure track positions are more fiscally 

flexible, because non-tenure track faculty contracts are short-term compared tenured positions, 
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allowing a department to wait for non-tenure track contracts to time-out if it needs to cut its 

budget.  Creating student-faculty interaction between students and non-tenure track faculty can 

also be tricky because there is no guarantee that a non-tenure track faculty member will be 

employed by the institution long-term, threatening the possibility for genuine mentoring 

relationships to develop through extended student-faculty interaction throughout their college 

experience (Cox & Orehovec, 2007). 

Large class sizes.  For most faculty members, regardless of hiring situation, growing 

class sizes limit opportunities for student-faculty interaction.  Larger class sizes are becoming 

more prevalent in higher education (Gillespie, 1998), especially for first-year “gateway” courses 

(Stanley & Porter, 2002).  While the literature on the negative impacts of large class sizes 

predominately focuses on primary and secondary education, several studies have highlighted the 

negative impacts in higher education as well, including limited opportunities for student-faculty 

interaction (Ratcliff, 1992; Cuseo, 2007).  Although technology has made it easier for certain 

types of student-faculty interaction, the frequency with which students send emails to instructors 

instead of visiting with faculty members in-person (Haworth, 1999) can subvert the efforts of 

even the most proactive instructors (Preston & Aslett, 2013).  For a faculty member to achieve 

optimal quantity and quality of interaction with each student, a significant amount of the faculty 

member’s time would have to be dedicated to working with students.  Even in the smallest 

classes, it is very difficult for a faculty member to give full attention to every student in any 

form, from out-of-class interaction to written feedback on class assignments (Carbone & 

Greenberg, 1998).  As faculty members are increasingly responsible for more students, balancing 

teaching and other job duties becomes more difficult.  Fairweather (2002) found that only about 

20% of faculty members at 4-year institutions were highly productive in both teaching and 

research.  As budgets at most institutions continue to come under pressure and class sizes could 

continue to grow larger, appropriately balancing teaching and research demands is likely to 

become even more challenging.   

Faculty members are feeling the pressures of these budgetary restrictions.  A majority of 

faculty members report departmental budget cuts and increased teaching loads as something that 

gave them “some” or “extensive” stress (Hurtado et al, 2012).  Between the pressures of the 

tenure process and growing class sizes, faculty members need some sort of support, 

accountability measures, or incentives to ensure that they are reaching students outside of class.  
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It is not enough for a department to simply have symbolic policies encouraging student-faculty 

interaction. Instead, these policies must be enforced to the point where the department becomes 

an environment where this interaction is incentivized, not penalized.  

Practical Limitations Due to Student Inhibitions 

 Even when policies are adequately enforced throughout administrative and faculty ranks, 

they still may not be fully effective in practice.  Meaningful student-faculty interaction may still 

fail to occur even when faculty members are supported in their efforts to interact with students.  

Even when policies are adequately implemented and when instructors actively seek opportunities 

for student-faculty interaction, part of the responsibility of creating good student-faculty 

interaction falls to the students.  Once faculty members are in a place where they can give 

students personal attention and support, students must also be willing to interact with faculty in 

order for student-faculty interaction to occur.  However, students also face several barriers in the 

process.  The biggest barrier, and often the first barrier students face, is their own inhibitions in 

approaching faculty members.  Cotten and Wilson’s (2006) study found that students often are 

intimidated by professors and many students do not understand the benefits associated with 

interacting with their faculty, which can diminish their motivation for approaching faculty.  In 

order to side-step some of these inhibitions, some students will go to their teaching assistant 

(TA) before going to the faculty member (Cotten & Wilson, 2006).  Very little research has been 

done on the role of the TA and whether or not student interactions with a TA would have the 

same benefits as interactions with faculty.  This side-step could be beneficial, or could further 

hinder students from interacting with faculty members.  TAs could serve students in the same 

roles that faculty do, and thus provide the same benefits to students. Alternatively, students could 

also use the TA as a shortcut to get their questions answered without any long-term or in-depth 

interaction with the instructor.  It is unclear what role the TA plays, and in order for policy to be 

fully effective, TAs must also be taken into account.   

