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|. Introduction

In the spring of 2006, the First Year Experience Task Force was given a cheogduot a
comprehensive evaluation of the First Year Experience Program with a gwalwfgor
improvingthe program. Over the past year the Task Force has met continually, attended
professional development opportunities, designed an evaluation pl@ncmeds, and
implemented that plan.

The Task Force has determined that there are some critical data elements that have not been
collected and should be, and we also recommend that the assessment of the FYE program
become a continuous quality improvempracess.

[I. Charge to the Task Force

The overall goal of the First Year Experience Task Force is to enhance the quality of the first
year experience and contribute to student success in the first year and beyond, across the
domains of student learningpiccess, satisfaction, and retention.

FYE Goals

The goals of the First Year Experience program include the following, as approved by the
University Senate:

T Introduce the student to a liberal education and to awaken intellectual curiosity.

1 Enhance skif needed for academic success: reading, writing, speaking, listening,
thinking, inquiry, analysis, use of information technology, library skills, and time
management.

T Strengthen their connections to the University.

1 Engage the student in meaningful acateamd noracademic oudf-class activities.

T Enhance their accountability for their own education.

The informal goals of the program include:

1 Encourage academic and social ties and connections to a faculty member.
1 Provide a setting where informal andrf@l connections can be made with their peers in
an educational learning community.

Historically, some assessment efforts have tried to determine whether or not these goals have
been met, and at least one FYE Assessment Plan was developed, but the assesdtadrave

not been tied into an ongoing program review and evaluation process, and the program has not
changed much in recent years.

FYE Task Force Charge
The charge to the FYE Task Force is to accomplish the following:

1 Determine what is known abbthe FYE program
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Determine and obtain additional information needed to evaluate the FYE program
Evaluate the FYE program according to its stated goals

Make recommendations for suggested changes in the program in line with the

i nstitut i oenytks, weaknesseq, dnd respurcess t r

1 Develop suggested plans for actions in priority order of need

= =4 =

Resources

The First Year Experience Director has been designated as t#vetnam chair of the Task

Force and is directed to cooperate fully by sharing aseeds, data, etc. from the FYE files.

This includes drafts of earlier FYE Assessment Plans and student assessments by year from the
FYE files.

A set of Guidelines for evaluating the First Year Experience at¥ear Colleges developed by
John Gardner, Bsy Barefoot, and Randy Swing out of the National Resource Center for the
First Year Experience and Students in Transition at the University of South Carolina were
purchased for each Task Force member.

Copies of background articles on student orientgirograms, the FirsYear Seminar as an
extended orientation program, and reflections on the future of orientation programs were also
provided to Task Force members.

Professional Development

Task Force members were encouraged to consider attendingsmpoé&sievelopment
opportunities designed to explore approaches for enhancing the First Year Experience for
students, and two members attended each of the following conferences:

1 Summer Institute on Firstear Assessment: Building a Culture of Evidence,
Renaissance Asheville Hotel, Asheville, North Carolina, Jur2722006
http://www.sc.edu/fye/events/summer/index.html

1 Nineteenth International Conference on The Fifsar Experience
Toronb Downtown Marriott Eaton Centre, Toronto, Ontario, Canada
July 2427, 2006 http://www.sc.edu/fye/events/international/index.html



http://www.sc.edu/fye/events/summer/index.html
http://www.sc.edu/fye/events/international/index.html
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[ll. History of the First Year Experience Programt UW-Eau Claire

One of the proposals arising out of the 1990 redefinition of the baccalaureate degree was the
development of first year seminars, the purpose of which was to introduce new freshmen to all
facets of the University as a learning commuriitye structure of first year seminars was left
open.

Over the subsequent few years a number of models of first year seminar were tried:

1 One day programs offered before classes began which focused on discussion of a book that
had been sent to freshmen ptlee summer but also introduced students to the University as
a whole. These were offered for three years. They were led by faculty and staff volunteers.

 HUMS 100, an interdisciplinary seminar focused on the Faust theme. It was offered for
academic credlibut also dealt with owf-class student experiences: it was taught in
residence halls, assisted by student mentors, and required participatioirciass
activities such as theater productions and Forums. It was regarded as successful, but also
restrictive (one theme in all sections) and expensive, with two instructors per section.

1 Freshman Experience courses which can be courses in disciplines, interdisciplinary courses,
or courses meeting GE or competence requirements of the baccalaureate \datrdleis
approach the sacalledinfusionmodeB the University made a conscious decision to
integrate freshman transitional issues into existing or newly developed content courses rather
than follow the University 101 model of a separatgddit cours. As proposed, Freshman
Experience courses were to enroll no more than 20 students per section, integrate
development of study and other skills into the content courses, require participatioin out
class experiences, and feature older students seasingentors.

This proposal was developed by the University Senate Academic Policies Committee in
February and March of 1997 and approved by the University Senate in April of 1997.

During 199697 the Student Senate approved differential tuition, gp®b&tudent per
semester surcharge to provide funds for courses and experiences permitting closer
studentfaculty interaction. Then the Student Senate approved using a portion of
differential tuition funds for Freshman Experience courses, which madesibleot®

offer about 50 sections of these courses in the fall of 1997, enough for about half the new
freshmen starting the fall of 1997.

Immediately following the end of the 1997 spring semester edfayovorkshop was held
for faculty who would be teaahg these courses. The second part of the workshop, again
two days, was held just before classes started in the fall of 1997.

For the fall of 1998 the number of sections of Freshman Experience courses was
increased to about 100, thereby making the clessatable to more than 90% of the new
freshmen. Since then, typically about 85% of the freshmen have enrolle®5B0E
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classes.

1 Inthe last few years a few pilots have been completed using other FYE models, and these
have included residential leang communities linked to courses, a linkealirse learning
community not connected to a residence hall, New York Times in the Classroom, College
Coaches, and a Common Book across several sections of English 110.

1 As the result of informal feedback fronctdty and mentor students, mentor training was
added to the fall training and a more clearly defined description of mentor roles and
responsibilities was added to the FYE Instructor fall training.

IV. Task Force Process

The Task Force first delved intbe literature which has become quite extensive. Two members
attended the FYE Summer Assessment conference and two attended the International FYE
conference in the summer of 2006.

In the fall of 2006, we decided to develop evaluation tools that tiedIgliteaiur charge of

measuring the extent to which FYE is meeting its goals. Although it would have been easier in
many respects to purchase a developed tool, and the tools available had certain psychometric
properties, the Task Force felt that the comnadiscavailable tools were not a good match for

our unique FYE program and its infusion model. In addition, and as a result learning about other
campuses and evaluation programs, the Task Force committed itself to the principle that any
evaluation processupin place not be timkmited but should become a strategy of continuous
guality improvement.

To date, we have completed the aggregategbastion analysis of the surveys and are
beginning to complete secondary analyses. The answers to our prireatipgsi are part of this
interim report.

V. Evaluation Plan

Unlike pastevaluations of the FYE program, which measured only student perceptions, the Task
Force determined that the evaluation plan should include quantitative and qualitative data from

all parties to the FYE progradnstudents, instructors, and mentors. The Task Force also decided

to glean data from existing sources and link it to students and course sections so that outcomes
could be traced over time, and so as to identify instructors veuaeess at fostering FYE goals
wasparticularly effective(or particularly ineffective). The Task Force recognized early on that
program i mprovement might depend on the Dire
serve as role models and sources for fgaldtvelopment. Obviously, candidates for further
professional development or possibly even removal from the program might be identified this

way as well.
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VI. Survey of Students

Two student surveys were administered to 1,949 students:

V one survey to stients who were enrolled in an FYE section during the Fall 2006
semester (1584 students)

V one survey to students who were enrolled in aff6k section of a course that
nonetheless offered at least one FYE section, again during the Fall 2006 semester (365
students).

The FYE sections appeared to have a significant impact on only three of the ten academic skill
areas when compared to results reported byf¥da studentd writing skills, use of the library,

and speaking skills.

FYE did notseemtoleadtodtie nt s6 responding that they wer
socially, comparedtoneRYE, but di d show significant dif
of connectedness, especially connectedness to the university and to other students.
Approximaely 70% of the FYE students agreed or strongly agreed that they would maintain
relationships with their fellow students; only about 50% for the R students responded

similarly. Likewise, about 60% of FYE students agreed or strongly agreed thaioilnesie

helped them feel more connected to the university compared to about 40%-foY Batudents.

Approximately 44% of FYE students agreed or strongly agreed that they would maintain a
relationship with their instructor compared to about 20% for-R6R& students. Approximately
25% of FYE students agreed or strongly agreed that their course increased their belief in
volunteerism compared to only 9% for NBIYE students. This is somewhat intriguing since the
value of volunteerism is not one of the gaali$-YE and very few FYE courses have integrated
servicelearning as an optional or required activity.

