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The National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) is based 
on the rationale that student engagement can serve as a proxy 
for student learning and personal development. The survey 
was created to assess the extent to which a university’s 
practices, investments, and environment encourage 
undergraduate students to take full advantage of institutional 
opportunities and resources that lead to positive student 
outcomes such as student satisfaction, persistence, and 
graduation. The survey is administered to freshmen and 
seniors only. 
 
The NSSE instrument was extensively revised for the 2013 
administration. Approximately one third of the questions on the 
new instrument are brand new, one third are substantially 
revised versions of questions from the original NSSE, and one 
third are carried over without revisions from the original NSSE. 
The five NSSE benchmarks of engaged learning have been 
dropped. Their elimination was primarily due to their lack of 
interpretability, as their breadth obscured more than revealed 
any useful or actionable information.  
 
In place of the benchmarks, NSSE now provides a set of more 
specific indices called “engagement indicators”. The 
engagement indicators are grouped loosely into five “themes”, 
some of which are similar to the old benchmarks (academic 
challenge, supportive environment, etc.). Appendix A includes 
descriptions of the new engagement indices, the questions 
they comprise, and their roots in NSSE benchmarks.  
 
This report discusses 2013 NSSE engagement indicators for 
Loyola freshmen and seniors as compared to freshmen and 
seniors at institutions in three comparison groups: selected 
peers, other Jesuit institutions, and other institutions sharing 
Loyola’s Carnegie classification (Doctoral – High Research).1 
Freshmen and seniors are discussed separately, because they 
are at different stages in their college careers, have had 
different kinds of experiences in the previous year, and contain 
different mixes of students (for example, seniors include 
students who transferred in after their freshman year, but do 
not include students who entered as freshmen but left before 
achieving senior status). 
 

 
 
 

                                                 
1  See Appendix B for lists of institutions in comparison 
groups and Appendix C for response rates and number 
of respondents. 

 
 

 
Academic challenge: higher order learning 

 Compared to freshmen at other Doctoral – high 
research institutions, Loyola freshmen reported 
greater course emphasis on evaluation of 
perspectives and information than did freshmen 
in any of the comparison groups (78% of Loyola 
freshmen reported quite a bit or very much course 
emphasis; see Table 1). Compared to their 
Carnegie class peers, they also reported slightly 
greater course emphasis on processes of analysis 
and synthesis of information. 

 

 Loyola seniors and their comparison group 
counterparts reported similar levels of course 
emphasis on forms of higher order learning. 

Academic challenge: 
reflective and integrative learning 

 Compared to their Carnegie class counterparts, 
substantially higher percentages of both Loyola 
freshmen and Loyola seniors reported often or very 
often including diverse perspectives in their 
course discussions or assignments (61% of  
Loyola freshmen vs. 48% of other Carnegie class 
freshmen; 65% of Loyola seniors vs. 50% of other 
Carnegie class seniors). 

 Compared to their Carnegie class counterparts, a 
higher proportion of Loyola freshmen reported that 
they often or very often connected their learning 
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to societal issues or problems (61% of Loyola 
freshmen vs. 48% of other Carnegie class 
freshmen), as did a slightly higher proportion of 
Loyola seniors (69% vs. 61% of other Carnegie 
seniors). 

 

 Loyola freshmen were also slightly more likely than 
their Carnegie peers to often or very often 
examine the strengths and weaknesses of their 
own points of view (70% vs. 62%) and to try to 
better understand someone else’s point of view 
by imagining how an issue looks from his or her 
perspective (73% vs. 65%). 

Academic challenge: 
learning strategies and quantitative reasoning 

 Loyola freshmen were also slightly more likely than 
their Carnegie peers to use the learning strategy of 
identifying key information from readings (89% 
vs. 80%). 

 They were also slightly more likely than freshmen 
at other Jesuit institutions and at other institutions 
in the same Carnegie class to employ the learning 
strategy of summarizing what they were learning 
in class and in course materials (71% vs. 63% 
vs. 62%, respectively).  

 Loyola seniors reported using learning strategies at 
similar rates as their counterparts in the 
comparison groups. 