 Overall, these barriers, if not directly addressed, can negatively impact the quality and 

quantity of student-faculty interaction, and can limit the content of the interaction.  If students 

are limited in their ability to interact with faculty, they will not be able to reap any of the benefits 

outlined in the literature.  In order to provide the optimum environment for student-faculty 

interaction, we must first understand these environments, the barriers in these environments, and 

the conditions we are looking to create.   
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Directions for Future Research 

 The main question remaining from this study is, “What are the most significant barriers 

to student-faculty interaction and how do these barriers interfere with effective policy 

implementation?” While this paper has proposed several potential responses to this question 

based on a review of the literature in higher education, more studies can be done to explore the 

extent to which these barriers affect student-faculty interaction.  A mixed-methods study on 

faculty perceptions of the barriers they experience would provide a unique perspective on the 

issue.  The faculty member point of view on the barriers highlighted in this study would provide 

a much needed perspective on how these aspects affect student-faculty interaction in a practical 

setting.  If we could shed light on how these barriers play out in an actual educational 

environment, we could begin to make better recommendations on how to work around these 

barriers to facilitate the quantity, content, and quality of student-faculty interaction critical to 

promote student engagement.   

 Additionally, research from the student perspective would also be useful in determining 

appropriate actions to take to work around the identified barriers.  More research could be done 

on student perceptions of faculty members’ approachability and how students feel that faculty 

behaviors discourage them from initiating interaction with faculty.  Another topic that would be 

important to consider from the student perspective relates use of TAs.  It is important to 

understand the nature of students’ interactions with teaching assistants, and what these 

interactions accomplish.  Is it a valid substitute for interacting with a faculty member, or are 

students who only interact with TAs missing out on something they would get if they interacted 

directly with a member of the faculty?  The interaction between students and TAs occurs on a 

regular basis, yet we have little understanding of the impact of this interaction on student 

engagement.  It is difficult to make definitive claims on the role of the TA in creating student-

faculty interaction without this background knowledge and body of literature to support that 

argument.   

Conclusion 

One possible way to create ideal conditions for student-faculty interaction is through the 

implementation of institution-level policies.  However, this study illustrated that policy 

implementation has a minimal effect on student engagement and experiences, implying that 

policies can only be effective when both faculty members and students are able to get past their 
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respective barriers to achieve quality student-faculty interaction.  The creation of an optimal 

policy environment is not easy or straightforward.  In order to create these ideal conditions, it is 

important to understand all of the potential barriers to a policy before enacting it.  In the case of 

policies that encourage student-faculty interaction, it is important to understand how the tenure 

process affects how faculty members are able to spend their time, how much time we can 

realistically expect faculty members to spend with students based on class sizes and teaching 

loads, and how students can be helped to overcome any inhibitions they have in order to interact 

more with faculty.  Without addressing these factors, even the most beautifully written and well 

supported policies will not produce the desired outcome of more frequent, high quality student 

engagement or interaction with their instructor.  In order to see some impact of these policies on 

student outcomes, these barriers must first be addressed so that institutions can create ideal 

environments for student-faculty interaction to occur.   
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APPENDIX A 

LIPSS STUDENT-FACULTY INTERACTION POLICY SCALES 

Scale Name Items Point 

Value 

Faculty Participation in First-Year Events 

Faculty participation in first-year 

orientation 
2 

Faculty participation in other first-

year activities 
2 

Senior Faculty Teaching First-Year 

Courses 

Teaching first year seminars 2 

Teaching other first-year courses 2 

Faculty Involvement Considered in 

Personnel Decisions 

Consideration of faculty 

involvement in the first-year 

experience for hiring 

2 

Consideration of faculty 

involvement in the first-year 

experience for promotions and 

tenure 

2 

Consideration of faculty 

involvement in the first-year 

experience for merit salary 

increases 

2 

Funding for Professional Development 

Faculty orientation covers the first-

year experience 
3 

Sending faculty/staff to first-year 

conferences and workshops 
9 

Encouragement of Student-Faculty 

Interaction 

Encouraging interactions- unit 

specific 
3 

Encouraging interactions- campus-

wide 
3 

Mentoring programs 3 
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 APPENDIX B  

TOPICS INCLUDED IN NSSE BENCHMARKS 

Adapted from http://nsse.iub.edu/pdf/nsse_benchmarks.pdf 

 

Level of Academic Challenge 

 Time spent preparing for class (studying, reading, writing, rehearsing, and other 

activities related to academic progress). 