Contrary to one of the goals for FYE, (gaining an appreciation for the value of a liberal arts
education), the majority of both FYE and RBME studerg were unable to select the most
appropriate definition of a liberal arts education.

Finally, FYE students did report that they experienced significantly more meaningful academic
and social oubf-class experiences than reported by thelRgE students.

However, many of the differences reported above disappeared under an alternaaivalgsib
that matched the proportion of types of FYE courses with thé=&hproportions. Further
study is needed to learn what this really means.

VII. Survey of Faculy

Three faculty surveys were administered:
V faculty who taught an FYE section during Fall 2006
V faculty who have taught an FYE section in the past but who did not teach an FYE section
during Fall 2006; and
7
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V faculty who have never taught an FYE section.

Each survey was particular to the specific faculty cohort with a few overlapping questions as
appropriate.

In at least one respect, the survey confirmed what we already knew: the FYE Program does not
feature intentionalhscreened faculty participants faculty accountability for the goals of the
FYE Program.

The FYE Program demonstrates factggrceived integrity in its delivery of FYE content with
two exceptions: providing a formal introduction to a liberal education and to time management
skills.

The FYE Program demonstrates factyggrceived impact on FYE students (albeit an impact
limited largely to those teaching in the FYE Program).

The FYE Program demonstrates factggrceived benefits from smaller class sizes.

The FYE Program demonstes strong faculty attitudes (positive and negative) toward faculty
participation in oubf-class activities.

The FYE Program fails to demonstrate facydgrceived impact on student performance in
subsequent semesters.

The responses from the facultydpenended questions encouraging comments indicated some
gualified satisfaction with the current FYE program. The most positive aspect of the program is
the small classes. A strong negative aspect in the opinion of many respondents is the perception
thatthe academic focus of the courses is watered down by all the student services activities that
have attached themselves to the courses. There were also negative reactions to Phase Il
activities: there were objections to meeting with the class beforeslafftcially begin and to

the entire Phase Il program. Many faculty commented that the program should introduce students
to the rigors of college level academic work and reduce to a minimum (or entirely) activities that
may smack of high school or encogeammaturity on the part of freshmen.

The survey results point to the need to develop a set of criteria for selecting faculty to teach FYE
courses. Faculty also believe that stable funding for the courses is essential. When courses are
taught as overload for example, the funds for the overloads may be cut; according to some
faculty, after offering the FYE courses for some time, their departments were unexpectedly
denied funding for an upcoming semester.

When instructors were asked to select a favonibelel and were presented with the predominant

exi sting models for FYE, there appeared to b
for FYE programs that were provided, but the two models receiving the most support were the
model with learning comunities and a University 101 course.
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VIII. Survey of Mentors

A total of 22 students completed a series of egetled responses about their experiences as
mentors for the FYE program. Mentors were asked questions regarding their role and
participationin the course, their relationship with FYE students and faculty, their involvement in
FYE activities, and the usefulness of the FYE Mentor Training program. Because all questions
were operended, a general summary of the responses follows.

Out of the 22espondents, 20 (91%) say they attended class regularly (at least once a week) and
nine (41%) attended every class period. The two remaining mentors appear to have had a very
small role in the class throughout the semester. More than half (13 or 3égdereceiving

some kind of academic credit for being a mentor, while slightly less than half (11 or 48%)
reported receiving servidearning credit for their involvement in FYE.

The roles mentors have taken in FYE courses primarily involve such &tiiies as:
attending forums and other eatt-class activities;

answering questions about universigjated issues such as campus life and study abroad;
informing students about campus activities;
presenting material about alcohol on campus, sexsallisand academic integrity.

= =4 4 4

Most mentors reported that they were not exy
engaging in activities typically associated with the TA role (grading assignments, leading class
discussions, and assisting wiiteparing course content). However, most mentors reported that
they did engage in some form of tutoring or academic support for the material presented in the
course.

Many of the mentors reported taking the lead or having primary responsibility fof-olass

activities for the course. Outside class activities are widely varied, ranging from attendance at
university forum events to meeting off campus for such things as movies, poetry slams, dining

out, or servicdearning activities. Most mentorspart engaging the students in one or two

activities, but some report significantly more. The most pronounced frustration on the part of
ment ors involves studentso6é | ack of enthusi as
extracurricular activities. Ths@ who were successful in generating interest in these activities,

not surprisingly, also reported greater success and participation by their students. Mentors
appear to be making at least some kind of connection to their students during the semester, and
several report maintaining this connection beyond the scope of the course.

All of the mentors reported attending the mentor training, though very few (2) reported gaining
any additional training from their faculty member. Most (19) reported thataiméng session

was helpful, though several reported frustration that they had to focus so heavily on the issues of
drinking, sexual assault, and cheating.

Overall, it appears that the mentors are sr@lined and enthusiastic about their roles. Mast ar
used by the supervising faculty in a way that is consistent with the goals of the FYE program,
though clearly some are not. Mentors tend to take the lead withgaalemic and

extracurricular activities and appear to see this as their primary fundtieare appears to be a

9
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lack of uniformity in the roles that mentors play, with some mentors having a much more access
and involvement with students than others. Faculty appear to set the stage in this endeavor and
clearly have differing notions as to haavbest utilize the FYE mentor.

IX. Survey of Academic and Instructional Staff

In addition to the course instructors, the FYE program also uses the talents of some members of
the Administrative and Professional Academic Staff. These staff memberssthg nsed as a
support for our FYE program. Many are involved in Phase Il Orientation and some are invited
into FYE classes to share information on their specific university resources.

Most staff members responding felt this program needed somd sevision. In fact only 20

percent of respondents felt we should stay with the same FYE model (see question 4). They felt
that we could be doing better through more consistency, better training, and better use of the
student mentors.

Some of the majahemes coming from the survey include the question of instructor
development. Training could possibly be required of all instructors. This may also help with the
appropriate use of mentors as many mentors are not utilized to their fullest advantage.

Another theme was sectigdn-section consistence and the varying degree to which instructors
stressed the goals of FYE. Responses suggest that FYE courses are only as strong as the person:
teaching them and that some students are getting an excellent expeimeiecsome are not

receiving help with their transition to college or with college success strategies. It appears that
faculty selection may be a key to consisténperhaps faculty could be chosen based upon their
interest in teaching FYE and their coitmment to the FYE mission.

Some members of the academic and instructional staff have personal experience on campuses
utilizing models that pair a member of student support services with a faculty member for first
year seminar courses, and they indicatednterest in this alternative model.

X. Focus Groups with Students

Focus Groups are being planned for the fall 2007. Our initial thoughts are to consciously draw
from courses were the students reported that there was more attention paid to thieF)tialis o

an attempt to identify specific aspects of first year seminars that contribute to student success in
the first year and beyond.

XI. Analysis of Existing Data/Generation of New Database for Longitudinal
Analyses

Task Force member Eric Jamelskiized existing data on entering freshmen combined with
selected data from the Task Force survestofientand facultyperceptiongo generate a
database that can demonstrate longitudinal impactsgestitipating in the First Year

10
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Experience programnd that includes controls for variables suclnigf school class rank

ACT score, and any prior college credits earned through AP examinations or college enrollment.
This database is expected to yield extraordinarily helpful results, especially ag-tiraen
assessment effort of this first Task Force becomes thetdongcontinuous improvement tool

we are proposing.

For the present purposéa/o major outcome variables have been examusagthis new
databasé retention and GPA.

Retention Analysis:All FYE

After controlling for a variety of student characteristics, this tool predicts that the average student
enrolled in an FYE course &6 percentage points more likely to return after 1 year than if they
did not have an FYE course; however, thereate is not statistically significant.

Retention Analysis: Courses where students reporteDedicatedFYE:

Aggregate results from the faculty, student, and mentor surveys (see above) suggest to the Task
Force that we need to focus on courses whdreang FYE goals appears to be an intentional
component. These surveys demonstrate a lack of consistency across courses in the amount of
time and attention that was devoted to the goals of the FYE program.

The Task Force thus sought to identifyacatego of fAdedi catedd FYE sec
sections were selected by a thteeel analysis of certain variables on the student survey. First,
courses were screened to make sure that at least 25 % of enrolled students responded to the
survey. Secondourses were screened by restricting intensive FYE to those courses where 25%
of enrolled students answered fiagreeo or fist
feel more connected to the uni vemadtoangwero Thi r
Afagreed or Astrongly agreedo to two out of th
hel ped me succeed academically in my first s
socially in my first semeusatbelre. or e3s)o ufrMye Menn tno
(However, the Task Force recognizes that we may need to refine this definition as we continue to
gather information.) A total of 26 sections representing 22 different FYE instructors (34.4% of

the total number of 64 FYE institors) qualified as being more successful in achieving the FYE
goal s wusing the above criteria. Provisional!/
sections. 0)

After controlling for a variety of student characteristics, the model predictththaterage
student enrolled in one of these dedicated sectiond geécentage points more likely to return
after 1 year than if they did not have an FYE courses effect is statistically significant{p
value < 0.01).