 Learning with peers: collaborative learning 

 A slightly higher proportion of Loyola freshmen 
reported often or very often preparing for exams 
with other students than of their Carnegie 
counterparts (58% vs. 50%; see Table 2). 

 Loyola seniors reported slightly lower frequencies 
than did seniors at other Jesuit institutions of 
asking another student for help in 
understanding course material (38% often or very 
often vs. 46%) and of preparing for exams with 
other students (44% vs. 54%).  

Learning with peers: 
discussions with diverse others 

 Loyola freshmen were more likely than their 
Carnegie class counterparts to report that they 
often or very often had discussions with diverse 
others, including those of a different race/ethnicity 
(81% vs. 70%; see Table 2), from a different 

economic background (84% vs. 73%), and with 
different religious beliefs (79% vs. 68%). 

 

 A slightly higher proportion of Loyola seniors than 
of their Carnegie class counterparts reported often 
or very often having discussions with others 
holding different religious beliefs (76% vs. 
69%). 

Experiences with faculty: 
student-faculty interaction 

 Both freshmen and seniors at Loyola report 
frequencies of various types of student-faculty 
interaction at Loyola that are very similar to those 
at institutions in all three comparison groups (see 
Table 4). 

 Across several types of student-faculty interaction, 
a substantial majority of freshmen report that they 
do not often interact with faculty. For example, only 
21% of Loyola freshmen often discussed their 
academic performance with a faculty member.  

 Seniors report more frequent interaction with 
faculty than do freshmen. For example, about half 
of the Loyola senior respondents said that they 
often or very often talked about career plans with 
a faculty member (probably primarily faculty 
advisors), a third often or very often discussed 
course-related topics with faculty outside of 
class, and a third often or very often discussed 
their academic performance with a faculty 
member. 
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Experiences with faculty: 
effective teaching practices 

 Both freshmen and seniors at Loyola report 
patterns of instructor teaching practices that are 
very similar.to those reported by students at 
institutions in the comparison groups. 

 Less than two thirds of freshmen and seniors at 
Loyola reported receiving quite a bit or very much 
prompt and detailed feedback from faculty on 
drafts or other works in progress (60% of 
freshmen and 58% of seniors). 

 Only 62% of Loyola freshmen reported receiving 
quite a bit or very much prompt and detailed 
feedback from faculty on tests and completed 
assignments. 

Campus environment: 
quality of interaction with others 

 Freshmen at Loyola and at comparison group 
institutions reported similar interaction quality with 
other students, academic advisors, faculty, student 
services staff, and other administrative staff (see 
Table 5). 

 Seniors, however, reported lower quality 
interactions with other students and with 
academic advisors than did seniors in any of the 
comparison groups. The percentage of Loyola 
seniors reporting very good or excellent 
interactions2 with other students was only 52%, 
while the comparison group percentages ranged 
from 64% to 68%. Only 31% of Loyola seniors 
reported very good or excellent interactions with 
academic advisors, while the comparison group 
percentages ranged from 44% to 47%. 

 

 
Campus environment: supportive environment 

 Loyola freshmen reported substantially greater 
institutional emphasis on encouraging contact 
among students from different backgrounds 
than did freshmen in any of the three comparison 
groups; 77% at Loyola said that there was quite a 

                                                 
2 At least 6 on a scale from 1 (low quality) to 7 (high 
quality). 

bit or very much emphasis on such interaction, 
compared to a range of 57% to 62% across the 
comparison groups.  

 

 Sixty four percent of Loyola freshmen reported 
quite a bit or very much institutional emphasis on 
attending events that address important social, 
economic, or political issues, compared to only 
53% of freshmen at other institutions in Loyola’s 
Carnegie class. 

 Loyola seniors reported less institutional emphasis 
on providing opportunities for social 
involvement than did their comparison group 
counterparts, especially other Jesuit institutions 
(65% vs. 77% quite a bit or very much emphasis). 
They also reported less emphasis than seniors at 
other Jesuit institutions on attending campus 
activities and events (performing arts, athletic 
events, etc.; 52% vs. 70%) and on help managing 
non-academic responsibilities (25% vs. 36%). 

