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About CCSSE & CCFSSE

® CCSSE = National survey that measures
community college students’ level of engagement
in activities associated with academic success.

® CCFSSE = National survey that elicits
information from faculty about their perceptions
regarding students' educational experiences, and
faculty teaching practices.

® Managed by the Center for Community College
Student Engagement, University of Texas at
Austin.
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CCSSE & CCFSSE at STLCC

¢ A random sample of courses were selected from
a list submitted to CCSSE and CCSSE selected a
set of courses/sections for the student survey.

® Each faculty member whose course/section was

selected was also asked to participate in the
CCEFSSE.

® About 2,300 students surveys and 165 faculty
surveys are used in the analysis.
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Exploring the Data

® Student and Faculty data cover a wide range of
topics and dimensions including: Active and
Collaborative Learning, Academic Challenge,
Student Effort, Faculty and Student Interaction,
and Support for Learners.

¢ In addition, STLCC contributions to key student
learning outcomes are explored.

® This presentation compares student and faculty

responses across a number of key areas.
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Student vs. Faculty Scaled Scores On
CCSSE Benchmarks
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4 Student Outcomes: How Much Does STLCC Contribute To
Students Skills/Knowledge In: Acquiring a Broad General
Education [Case 1]
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Academic Challenge: How Challenging Are Your (faculty)
Examinations/Assignments? [Case 4]
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/ Faculty Value and Faculty Referral: How Important Is Academic \

Advising/Planning & How Often Do You Refer Students To Academic
Advising/Planning [Case 6]
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Student-Faculty Interaction: Quality of Student Relationships With
Faculty? [Case 5]
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Student Effort: How Often Do Your Students Skip Class [Case 3]
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Our project

Using CCSSE and
CCFSSE 2009
results, STLCC is
conducting a

series of workshops
in which faculty and

students respond to
key engagement
issues identified by
the surveys.
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I DID @ STLCC

Inquire
How and why do faculty and student views of student engagement
differ?

Discover
CCSSE + CCFSSE results

Interpret

Represent faculty views or student views according to the
directions provided. Your role-playing should allow faculty and
students to cxplain their perceptions of the results providcd in
selected cases.

Develop

Which student engagement best practices that “bridge the gaps”
should be institutionalized?

()

Challenges @ STLCC (10.20.09)

® @ 150 faculty/staff /
administrators from 4
campuses and every
conceivable discipline
Lecture hall (fixed tables &
seats & cramped aisles)

75 minutes but late start

Free lunch on the horizon
Did we mention, “@ 150
faculty/staff / administrators
from 4 campuses ...?”

20 + groups, discussion, and
reports!!!
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Workshop #1 (10.20.09)
STLCC Faculty Role-Play

Represent Exculty views and student viewrs on the sdected cases
Barve 1 directs sded belrm:

1. Divide into 6 grovps scoording 1o handoot.

2. Ewenstabe cven cases and odds take odd cance.

3. “Faculty &*Stodent” desigmations (F & 3) for
cach group are aesigned.

4. Faculty presout their perceptions (fai,
surprising, questionable) of the Reculty / stadent
g For the: case at hand and shpdents do the sane.

5. Offer and recond soggestions s
Raps to Four group and to other groups.
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Workshop #2 (10.26.09 )
IUPUI Assessment Institute Role-Play

Represcnt Exculty vicws and student views on the sdected cases
Bare T direct aded belrm:

1.  Divide info 6 grovps sccordiog to nd
2. Ewvens take oven cees (2.4.6) and odds ke odd {1.3.5).
3. “Ferubty” &"Stodeut” denigmations (F & 5) for
each group are sssigned.
4. Faculty presont their perceptions (fa,
sucprising, questionable) of the: oalty/stodont
o For the case ut hand and sindenis do the sane.
5. Offer and record sopgestions and
gape to you group wd to othar roops.

IUPUI Results (10.26.09)

STLCC Results

Outcomes (Cases 1 & 2)
Because of differing understandings, faculty need to define
objectives / outcomes more directly and specifically.

10.20.09

Don’t confuse repetition and reinforcement.

Don’t confuse educational activity with learning / understanding
outcomes.

Student Effort (Case 3)

¢ Students distinguish between “a skip” and “a miss.”

® Faculty “should” distinguish between understanding and
obligation.

® Priority A # Priority B,or Priority C, D, E ...
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STLCC Results  10.20.09

Academic Challenge (Case 4)

® According to faculty, faculty’s sense of “very challenging”
would be defined as “too hard” or even “ridiculous” by
students.

® Faculty claim that they drive examinations / assignments
toward level 4/5.

Student-Faculty Interaction (Case 5)

® Although a commendable result, some wonder if faculty

sometimes confuse “helping” with “enabling.”

)

STLCC Results 10.20.09

Faculty Value and Faculty Referral (Case 6)

* A significant and false assumption is that students have been
“advised.”

® A second and significant false assumption is that students
continue to engage academic advising / counseling
throughout their time at the cc.

Faculty-recommended

“best practices” (10.20.09)

Learner-centered / outcomes-based pedagogy would encourage
closer and more direct attention to students’ understanding of
critical thinking, general education [eg. see handout from
Driscoll, Developing Outcomes-Based Assessment for Learner-Centered
Education (Stylus 2007)].

Requiring COL 020 (college orientation class/course) would
ensure that students are informed of purpose and function of
general education, academic advising.

Academically “challenging” assignments and exams should
recognize the (Bloom) taxonomy of intellectual tasks.

Provide more counseling / advising more often and in more ways,
such as through discipline-based advising.

What's next?

CCSSE and CCFSSE results have been shared with each campus
and campus teams have formed charged with the development of
spcciﬁc action plans rcgarding campus—idcntiﬁcd

issues/ concerns/strengths.

Additional CCSSE and CCFSSE Gap Analysis is being shared with
student and faculty discussion groups to further cxplorc
differences in student and faculty perceptions associated with:
Student Outcomes, Student Effort, Academic Challcngc, and
Faculty/Student Interaction.

District-wide Student Affairs Assessment Task Force is analyzing
CCSEE results related to: Student Satisfaction With Support
Services (including data related to student perceived value and
student usage), Student Effort, and Support for Learners and will
develop specific action plans to enhance student engagement in
these areas.
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