In comparison, for the averagaudent, living on campus compared to living off campus is

estimated to addetween 9.2 and 11@rcentage points to the likelihood of returning for the
second year.

11
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Based on this analysis, if all NFAU CLAIRE students lived on campus and enrollednn

FYE course that paid significant attention to the goals of FYE, the university could expect an
approximateB8.1% retention rate after 1 yedrhis compares to the actublearretention rate

of 81.6%for the 2006 cohort of incoming freshmen

These #ects are slightly larger for the below average student (according to ACT cibenpos
score and high school randa)d slightly smaller for the above average student.

Overall, of particular importance is that all estimates of the positive FYE imegaet w
significantly smaller than the influence of living -@ampus.

GPA Analysis: FYE

After controlling for a variety of student characteristics, the model predicts that the average
student enrolled in an FYE course would &dtP22points to his or her GPA coraped to an
average studentith no FYE courseBy comparison, living on campusould add 0 .249oints.
These are botktatisticallysignificant (p<=.01).

An FYE studenenrolledin one of the dedicated sectionfisFYE would add0.16 points to GPA
(p<=.01) whileliving in the dorms would ad@.241 points (p<=.05).

The Task Force notes that moeetsons might meet these critefiaor fAdedi cated FY
but might have failed to be included in this analysis due to a low response rate of theisstudent

In the future, it is recommended that the FYE program return to an earlier strategy of completing
FYE assessments in class in order to increase the participation rate and develop more faith in the
data.

XIl. Conclusions/Recommendations

The current Fst Year Experience Program has historically tried to giv8® of entering first

year students an opportunity to participate in a First Year Experience seminar. The assumption,
never before really tested, was that students participating in a FirsEXjgarience seminar

would be more successful, more engaged academically and socially, and more likely to continue
their studies at UMEau Claire into the second year and beyond.

Unfortunately, that assumption does not appear to be valid for the oveghm as it is now
constituted. While enrollment in an FYE course appears to help first year students, FYE
enrollment does not have an impact on severpeglfeived academic skill areas. Only in the
areas of writing skills, speaking skills, and libraisage skills, did FYE students report
significantly higher enhancement than AeYiE students. Even here, we have no outcomes
assessment to verify that such gelports are valid. FYE courses have a significant impact on
st u d e nrepsrtied corméctimess, particularly to other students in the course and the
university. We believe student assessments in these areas can be taken at face value.

The FYE program does not seem to enhance a s
Liberal Artseducain; st udentsdé understanding of this

12
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enrolled in FYE courses. Although this is clearly not a success story for the FYE program, the
Task Force considers it a reflection of the rather vague manner in which ousiipigerrently
defines a liberal arts educatiorstudentseem to view such an education as an integrated
collection of courses to satisfy GE requiremetitsa survey of Arts & Sciences faculty given

the same question as the students, 84% definedaltads as a philosophy of education that
empowers an individual with broad knowledge and skifhould weforeground this

philosophy in all of our FYE courses, we might indeed measure significant student engagement
on this item.

In spite of these higy qualified findings, we wish to suggest a direction for greater success in a
firstty ear progr am. For a small, select group o
FYE sectiong that is, sections characterized by student perceptions as mairije main

goals of the FYE prograinwe detect a modest but significant gain on two lotigen

outcomes of interest: studentsodé overall GPA
these two outcomes are independently verifiable.

Moreover we believe that one stark weakness in the current configuration of FYE overshadows

all other factors and nuances. We know from reporting data, anecdote, and ongoing observation
that our FYE courses vary a great deal in their faithfulness at integasiithgmphasizing the

FYE goals and objectives as part of course content and activities. This variability has at least

two important causes: the current method of selecting faculty participants in FYE, and the
pressure our infusion model exerts on everys®galendar. We note a variety of reasons why
faculty are chosen to teach FYE courses, man
level of commitment to the goals of the FYE program. We currently have no cangmis

standard application processszreening for instructors who wish to teach in FYE.
Furthermore, once assigned an FYE course, th
apparently ineffective in terms of leading FYE Instructors to emphasize the FYE goals and
objectives. Attendancat the fall FYE workshop is not mandatory, and even though many do

attend every year, in the past three years they have represented en@jfdodwacthirds of the

total FYE Instructor roster. Worse, even when the FYE Director knows that an individal

instructor pays little attention to the goals of the program, no mechanism exists for dropping that
instructor as a participant. Finally, FYE Instructors receive no additional compensation or
professional development benefits beyond the opportuntgatth a seminagize course of first

year students or the brief fall training workshop.

Regarding the pressure that FYE activities exert on course calendars and class time in our current
infusion model, we believe that the model simply asks too muchhoéecredit disciplinary
course.For example, 49% of faculty either agree:i
teach my course effectively and t Wemasve it n
acknowledge that no defensible collegeirse would come to the FYE program partly empty,
containing too little content to fill up three credits. Instead, in effect, we asked a perfectly rich,
busy, challenging course to add a significant amount of new material to its schedule. These FYE
engagement components were thus always an added load both to the students and the professors.
Small wonder that most classes found the material difficult to accommodate, and that some gave
it short shrift. In all likelihood, most faculty members who hawsresd less committed to FYE

goals have made that choice because they were forced to pit them against disciplinary and GE
content goals.

13
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On the other hand, in the recommendations that follow, we urgdediNGaire to distinguish

between the baby and the lbatater. We are not persuaded that our infusion model is so flawed
that it must be discarded. For one thing, it is very nearly the only way in which our FYE

program is unique. Everyone has an FYE program these days, but no one else appears to tie its
program so strongly and inherently to a robust array of existing courses. We have an opportunity
to lead the way in offering a model that truly combines the best features of all available
approaches. This spirit forms the rationale for our first two recemaations.

Recommendation One: The FYE Program be restructured, with faculty input, to

i nclude a standard AFY,Brofessionalaeveldpmentifon e a c 't
FYE instructors, and a screening process for instructors (including a formal

application) featuring a collaboration among Deans, Chairs, and the FYE Director,

and possibly soliciting input from an advisory committee with faculty, staff and

student representation. Possibly a standing FYE Advisory Committee could fulfill

this latter function.

We urge the campus community to consider endorsing a more consistent FYE program where all
instructors are invested in the program goals, are engaged in more thorough and effective

training and professional development, and reap the kinds of rewardsltisaistain them year
after year. Such dedication should all ow the
sections, ensuring that consistent attention be paid to the FYE goals. In so doing, we believe that
the program should also target soméhef atrisk students who are not currently well served

(e.g. students who live off campus), and integrate more student support services and instructors

in serving them.

These changes also imply a change in administrative responsibilities: the FY BiDirectd

have to have personnel responsibilities comparable to those of the Director of the University
Honors Program, who does have the authority to determine whether an instructor may teach an
Honors course.

We also believe that the combination of Fi¥ear Experience and Center for Serviaarning

may exceed the capacity of a single person. When the FYE program was added to the Director of
the Center for Servieck e ar ni ngdés job description in 2005,
had taught an F¥ section several years in a row, and the move was made primarily to maximize
savings during a budget crisis. Today the office has grown with the addition of three
AmeriCorps*VISTA corps members, and may grow by another six in February. Also, the
Directorno longer regularly instructs an FYE course. We recommend that the Provost recruit an
experiencedrYE instructor who would agree to assuakninistrative responsibilities as the

Director of FYE.

Recommendation Two: The Infusion Model be continued, bua new onecredit
AFYE component 0 c ou-crediganttfeur-aatlitagatlemico t hr ee

14
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(Acontent areaod) courses to enable instr.
sacrificing course goals.

In considering faculty preferences for alternative modelgjidi@ot identify a clear consensus,
although the highest ranked option was to establish learning communities. In spite of all the
assessment activity over the past year, the Task Force cannot support a conclusion that the
infusion model must be replacedtivsomething else. Rather, with the recommended revision

and the addition of continuous quality improvement efforts, infusion may yet prove to be the best
model for FYE at UWEau Claire. At the same time, we encourage ongoing pilot experiments
with different models, such as learning communities.