 

 

 

 

Patterns of similarity and difference 

 All of Loyola’s freshman NSSE summary 
engagement indicators were as high or higher 
than those of its comparison groups (see Tables 1 
through 4), as were all but one senior summary 
engagement indicators (the exception was quality 
of interactions). 

 When there were differences between Loyola and 
its comparison groups on individual items 
comprising the engagement indicators, the 

Conclusions 

Office of Institutional Research 3



 

 

differences were more often at the freshman level 
than at the senior level. 

 Of the three comparison groups, Loyola results 
differed most often from those of other institutions 
in the Doctoral – High Research Carnegie class, 
especially among seniors. Almost without 
exception, these differences favored Loyola, with 
Loyola students giving more positive or desirable 
responses. 

 There were only a few differences between Loyola 
and other Jesuit institutions, and mostly among 
seniors. For example, compared to their Jesuit 
institution counterparts Loyola seniors reported 
slightly less frequently engaging in certain forms of 
collaborative learning, and they reported less 
institutional emphasis on certain types of 
supportive institutional environment. 

Loyola strengths and weaknesses 

 Relative to their Carnegie class counterparts, 
Loyola freshmen reported greater course emphasis 
on higher order learning, and higher frequencies 
of engaging in reflective and integrative 
learning.  

 Some of the most salient 2013 NSSE results 
pertained to student engagement with diversity. 

o  Compared to freshmen at other institutions in 
Loyola’s Carnegie class, Loyola freshmen 
reported higher frequencies of discussions with 
others who were different than them across a 
range of characteristics.  

o Students at Loyola reported greater institutional 
emphasis on encouraging contact between 
students from different backgrounds than did 
their Carnegie class counterparts and, among 
freshmen, their peer school and Jesuit 
institution counterparts. 

o Both freshmen and seniors at Loyola reported 
more often including diverse perspectives in 
their course discussions and assignments than 
did their Carnegie class co.  

 The low quality of interactions with other 
students and with academic advisors reported 
by Loyola seniors is arguably the most troubling 
finding in these, whether considered relative to 
other institutions or in an absolute sense. 
Unfortunately, interpreting these results is difficult, 

because there is little context in which to 
understand them. In previous years, the NSSE 
asked about students about the quality of their 
relationships with others, but beginning in 2013, 
they are asked about the quality of their 
interactions with others. 

 NSSE results suggest that Loyola students’ 
interaction with faculty differs little from that of 
students at institutions in the comparison groups. 
Yet it may be useful to think about these results not 
comparatively, but in relation to how critical 
student-faculty interaction is at the various stages 
of the Loyola Experience and how it fits into 
Loyola’s mission and goals. 

o For example, it may not be a concern that only 
18% of freshmen have worked with faculty 
outside of the classroom, as they have had 
limited time in which to participate extensively in 
extra-curricular life.  

o Probably more pressing, at least in terms of 
freshman adjustment to college-level academic 
work, is talking with faculty members about 
academic performance and about course 
content.  

o From this perspective, it is worrying that 33% of 
freshman respondents report never having 
discussed course content with a faculty 
member outside of class, and 30% have never 
discussed their academic performance with 
their instructor.  

o In-person discussion is not the only way to 
provide the academic feedback that students 
need, of course, and it is true that virtually all 
Loyola freshmen say they get at least some 
feedback on drafts or work in progress and at 
least some prompt and detailed feedback on 
tests or completed assignments. In addition, 
many freshmen are taking large classes, in 
which very frequent in-person faculty feedback 
is an unrealistic standard. 

o Further research of this issue could contribute 
to discussion of this aspect of student-faculty 
contact. For example, how are the amount and 
forms of academic feedback that freshmen 
receive related to class size, to the type of 
course, or to the instructor’s status, such as 
tenured/tenure track, part-time, etc.?
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Loyola Peers Jesuit Carnegie