 How often students worked harder than they thought they could to meet an instructors 

expectations.   

 Number of assigned textbooks, books, or other book-length packs of course readings.  

 Number of written papers or reports greater than 20 pages, between 5 and 19 pages, 

and less than 5 pages.  

 The extent to which coursework emphasizes analyzing the basic elements of an idea, 

experience, or theory; making judgments about the value of information, arguments, 

or methods; applying theories or concepts to practical problems or in new situations.  

 Whether the campus climate emphasizes spending significant amount of time 

studying and on academic work.  

 

Active and Collaborative Learning 

 How often students:  

 Asked questions in class or contributed to class discussion. 

 Made a class presentation.  

 Worked with other students in class on a project. 

 Worked with classmates outside of class to prepare class assignments 

 Tutored or taught other students.  

 Participated in a community-based project as a part of a regular course.  

 Discussed ideas from readings or classes with others outside of class (students, family 

members, co-workers, etc.).  

 

http://nsse.iub.edu/pdf/nsse_benchmarks.pdf


29 

 

Student-Faculty Interaction 

 Discussed grades or assignments with an instructor 

 Talked about career plans with a faculty member or advisor 

 Discussed ideas from readings or classes with faculty members outside of class 

 Worked with faculty members on activities other than coursework (committees, 

orientation, student life activities, etc.) 

 Received prompt written or oral feedback from faculty on academic performance 

 Worked with a faculty member on a research project 

 

Enriching Educational Experiences 

 Talking with students with different religious beliefs, political opinions, or values  

 Talking with students of a different race or ethnicity  

 An institutional climate that encourages contact among students from different 

economic, social, and racial or ethnic backgrounds 

 Using electronic technology to discuss or complete assignments 

 Participating in: 

o Internships or field experiences 

o Community service or volunteer work 

o Foreign language coursework 

o Study abroad 

o Independent study or self-assigned major 

o Culminating senior experience 

o Co-curricular activities 

o Learning communities 

 

Supportive Campus Environment 

 The degree to which… 

o Campus environment provides support students need to help you succeed 

academically 

o Campus environment helps students cope with non-academic responsibilities 

(work, family, etc.) 



30 

 

o Campus environment provides the support students need to thrive socially 

 The quality of relationships with other students 

 The quality of relationships with faculty members 

 The quality of relationships with administrative personnel and offices 
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APPENDIX C 

IRB APPROVAL 

 

The Florida State University 

Office of the Vice President For Research 

Human Subjects Committee 

Tallahassee, Florida 32306-2742 

(850) 644-8673, FAX (850) 644-4392 

 

RE-APPROVAL MEMORANDUM 

 

Date: 6/11/2013 

 

To: Bradley Cox [brad.cox@fsu.edu]  

 

Address: ************* 

Dept.: EDUCATIONAL LEADERSHIP 

 

From: Thomas L. Jacobson, Chair 

 

Re: Re-approval of Use of Human subjects in Research 

Linking Institutional Policy to Student Success - A Pilot Study 

 

Your request to continue the research project listed above involving human subjects has been 

approved by the Human Subjects Committee. If your project has not been completed by 

6/10/2014, you are must request renewed approval by the Committee. 

 

If you submitted a proposed consent form with your renewal request, the approved stamped 

consent form is attached to this re-approval notice. Only the stamped version of the consent form 

may be used in recruiting of research subjects. You are reminded that any change in protocol for 

this project must be reviewed and approved by the Committee prior to implementation of the 

proposed change in the protocol. A protocol change/amendment form is required to be submitted 

for approval by the Committee. In addition, federal regulations require that the Principal 

Investigator promptly report in writing, any unanticipated problems or adverse events involving 

risks to research subjects or others. 

 

By copy of this memorandum, the Chair of your department and/or your major professor are 

reminded of their responsibility for being informed concerning research projects involving 

human subjects in their department. They are advised to review the protocols as often as 

necessary to insure that the project is being conducted in compliance with our institution and 

with DHHS regulations. 
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Cc: [] 

HSC No. 2013.10699 
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