Adding a single credit to courses where the current infusion model simply exerts too much
pressure would enable all instructors to devote class time each week to FYE issues. Staffing for
this added credit couldebarranged on an overload basis, and various other arrangements could
be considered as WeFor example, a three/four crediburse would meet for one additional fifty
minute period per week, or a larger lecture section of 80 students could meet i $bunlent

FYE cohorts each week. For curte€ourses that already exceed fougdits (mostly English

110), the Task Force recommends no additional credit. Not only are theserédjhcourses

more proportionately able to accommodate FYE contenthlegetcourses in particular are

already well suited to adapt their existing content to serve FYE goals.

Recommendation Three: Establish a regular assessment of the FYE Program with
measurable objectivesand an overall goal of Continuous Quality Improvement

The Task Force recommends ongoing assessment for current FYE program courses as well as
future First Year Seminar pilots or new programs. Instructors should be given support for
developing pilot FYE models, but they should also be expected to shoectioms between

FYE goals and course outcomes. The FYE Task Force has developed a data base that can
become the model for future quality monitoring and assessment, and we hope that we can
continue to collect and analy#tee performance of First Year Experice efforts no matter what
model is implemented. Although some aspects of the assessment for any new pilots will be
unique to the goals of the pilot (for example, critical thinking and citizenship for the fall pilots),
the Task Force recommesithata standard set of evaluation questidmes developedhat include

pre- and postassessment on indicators that can be compared across coursesame cases,
across institutions, such as indicators of engagement froMSB&survey. However, we also
believethat any respectable assessment program must include data that go beyond student
opinions of #AWhat | got fviewthe datapasepootocols eeing a s t
developed by Dr. Jamelske as an important tool for this more sophisticatedf lamalysis.

Along with professional development for instructors, the FYE program should establish an
ongoing collaboration with the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning. Faculty need more
opportunity to conduct research, disseminate findings throughgsiohal presentations and
publications, and contribute to the ongoing evaluation and improvement of the FYE program.
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Two pilot programs are in place for the f&ine program is a Critical Thinking Pilot in 11
sections of FYE. A second seeks to integiatd embed a servitearning experience into three
regular FYE sectiongndtwo English 110 Common Book learning communities

Recommendation Four: The FYE Program should remain open to collaborative
programming with other dimensions of the first yea experience such as admissions,
summer orientation, Phasell orientation, and residence life.

The FYE Director is already engaged on planning committees for some of these areas. The
professional development activities that members of the Task Forageehigaas well the

advice gleaned from a review of the literature, suggest that the first year experience transition be
seen on a continuum that crosses many programs and extends into subsequent years of
experience. It may be that in the future some efiofessional development opportunities for

FYE instructors could be combined with training for summer and Phase Il orientation. At the
same time, faculty members clearly voiced perceptions of encroachment on academic concerns
by norracademic activitiessontinuing such collaborations will require attention to the balance
between helping students succeed and maintaining challenge and integrity in instruction.

In addition, developing a more seamless approach to student transitions may suggest
programmingoeyond the first year. The literature suggests that sophomores are forgatten

that during this year students miage difficulty negotiatingmajor decisions such as choosing a
career and a major. For example, some colleges have, in addition tedirgrggramming,
developed specific programs for sophomores that focus on planning a career, selecting a major,
and establishing a career network. As long as we remain mindful of our duty to enable students
to become increasingly responsible for their mhinices, we can explore additional ways of
integrating their academic careers into their entire adult lives.
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APPENDICES
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Appendix A: Models from the Literature

The following information includes data from national surveys of first year experiencaum®og
completed in the following years: 1988, 1991, 1994, 1997 and 2000 (Barefoot & Fidler, 1002;
Fidler & Fidler, 1991; National Resource Center, 2002).

First Year Experience Types of Seminars
The 1991 survey (Barefoot & Fiddler, 1992) provided defingifor the most common types of
First Year Experience Seminars. The definitions for these types have changed very little since
they were originally introduced by Barefoot (1992). Although some institutions offer hybrids or
variations of these seminarsetfollowing five types continue to be the most prevalent on
todayds campuses:
60%: Extended Orientation Seminar. These classes may be referred to as student
success, college survival, or University 101 type courses. The content focuses on
introduction b university life and an introduction to college resources and survival. Sixty
percent of FYE seminars fall into this category.
30.6%: Academic Seminar. These include generally uniform academic content across
sections and primarily focus on the acadétheme but will often include academic skills
components.
30.4%: Academic Seminars on Various Topics. These sections are very similar to
Academic Seminars except they may have different academic content primarily covered
in each section.
15.5%: Preorofessional or disciplindinked seminar. These courses are designed and
often taught by the specific college of
13.8%: Basic study skills seminar. These sections are designed for students needing
more work in terms of preparationrfoollege academic survival.
9.2%: Other

First Year Experience Goals, Objectives, and Topics

Goals
According to Barefoot and Fidler, the top three reported goals for the seminar have remained the
same over the past four survey administrations. Timesadie:

a.) Developing essential academic skills,

b.) Providing orientation to campus, and

c.) Easing transition to campus.

Objectives
Likewise, the top three reported course objectives have remained relatively consistent across
each of the administrations.h& objectives reported most frequently include:

60.3% Developing academic skills

55.2% Providing orientation to campus resources

40% Providing common experience

37.1% Increasing student/faculty interaction

34.1% Encouraging sedxploration
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36.9% Deeloping support network
25.3% Increasing sophomore return rates
6.3% Introducing a discipline

(Note: Institutions were asked to select three responses; therefore, responses equal more than
100%.)

Topics

The most common topics included:

58.2% Camus resources
55.9% Academic planning

55% Critical thinking

54.6% Study skills

52.2% Time management
33.2% Diversity issues

30.6% Career exploration

29% Relationship issues
28.6% College policies

25.3% Specific disciplinary topic

Course Structure

Almost 500 institutions shared elements of their figggar seminar that they deemed innovative

or successful. A number of the responding institutions found success using similar approaches.
Following are some of the most frequently mentionedwations grouped by course

components, instructors and pedagogical approaches.

Course Components or Structures

1 Integrating the firsiyear seminar in a learning community
1 Integrating the seminar into orientating week activities to floatl information
9 Offering online courses or components
1 Integrating servicéearning into the seminar
1 Requiring stangilone supplemental programs (e.qg., lectures, concerts, plays, films) as
part of the course
1 Offering summer bonding activities such as wilderness camps anda@osummer
reading programs
Instructors
1 Using peer leaders
1 Providing faculty development, including training prior to teaching and faculty meetings
during the term
1 Team teaching
1 Having advisors teach their advisees
Pedagogical Approaches
1 Using reactioror reflection papers in the classroom
1 Requiring portfolios
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Faculty/Staff Training and Compensation

Training
The campuses patrticipating in the survey were far more likely to offer instructor training
(78.3%).
Of those campuses offering training:
33% Provide a hakday or less for training
24.6% Provideneday training
18.1% Providetwo-day training.
5.4% Provide three days of training
2.5% Provide four days of training
2.8% Provide one week of training
Of those institutions that offered trainirg).8% required their firsgear instructors to attend.

Contact Hours
41.1% had three contact hours per week
31.3% had one contact hour per week

Credits
59.1% credits counted as an elective

Teaching Load

Faculty:
68.8% seminar was part of an assignedhég load
39.6% seminar was an overload

Administrative Staff:
58.9% seminar was an extra responsibility
41.7% seminar was an assigned responsibility

Compensation
The monetary amounts for compensation were from volunteering to $250 to $5400. The most
frequent response was $500, with a mean of approximately $1,250.00 per section.
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Appendix B: Survey of Faculty

Three faculty surveys were administered:
V faculty who taught an FYE section during Fall 2006
V faculty who have taught an FYE section in the past but who did not teach an FYE section
during Fall2006; and
V faculty who have never taught an FYE section.

Each survey was particular to the specific faculty cohort with a few questions of overlap as
appropriate. This report describes the results of the quantitative aspects of all three faculty
surveys.

Overall Interpretive Synopsis

The FYE Program fails to demonstrasgpropriate intentionality in the way in which faculty are
chosen to participate and in the way participating faculty are held accountable for the goals of the
FYE Program.

The FYEProgram demonstrates facufigrceived integrity in its delivery of FYE content with
the exception of providing a formal introduction to a liberal education and to time management
skills.

The FYE Program demonstrates factgrceived impact on FYE stents but this perceived
impact is limited largely to those teaching in the FYE Program.

The FYE Program demonstrates factigrceived benefits from smaller class sizes.

The FYE Program demonstrates strong faculty attitudes (positive and negative) finwudty
participation in oubf-class activities.

The FYE Program fails to demonstrate facydgrceived impact on student performance in
subsequent semesters.