Freshmen

Higher-Order Learning engagement indicator 42 41 41 39

Extent of coursework emphasis

Applying facts, theories, or methods to practical problems or new situations 75 77 78 75

Analyzing an idea, experience, or line of reasoning in depth by examining its parts 78 79 80 72

Evaluating a point of view, decision, or information source 80 74 74 67

Forming a new idea or understanding from various pieces of information 72 72 72 67

Seniors

Higher-Order Learning engagement indicator 42 42 42 40

Extent of coursework emphasis 

Applying facts, theories, or methods to practical problems or new situations 78 81 84 80

Analyzing an idea, experience, or line of reasoning in depth by examining its parts 79 81 82 76

Evaluating a point of view, decision, or information source 72 74 74 68

Forming a new idea or understanding from various pieces of information 72 74 75 70

Freshmen

Reflective and Integrative Learning engagement indicator 39 37 38 35

Learning activity frequency

Combined ideas from different courses when completing assignments 63 61 60 56

Connected your learning to societal problems or issues 61 59 60 51

Included diverse perspectives (political, religious, racial/ethnic, gender, etc.) in course 
discussions or assignments

61 58 58 48

Examined the strengths and weaknesses of your own views on a topic or issue 70 66 66 62

Tried to better understand someone else's views by imagining how an issue looks from 
his or her perspective

73 71 69 65

Learned something that changed the way you understand an issue or concept 71 69 70 64

Connected ideas from your courses to your prior experiences and knowledge 82 82 83 77

continued...

NSSE Academic Challenge: Loyola and Comparison Groups by Class Level

Comparison group

Table 1

Average on scale from 0 to 60

% quite a bit or very much

Average on scale from 0 to 60

% often or very often

% quite a bit or very much

Average on scale from 0 to 60
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Loyola Peers Jesuit Carnegie

Freshmen

Reflective and Integrative Learning engagement indicator 41 40 41 38

Learning activity frequency

Combined ideas from different courses when completing assignments 73 75 78 72

Connected your learning to societal problems or issues 69 68 71 61

Included diverse perspectives (political, religious, racial/ethnic, gender, etc.) in course 
discussions or assignments

65 60 64 50

Examined the strengths and weaknesses of your own views on a topic or issue 66 71 72 63

Tried to better understand someone else's views by imagining how an issue looks from 
his or her perspective

71 73 73 67

Learned something that changed the way you understand an issue or concept 73 74 75 68

Connected ideas from your courses to your prior experiences and knowledge 84 86 88 83

Freshmen

Learning Strategies engagement indicator 43 40 40 39

Learning strategy use

Identified key information from reading assignments 89 85 88 80

Reviewed your notes after class 65 64 62 64

Summarized what you learned in class or from course materials 71 65 63 62

Seniors

Learning Strategies engagement indicator 40 40 39 40

Learning strategy use

Identified key information from reading assignments 87 86 86 82

Reviewed your notes after class 56 59 53 63

Summarized what you learned in class or from course materials 66 64 62 63

continued...

NSSE Academic Challenge: Loyola and Comparison Groups by Class Level

Comparison group

% often or very often

% often or very often

% often or very often

Average on scale from 0 to 60

Average on scale from 0 to 60

Average on scale from 0 to 60

Table 1, continued
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Loyola Peers Jesuit Carnegie

Freshmen

Quantitative Reasoning engagement indicator 29 29 28 28

Quantitative reasoning frequency

Reached conclusions based on your own analysis of numerical information (numbers, 
graphs, statistics, etc.)

50 54 53 53

Used numerical information to examine a real-world problem or issue (unemployment, 
climate change, public health, etc.)

43 42 39 38

Evaluated what others have concluded from numerical information 42 42 40 38

Seniors

Quantitative Reasoning engagement indicator 31 31 32 30

Quantitative reasoning frequency

Reached conclusions based on your own analysis of numerical information (numbers, 
graphs, statistics, etc.)

51 54 56 56

Used numerical information to examine a real-world problem or issue (unemployment, 
climate change, public health, etc.)

47 46 47 44

Evaluated what others have concluded from numerical information 46 48 52 45

Note: All questions asked in reference to current school year.