The FYE Program demonstrates a faculty interest in moving from the current infused FYIE mode
toward a model with learning communities and a University 101 experience.

! To "demonstrate” integrity it must shaat least 50% affirmative responses from the FYE cohort.
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FYE Faculty Who Did Teach Fall 2006 FYEurvey Results

FYE Intentionality

To assess the intentionality of the FYE Program, Fall 2006 faculty were asked questions
concerning FE training sessions for teaching in the FYE Program. The results are shown
below.

At the beginning of the semester, the FYE Director prepared a training session for new and returning
instructors of FYE sections. Please indicate which of the following topics from this year’'s training session you
found useful (check all that apply).

Response Response

Total Percent
Did not attend 9 20%
Information about the goals
of First Year Experience 18 39%
courses
Information about the
characteristics of new 19 41%
freshmen
Information about University
services and resources that 20 43%

new freshmen should be
introduced to
Suggestions about
incorporating freshman

related information and 21 46%
activities into my course

Introductions to staff and

other potential resource 12 26%
persons

Suggestions regarding

student mentor roles and 17 37%

responsibilities
Information about how the

FYE Program Director can a8 17%
assist me
There was nothing useful 8 17%

about the training session
Total Respondents 46

Fall 2006 Faculty Responses to FYE Training

In addition, faculty were asked to select the level to which they agreed or disagreed with each of
the following statementsacerning administration of the FYE program. The survey used a

Likert scale of Strongly Agree (5), Agree (4), Neutral (3), Disagree (2), and Strongly Disagree
(2). The following summarizes the questions and the results of the survey.

Strongly Strongly Response

Agree Meutral Disagree

Agree Disagree Total

In retrospect, the student mentor in my FYE

class was adequately trained 26% (12) 51% (24) 9% (4) 495 (2) 11% (5) 47
The FYE Program Director was accessible during

the semester 30% (14) 41% (19) 26% (12) 0% (0) 2% (1) 46
The FYE Program Director was helpful to me 23% (10) 34% (15) 39% (17) 0% (0) 5% (2) a4
The meeting with FYE students during Phase 11

QOrientation is valuable enough to be continued  26% (12) 21% (10) 26% (12) 15% (7) 13% (6) 47

In addition to meeting with my FYE class, other

activities during Phase II orientation also help

to introduce students to the academic 13% (6) 30% (14) 29% (18) 9% (4) Q% (4) 46
expectations at UWEC

Fall 2006 FacultyResponses to FYE Administration

Finally, faculty were asked about the departmental administration and support of teaching in the
FYE program.
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Please indicate whether you taught an FYE course:

Response Response
Total Percent
as an overload 3 6%

as part of your regular
workload

as both an overload and as
part of your regular workload

37 799%

7 15%

Total Respondents 47

In my department’s performance evaluation policy or procedure, teaching an FYE course:
Check all that apply.

Response Response

Total Percent

is valued as an example of

professional development 2 4%
is valued as an example of

the scholarship of teaching 2 4%
Is not treated any differently

than teaching regular 36 77%
courses

is considered to be

detrimental 1 2%
I don't know 10 21%

Total Respondents 47
Please indicate how you were selected to teach an FYE course. Check all that apply.

Response Response
Total Percent
1 was the only one in my

department to volunteer 10 23%
It was my turn based on my

department's rotating 1 2%
schedule

I was selected from a number

of applicants 9 21%
An FYE section is the typical

assignment for certain 28 65%
courses

I don't know 6 14%

Total Respondents 43

Fall 2006 Faculty Response to Departmental Administration of FYE

Interpretive Synopsis

The faculty responsée the FYE training program indicate that the majority (and in some cases
the overwhelming majority) of faculty members did not find the training sessions to be useful.
Of the material presented during the training session and asked about on the lserfaeylty

were most positive concerning background on the FYE program itself (goals, resources), the
characteristics of the freshman class, and suggestions for how to conduct an FYE course. The
interest in freshman characteristics is typical of all figcaihd is not reflective of the training
session's impact.

Departments appear to treat FYE program involvement as a normal part of faculty workload.

The relatively large number of respondents indicating that hearing the goals of the FYE program
was lelpful is an indication of a lack of intentionality. Ideally, faculty assigned to FYE sections
should already be aware of and motivated by the goals of the FYE. The relatively large number
of faculty indicating that they found suggestions concerningtoadeach an FYE section helpful
indicates openness to the ideals of an FYE program.

The intentionality of the FYE program is called into question by the percentage of faculty

reporting that their participation in FYE is a result of the course assigrieentorather than an
inherent interest in FYE.
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The FYE program lacks sufficient intentionality. Faculty participation in the program is more a
consequence of the courses they teach than their interest in the goals of the FYE program.
Faculty are neitheencourage to participate nor discourage from participating in the FYE
program.

FYE Integrity
To assess the integrity of the FYE program, faculty were asked to indicate the degree to which
they emphasized the advertised FYE content in their courses.

Please indicate which of the following you emphasized in your FYE course. Please check all that apply.

Response Response
Total Percent
Listed the goals of FYE
courses on the syllabus that I 26 55%
give to the students

Introduced students to the

idea of a liberal education

through readings on that 19 40%
topic

Discussed how the content of

the course is related to the 36 77%

idea of a liberal education

Discussed and/or practiced

strategies for effective

reading to enhance students’ 26 55%
reading skills

Discussed and/or practiced

strategies to assist students

in choosing a major or 30 64%
exploring a career

Gave writing assignments

followed by feedback on how 39 83%
to improve their writing

Gave students opportunities

to speak in dass 45 96%
Had specific

assignments/requirements

for speaking in class (e.g.,

participation in group 30 64%
discussion, leading

discussions, giving speeches,

giving oral presentations)

Gave assignments or

structure class discussions to

require students to think

(e.g., evaluate ideas or 41 87%
positions, develop reasoning

for their beliefs)

Gave assignments requiring

students to engage in

inquiry: to seek out sources 38 81%
of information in the library,
on the web, in the University
Gave assignments or
structure class discussion to
require students to analyze
information

Scheduled sessions or
provide assignments that

enable students to improve 19 40%
their time management skills

Encouraged my FYE students

to attend out-of-class events, 23 49%
but did not require it

Regired my FYE students to

attend a certain number of 28 60%
out-of-class events

41 87%

Total Respondents a7

Fall 2006 Faculty Responses to Emphasis of FYE Content

In addition, faculty were asked to select the level to which they agreed or disagreed with each of
the following statements concerning belief in the value olobulass experiences available to

UW - Eau Claire students. The survey used a Likert scale of Strongly Agree (5), Agree (4),
Neutral (3), Disagree (2), and Strongly Disagree (1). The following summarizes the questions
and the results of the survey.
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Strongly . Strongly Response
Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Disagree Total
Out-of-class activities such as attending plays,
concerts and Foster Gallery shows can be 34% (16) 53% (25) 4% (2) 9% (4) 0% (0) a7

meaningfully included in my FYE course

Attendance at out-of-class activities like those

described in the previous question is important

in helping students develop relationships with  28% (13) 43% (20) 21% (10) 9% (4) 0% (0) 47
each other and with me

Qut-of-class activities such as attending Forum
events and other speaker presentations can be . .
meaninagfully included in my FYE course 38% (18) 47% (22) 11%(5) 4% (2) 0% (0) a7
Attendance at out-of-class activities like those
described in the previous question is important
in helping students develop relationships with  26% (12) 34% (16) 30% (14) 11% (5) 0% (0) a7
each other and with me

Fall 2006 Faculty Responses to the Valud FYE Out-of-class Content

Finally, faculty were asked their approach to teaching an FYE course relative to teaching non
FYE courses.

Strongly Strongly Response

Agree Meutral Disagree

Agree Disagree  Total
1 took a significantly different approach to the
teaching of the FYE course compared with the
regular section of the same course 21% (10) 36% (17) 15% (7) 23% (11) 4% (2) 47
Due to small class size, teaching FYE is less
work than teaching a non-FYE section 4% (2) Q% (4) 11% (5) 46% (21) 30% (14) 46

Fall 2006 Faculty Responses to Teaching FYE vs. N&YE Sections

Interpretive Synopsis

The faculty responses indieaan overall compliance with the expected emphasis on FYE

content. However, emphasis on time management and the introduction to a liberal education both
fail to reach a simple majority. In addition, only 55% of the respondents complied with listing

the gals of the FYE program on their syllabus. Overall, the responses seem to indicate that
faculty emphasize the FYE content that is natural to their course (writing, reading, speaking,
connection to liberal education) or with which they have the most faityil{@.g., exploration of

a major). However, this analysis is based on a simple fifty percent rule. Given what most
educators consider as the mission of higher education, the most concerning results are that 17%
of the faculty did not give feedback amiting assignments, 36% did not give interactive student
experiences, 19% did not ask students to engage in inquiry, 13% did not ask students to analyze
information, and 13% of faculty did not give assignments that asked students to think.

The responsealso indicate that faculty believe in the value of theobutass FYE experiences
available to students at UV\Eau Claire. Faculty narrowly affirmed that their pedagogy in an
FYE section is different than teaching a #OYiE section but did affirm thamall class size does
not make teaching an FYE section less work than teaching-&Yirsection.

FYE courses are offered with integrity in respect to the stated FYE content with the exception of
a formal introduction to liberal education and time maeagent skills. However, the distinction
between the course design in FYE and-R¥iE courses is suspect.

FYE Impact
To assess the faculperceived impact of the FYE program, faculty were asked to select the

level to which they agreed or disagreed witbreaf the following statements. The survey used a
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Likert scale of Strongly Agree (5), Agree (4), Neutral (3), Disagree (2), and Strongly Disagree
(1). The following summarizes the questions and the results of the survey.

Strongly Strongly Response

Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Disagree Total
Presentations such as Party House and Tunnel
of Oppression have been helpful in changing
the attitudes of my FYE students in a positive 2% (1) 35%(16) 41% (19) 13% (6) 9% (4) 46
way
1 was successful in developing informal social
ties with my FYE students 18% (8) 52% (23) 16% (7) 14% (B) 0% (0) 44
The students in my FYE class developed
informal social ties with their classmates 50% (23) 39% (18) 11% (5) 0% (0) 0% (0) 46

As the result of successfully completing my FYE
course, students have 3 more accurate sense o o ar ar o
of what is expected academically at UWEC 36% (17) 47% (22) 12%(6) 4% (2) 0% (0) 47

In addition to meeting with my FYE class, other

activities during Phase II orientation also help

to introduce students to the academic 13% (6) 30% (14) 39% (18) 9% (4) 9% (4) 46
expectations at UWEC

Teaching the FYE course has had or will have a
E:gt'ité“ne;?‘:ﬁ:”sg%‘fa”c?&éiacr"”g ofthe reqular yoop (7 3a% (16) 34% (16) 11% (5) 6% (3) 47

Fall 2006 Faculty Responses tine Impact of FYE

In addition, faculty were asked about their impressions of teaching in the FYE program. Again,
the survey used a Likert scale of Strongly Agree (5), Agree (4), Neutral (3), Disagree (2), and
Strongly Disagree (1). The following sumnzas the questions and the results of the survey.

Strongly . Strongly Response
Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Disagree Total

Overall, I have found teaching the FYE course
to be a positive experience 51% (24) 30% (14) 17% (8) 2% (1) 0% (0) a7
It is difficult both to teach my course effectively
and to have it meet all the goals of the FYE 23% (11) 26% (12) 6% (3) 32% (15) 13% (6) a7
program
I am interested in teaching an FYE course again 47% (22) 32% (15) 17% (8) 0% (0) 4% (2) a7

Fall 2006 Faculty Impressions of Teaching FYE

Interpretive Synopsis

Faculty believe that their FYE course had a meaningful impact on their students and on their
students' connection to the instructiaculty fail to express affirmative belief in the impact on
students of specific orientation programs. Faculty are essentially split on the belief that teaching
in the FYE program benefits their néiY E sections and on the belief that FYE content can be
effectively integrated into their courses. Faculty do express enjoyment and continued interest in
teaching FYE courses.

Faculty believe in the impact of their own FYE courses but are largely uncertain as to the impact
of specific orientation programs.

FYE Faculty Who DIdNOT Teach Fall 2006 FYESurvey Results

Faculty who have taught FYE in the past but who did not teach FYE during Fall 2006 were also
asked about the departmental administration and support of teaching in the FYE program.

27



First Year Task Force Interim Report  October 1, 2007

Please indicate whether you taught an FYE course:

Response Response

Total Percent
as an overload 7 17%
as part of vour regular
workload 29 71%
as both an overload and as 5 12%

part of your regular workload
Total Respondents 41

In my department’s performance evaluation policy or procedure, teaching an FYE course:
Please check all that apply.

Response Response

Total Percent
is valued as an example of
professional development 7 18%
is valued as an example of
the scholarship of teaching a 10%
is not treated any differently
than teaching regular 32 80%
courses
is considered to be
detrimental 1 2%
1 don't know 2 5%

Total Respondents 40
Please indicate how you were selected to teach an FYE course. Check all that apply.

Response Response

Total Percent
1 was the anly one in my
department to volunteer 9 25%
It was my turn based on our
department’s rotating 4 11%
schedule
1 was selected from a number
of applicants 5 14%
In my department an FYE
section is the typical 10 28%
assignment for this course
1 don't know 9 25%

Total Respondents 36

Faculty Respase to Departmental Administration of FYE

The responses indicate that significantly fewer of this faculty cohort come from departments in
which FYE is determined by course assignment. Rather, for this cohort there is an increase in
faculty who volunteeand in faculty whose departments rotate FYE assignments or who don't
know how FYE assignments are made.

Interpretive Synopsis
There is no clear cut reason as to why faculty who have taught FYE sections in the past did not
teach them during Fall 2006

As with the Fall 2006 FYE faculty, this faculty cohort was also asked to select the level to which
they agreed or disagreed with each of the following statements. The survey used a Likert scale
of Strongly Agree (5), Agree (4), Neutral (3), Disagree (&9, Strongly Disagree (1).

Please answer the following questions about your FYE experience.

Strongly Response
Disagree Total

Strongly

Agree Agree Neutral Disagree

Overall, 1 have found teaching the FYE course
to be a positive experience. 22% (9)  29% (12) 27% (11) 17%(7) 5% (2) 41

1 took_ a significantly different approach to the
tesching o the e course ompared Wi e 125, 5) aswe19) %@ 20%(@®) w40

Teaching the FYE course has had or will have

a positive influence on my teaching of the 5% (2) 15% (6) 42% (17) 25% (10) 12% (5) 40
regular section of the same course.

Faculty Responses to Selected Questions from Fall 2006 Faculty Survey
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Fewer faculty in this cohort had a positive FYE experience than those who taught in Fall 2006
(51% versus 81%). Perhaps related, fewer faculty in thhisredelt that teaching the FYE

section will help them improve neRYE sections (20% versus 49%). There as no difference in
the percentage of faculty taking a significantly different approach to FYE courses.

Interpretive Synopsis

FYE faculty who did ndeach FYE during Fall 2006 may have found teaching in FYE less
positive than did the Fall 2006 FYE faculty. However, this could simply be a matter of timing in
that the FYE experience was more recent for the Fall 2006 cohort.

Faculty in this cohort werasked about specific likes and dislikes about participating in the FYE
program. These questions were not asked of the Fall 2006 FYE faculty cohort. The dominate
items that were selected by faculty as "likes" are shown below in rank order of theinfreque
(limited to those selected by 50% or more of the faculty).

Having only about 20 students in the class (88%)

Getting to know students as individuals (68%)

Introducing students to the idea of a liberal education (60%)

Teaching students how to engagéniquiry; e.g., seek out sources of information (52%)
Providing opportunities for students to speak in class (50%)

Teaching students how to analyze information (50%)

The dominate items that were selected by faculty as "dislikes" are shown below in eméford
their frequency.

Participating in the faculty workshop before classes started (69%)

Meeting with the class during Phase Il Orientation (41%)

Participating in oubf-class activities with the class: e.g., going to a Forum presentation, a
play, etc. 84%)

Next ranked item at 9%

It is important to note that 40% of the faculty lisfgtticipating in outof-class activities with
the classas a like.

Interpretive Synopsis

Faculty generally enjoy the intimate-aflass environment provided by the smal#E sections
and the intellectual skills taught in FYE sections. Faculty generally dislike the FYE training
workshop. Faculty have strong reactions (positive or negative) toward participating with
students in oubf-class activities.

Faculty WhoHave Never TaughEYE Survey Results

Faculty who have never taught in the FYE program were asked how instructors are chosen in
their department for participation in the FYE program.
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Please indicate how faculty/academic staff in your department are selectad to teach the FYE course(s). Check

all that apply.
Response Response
Total Percent

Does not apply-we don't offer
FYE courses 38 33%
FYE instructors are chosen on
an informal volunteer basis 30 26%
FYE instructors are chosen on
a rotating basis o 0%
FYE instructors are chosen
through a formal application 2 2%
process
An FYE section is the typical
assignment for certain 3 3%
courses
I don't know 48 42%

Total Respondents 115

Faculty Response to FYE Selection Procedure

The overwhelming majorit{75%) said either their department didn't offer FYE sections or they
didn't know how FYE instructors were selected in their department.

Interpretive Synopsis

While there are departments that don't offer FYE sections, in general, there is no clearagason
to why faculty do not teach in the FYE program

In addition, this faculty cohort was asked if they have observed any differences in student
performance as a result of FYE.

Have you observed any differences in performance in your classes between those students who participated
in the FYE program and those who did not?

Response Response

Total Percent
Yes 2 200
MNo 30 26%
Don't Know 82 72%

Total Respondents 114

Faculty Response to Performance Impact of FYE
The majority (72%) said theyid not know which students had taken FYE and which had not.
Interpretive Synopsis

There is no evidence that FYE impacts (positively or negatively) student performance in
subsequent courses

Common Survey Results

All three faculty surveys included aigstion concerning preference for U\MEau Claire
switching to particular FYE program models.

30



First Year Task Force Interim Report  October 1, 2007

Mean Rank of FYE Models

I | | I |
Living-Learning Community including 5
Stand-alone University 101

Learning Community including
Stand-alene University 101

Stand-alone University 101 3 —L

] | | \

Current Model plus 2
one credit additional for FYE

] | | \ |

Currnet Model 1 —_‘

| I I T 1
1 145 2 25 3 35 4 45 5
Mean Rank

D Faculty who have never taught FYE
[l FVE faculty wha did not teach fall 2006 FYE
[T FYE faculty wha taught fall 2006 FYE

Faculty Ranking of FYE Models

FYE Model

Interpretive Synopsis

While far from definitive, the faculty as a group have interest in moving toward a model of
learning commuities in which the same group of new freshmen enrolls in two or more courses,
often including a "university 101" course, which helps students to form informal social ties and
provides an intedisciplinary learning experience

In addition, all faculty stveys included a general opinion question on FYE courses.

Opinions about FYE courses

Strongly Strongly Response

Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Disagree Total
[] 9% (10) 14% (15) 40% (44) 27% (30) 11% (12) 111
Firstear Experience courses
are unnecessary. [ IESTEAE 17% (7) 29% (12) 29% (12) 15% (6) 41
O 2% 13% (&) 17% (8) 34% (18) 34% (16) a7

D Faculty who have never taught FYE
[l FE faculty wha did notteach fall 2006 FYE
[ FYE faculty who taught fall 2006 FYE

Faculty Opinions on FYE

Interpretive Synopsis
There is neither a clear support nor a clear lack of support for First Year Experience .course

Finally, all faculty surveys included a questiort@svhether the faculty member would be
interested in teaching an FYE section in the future. Sewengypercent of the Fall 2006 FYE
faculty said "yes" (defined as Strongly Agree or Agree) versus 56% for the FYE faculty who did
not teach FYE during Ha2006 and 37% for faculty who have never taught FYE. Four percent

of the Fall 2006 faculty said "no" (defined as Disagree or Strongly Disagree) versus 22% for
FYE faculty who did not teach FYE during Fall 2006 and 27% for faculty who have never taught
FYE.

Interpretive Synopsis
While based on extremely few data points, faculty interest in teaching in the FYE program
appears to decreases as time away from the program increases.
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Appendix C: Sirvey of Students

Two student surveys were administered talQ,8tudents:
V one survey to students who were enrolled in an FYE section during the Fall 2006
semester (1584 students)
V one survey to student who were enrolled in a course that had an FYE section but for
which the students had enrolled in a ##YE sectionagain during the Fall 2006
semester (365 students).

Both surveys included the student's specific FYE orfRgR section. For example, for a

student enrolled in an FYE section of English 110, the first survey question on the survey read,
"ENGL 110 stimlated my academic curiosity" with agoint Likert scale response. Both

surveys contained the largely the same questions targeting the official goals of the FYE program
(such as ability to read effectively, ability to inquire effectively). However, ¥ie survey

included one additional question asking about the effectiveness of the student mentor assigned to
the FYE section. Also, the FYE survey included a question as to why the student selected an
FYE section whereas the n®éfYE survey included a quésh as to why the student selected a
nonFYE section.

Overall Interpretive Synopsis

The FYE Program has a consequeftiapact on studerperceived overall connection to the
university but fails to have a consequential impact on stygknceived wortlof volunteerism
and on studernperceived connection with fellow students or the instructor.

The FYE Program demonstratassudentperceived integrity in its delivery of FYE content and
meaningful academic and social @iftclass experiences.

The FYE Pogram fails to have a consequential impact on stugerteived effectiveness of
academic skills.

The FYE Program fails to have a consequential impact on stpdergived academic or social
success in the freshmen year.

The FYE Program fails to have artsequential impact on studeguegrceived introduction to a
liberal education.

The FYE Program fails to have a consequential impact on stpdecgived engagement with
their education.

The following tables summarize the results of the student survey réefmainder of this section
elaborates on the information shown in the table.

2 For an impact to be "consequential" it must satisfy the following criteria: a) show a statistigalficant
difference between FYE and N&YE cohorts, b) show at least a 50% affirmative studesponse for the FYE
cohort, and c) show less than a 50% affirmative student response for tHeYlRarohort.

% To "demonstrate" integrity it must show at least 50% affirmative responses from the FYE cohort.
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Academic Skills

% Affirmative

Writing
Speaking
Library Use
Reading
Listening
Inquiry
Thinking
Analysis

IT Use
Time Mgmt

Freshman Success
Academic
Social

Engagement
Curiosity
Stirred Interest
Responsibility

Connectedness

® Connection
Volunteerism
Relation w/
Students
Relation w/
Instructor

Liberal Education
Introduction

Program Integrity
Social

O Activites
Academic

O Activities

FYE
40.7
32.9
49.1
37.2
59.2
66.6
74.9
75.9
58.9
55.0

60.3
60.3

65.7
31.6
63.7

59.1
26.3

68.0

44.7

64.0

54.4

54.0

% Affirmative
Non-FYE
20.6
26.0
15.9
36.4
68.1
54.5
63.6
61.3
45,5
54.6

590.1
47.8

61.3
25.0
52.2

40.9
9.1

50.0

20.4

45.4

20.5

22.7

October 1, 2007

Raw
Increase
20.1
6.9
33.2
0.8
(8.9)
12.1
11.3
14.6
134
0.4

1.2
125

4.4
6.6
115

18.2
17.2

18.0

24.3

18.6

33.9

31.3

%
Increase
97.6%
26.5%
208.8%
2.2%
(13.1%)
22.2%
17.8%
23.8%
29.5%
0.0%

0.0%
26%

7.2%
12.6%
22%

44.5%
189.0%

36.0%

119.1%

41%

165.4%

137.9%

Comment
w/o ENGL 110

Neutral A Pos

Neutral A Pos

Neutral A Pos

The highlighted entries indicate where the FYE Program has a consequential impact on student
perception. Bold entrigadicate items on which a statistically significant difference was found
between the mean responses for the FYE andMtin cohorts. The FYE and NdrRYE

columns indicate the percentage of FYE and{N¥IE cohorts that responded affirmatively

(either agreer strongly agree) regarding the impact of their course relative to the indicated
topic. The next two columns give the actual and relative increase in affirmative student
responses between the FYE and the-R¥ik cohorts. A check mark indicates that an

acceptable (50% or more) percentage of the FYE cohort responded affirmatively when less than
an acceptable (less than 50%) percentage of theRN&cohort responded affirmatively.
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Stated Goals of the FYE Program
The FirstYear Experience has the followiggals:
T tointroduce you to liberal education and to awaken intellectual curiosity
1 to enhance skills needed for academic success: reading, writing, speaking, listening,
thinking, inquiry, analysis, use of information technology, library skills, and time
management
T to strengthen your connection to the University
1 to engage you in meaningful academic and-academic oubf-class activities
T to enhance your accountability for your education

To assess progress toward these goals, students were asked thesé&eel to which they

agreed or disagreed with each of the following staterhefiise survey used a Likert scale of
Strongly Agree (5), Agree (4), Neutral (3), Disagree (2), and Strongly Disagree (1). An asterick
indicates a statistically significafp < 0.05) difference in responses between FYE aneRYdh
students. A diagram is provided for each such question giving the breakdown of the responses.

Academic Skills
My course enhanced my ability to read effectively.
My course enhanced my ability write effectively.*
My course enhanced my ability to speak effectively.*
My course enhanced my ability to listen effectively.
My course enhanced my ability to inquire effectively.
My course enhanced my ability to think effectively.
My course enhanceay ability to analyze effectively.
My course enhanced my ability to use information technology effectively.
My course enhanced my ability to use the library effectively.*
My course enhanced my ability to manage my time effectively.

My course enhanced my ability to write effectively. My course enhanced my ability to speak effectively.

400%7 W Hor-FYE

TRE

W Mon-FVE
Erve

Percent
Percent

i Strongly Disgres Heutral Agres Strongly
Stru;gly Disgree Neutral Agree Sg;[nege\y Shronaly Hondl

Response Response

* The questions below are listed in categofier reporting purposes only; the survey instrument did not categorize
the questions.
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My course enhanced my ability to use the library effectively.

40.0%

W Non-FYE
ErveE

Percent

Strongly Disares Neutral Agree Strongly
Disagree Agree

Response

Interpretive Synopsis

The student response pattern for the writing question is undoubtedly influenced by the large
number of English 110 sections included in the FYE survey. However, even with English 110
removel from the data set, there remains a statistically valid difference between student
responses in the FYE and NBIYE sections but is not as impressively. Without English 110,
40% of the FYE students agreed or strongly agreed that their writing skills'peal/ed

compared to 20% for the NgAYE students. The improvement in reported library skills
increased from approximately 16% for NBE to about 50% for FYE students.

The differential between FYE and N&tYE responses to the speaking question aee les
compelling. Approximately 32% of FYE and 25% of NBME agreed or strongly agreed that
their speaking skills had improved.

FYE courses have a significant positive impact on student perception of writing and library
usage skills but fail to have a meeadle impact on other academic skills. Therefore, the FYE
program is only satisfying two of its ten objectives concerning academic skills.

Freshman Success
My course helped me succeed academically in my first year.
My course helped me succeed sociallyny first semester.

Interpretive Synopsis
FYE courses fail to have a measurable impact on student perception of academic or social
success during the first year.

Connectedness
| expect to maintain a relationship with the students in my course inttire.fu
| expect to maintain a relationship with the instructor for my course in the future.*
My course increased my belief in the importance of volunteerism.*
My course helped me feel more connected to the university.*
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| expect to maintain a relationship with the students in my course in the future | expect to maintain a relationship with the instructor of my course in the
future

50.0% -

50.0% -

[l Mon-FYE W Mon-FYE
[ rve WrveE

Percent
Percent

Strongly Disgree Meutral Agres Strongly
Strongly Disgree Meutral Agree Strongly Disagree Agree
Disagree Agree

Response
Response P

My course increased my belief in the importance of volunteerism My course helped me feel more connected to the university

50.0% =

50.0%
W Mon-FYE

W rFyE W Mon-FYE

Erve
40.0% =

Percent
Percent

Strongly Disgree Neutral Agree Strongly
Agree

Strongly Disgree Neutral Agree
Disagree Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Response Response

In addition, FYE students were also asked if they expected to maintain a relationship with the
mentor for their course in the future.

| expect to maintain a relationship with the mentor for my course in the future

50.0%

40.0%

30.0%-

Percent

200% -

10.0% -

00%~

Strongly Disagree Disgree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree

Response

Interpretive Synopsis

Approximately 70% of the FYE students agreedtoongly agreed that they would maintain
relationships with their fellow students compared to about 50% for theFM&nstudents.

Likewise, about 60% of FYE students agreed or strongly agreed that their course helped them
feel more connected to the uarsity compared to about 40% for NBIE students.
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Approximately 44% of FYE students agreed or strongly agreed that they would maintain a
relationship with their instructor compared to about 20% for-NgE& students. Approximately
25% of FYE students aged or strongly agreed that their course increased their belief in
volunteerism compared to only 9% for NBIYE students.

FYE courses have a significant impact on student connectedness to the university, particularly in
relation to their fellow studentnd the university as a whole. The impact of FYE courses on
student connectedness to the instructor is significant but still does not reach a fifty percent
threshold. Attitudes towards volunteerism fall even further below the fifty percent threshold.

Engagement
My course stimulated my academic curiosity.
My course stirred my interest in a topic so much that | pursued information about that topic
on my own.
My course made me more responsible for my education.

The students were also asked to rank tHeviing individuals according to their degree of
responsibility for the student's success in college with 1 being most responsible and 8 being
least responsible: parents, classmates, friends, self, professors, roommates, mentor, and
siblings. The responseare shown below.

. ParentRank

[ classmateRank
[ Friendrank

[l selfRank

6 | |:| ProfRank

B RoommateRank
|:| MentorRank

[ siblingRank

Mean Rank

false true

FYE

Interpretive Synopsis

The five top ranked items show no significant difference between the FYE arBEYON
courses. An eighelement ranking will not provide meaningful data after the third or fourth
ranked item. In both the FYE atite NorFYE sections, students ranked themselves as being
most responsible, with professors being a distant second.
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FYE courses have no significant impact on student taking more responsibility for their
education.

Liberal Education
My course introduag me to a liberal education.

Students were also asked the following question to assess their understanding of a liberal
education. The responses are shown below.

Which of the following best describes the meaning of a "libg
education":

a. An approach to education through which students ar
taught to favor a political philosophy of progress and
reform and the protection of civil liberties.

. A philosophy of education that empowers individual
with broad knowledge and transferabldiskia strong

sense of values, ethics, and civic engagement.

. A style of teaching that is not limited to or by
established, traditional, orthodox, or authoritarian
attitudes or views.

. Anintegrated collection of courses that includes
philosophy, hstory, literature, music, art, and science

. An educational institution that tends to give freely an
generously to others.

M on-FYE
WFvE

60.0%

40.0%

Percent

20.0%

0.0% -

a b C d e

Response
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Interpretive Synopsis

There is no statistically significant difference between tHE Bnd NorFYE student responses

to those questions surrounding the meaning of a liberal education. Only about one out of five
students can select an appropriate definition of a liberal education. Approximately 60% of the
students equate a liberal educatwith a collection of courses.

FYE courses have no significant impact on studederstanding of a liberal education

FYE Program Integrity

To assess overall integrity of the FYE program, FYE students were asked indicate the degree to
which the fdlowing mandatory FYE topics were talked about or explained: a) the goals of the
FYE program, b) the goals of the Baccalaureate, c) the electronic portfolio project, d) the degree
audit and registration process, and e) other resources on campus thatlpffeuch as tutoring,
career counseling, counseling services, and academic advising.

The student responses are shown below.

Topics Talked About During Course
0.0

43.0

40.0

5.0 [

200 O FYE Goals
,— B Baccalaureate Goals
O Portfolio
O Degree Audit and Registration
B Campus Resources

250

Percent

200

15.0

10.0

50

oo

none littl= S0MmE much

Regponse

In addition, students were asked if they engaged in meaningful social and academic activities
outside the classroom, as reqd of all FYE sections.
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| engaged in meaningful social activities outsice | engaged in meaningful academic activities outside
of class as part of my course of class as part of my course

50.0% | 00%

W Mon-FYE W Hon-FYE
B FvE ErvE

40.0% -

Percent
Percent

Strongly Disgree Meutral Agree Strongly Strangly Disgree Neutral Agree Strongly
Disagres Agree Disagree Agreg

Response Response

Also, students were asked if their mentor served as a valuable resource during the course, as is
the intended purpose of the mentor.

My mentor served as a valuable resource in my course

40.0% -

35.0%

30.0% <

25.0% -

Percent

20.0% -

15.0% -

10.0% —
Strongly Disagree Disgree MNeutral Agree Strongly Agree

Response

Interpretive Synopsis

The FYE program clearly ineases student reporting of meaningful academic and social

activities outside of class. Over 50% of the students agree or strongly agree that they had
meaningful academic and social mitclass experiences. Further, just over 50% of the students
found the student mentor to be a valuable resource. However, given that focus and expectations
of the FYE program, these results suggest lower FYEitlyan appropriate. This is further
supported by the fact that students report that between 13% and 27%-%E&leurses failed

to address the explicitly expected FYE content.

The FYE Program has studegperceived integrity but weaker than desired.

Alternative Analysis

The above analysis uses all the FYE and-N¥IE student survey responses as data. The
difference in course distribution between these two cohorts should be addressed. The following
figures illustrate the course distribution percentages for both the FYE anrBN\®©rohorts.
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Full FYE Course Population Full Non-FYE Course Population

As is evident from above, the two cohorts are drawn from significantly different course
populations. To address this problem, the preceding analysis was repeated on a randomly
selected subset of the FYE data that has the exact same course distributidwoasR¥E data
as shown below.

Random FYE Course Population (N=44) Full Non-FYE Course Population (N=44)

The following table summarizes the differences between the Full Data Analysis and the
Proportional Data Analysis.

Academic Skills

Stat. Sign. Mean Consequential
Response Change Impact
Full Proportional Full Proportional

Writing 0

Speaking 0

Library Use o 0

Reading

Listening
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