Source: National Survey of Student Engagement, 2013 (weighted by institutional size, gender, and enrollment status)

Table 1, continued

NSSE Academic Challenge: Loyola and Comparison Groups by Class Level

% often or very often

% often or very often

Average on scale from 0 to 60

Average on scale from 0 to 60

Comparison group
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Loyola Peers Jesuit Carnegie

Freshmen

Collaborative Learning engagement indicator 34 34 35 32

Collaborative learning activity frequency

Asked another student to help you understand course material 53 52 57 51

Explained course material to one or more students 60 62 64 58

Prepared for exams by discussing or working through course material w/ other students 58 53 57 50

Worked with other students on course projects or assignments 51 55 54 51

Seniors

Collaborative Learning engagement indicator 32 33 35 33

Collaborative learning activity frequency

Asked another student to help you understand course material 38 39 46 43

Explained course material to one or more students 58 57 63 60

Prepared for exams by discussing or working through course material w/ other students 44 46 54 48

Worked with other students on course projects or assignments 62 65 67 64

Freshmen

Discussions with Diverse Others engagement indicator 46 43 44 41

Discussion frequencies

Had discussions with people of a race or ethnicity other than your own 81 75 75 70

Had discussions with people from an economic background other than your own 84 77 78 73

Had discussions with people with religious beliefs other than your own 79 76 77 68

Had discussions with people with political views other than your own 76 77 77 71

Seniors

Discussions with Diverse Others engagement indicator 44 44 44 42

Discussion frequencies

Had discussions with people of a race or ethnicity other than your own 77 76 75 72

Had discussions with people from an economic background other than your own 75 77 76 75

Had discussions with people with religious beliefs other than your own 76 76 75 69

Had discussions with people with political views other than your own 77 77 78 72

Note: All questions asked in reference to current school year.

Comparison group

Table 2

NSSE Learning with Peers: Loyola and Comparison Groups by Class Level

Source: National Survey of Student Engagement, 2013 (weighted by institutional size, gender, and enrollment status)

Average on scale from 0 to 60

Average on scale from 0 to 60

Average on scale from 0 to 60

Average on scale from 0 to 60

% often or very often

% often or very often

% often or very often

% often or very often
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Loyola Peers Jesuit Carnegie

Freshmen

Student-Faculty Interaction engagement indicator 20 20 21 19

Interaction frequencies

Talked about career plans with a faculty member 30 31 33 29

Worked with a faculty member on activities other than coursework (committees, student 
groups, etc.)

18 16 17 17

Discussed course topics, ideas, or concepts with a faculty member outside of class 23 26 28 22

Discussed your academic performance with a faculty member 21 26 28 25

Seniors

Student-Faculty Interaction engagement indicator 25 24 27 23

Interaction frequencies

Talked about career plans with a faculty member 49 43 49 40

Worked with a faculty member on activities other than coursework (committees, student 
groups, etc.)

27 27 33 26

Discussed course topics, ideas, or concepts with a faculty member outside of class 34 34 40 32

Discussed your academic performance with a faculty member 33 30 33 30

Freshmen

Effective Teaching Practices engagement indicator 40 40 41 39

Extent of instructor teaching practices

Clearly explained course goals and requirements 83 83 84 81

Taught course sessions in an organized way 78 81 85 80

Used examples or illustrations to explain difficult points 80 79 80 78

Provided feedback on a draft or work in progress 60 67 64 61

Provided prompt and detailed feedback on tests or completed assignments 62 64 64 59

Seniors

Effective Teaching Practices engagement indicator 42 41 42 40

Extent of instructor teaching practices

Clearly explained course goals and requirements 83 84 86 81

Taught course sessions in an organized way 84 84 87 80

Used examples or illustrations to explain difficult points 80 83 86 80

Provided feedback on a draft or work in progress 58 61 58 57

Provided prompt and detailed feedback on tests or completed assignments 73 68 71 64

Note: All questions asked in reference to current school year.

Comparison group

Table 3

NSSE Experiences with Faculty: Loyola and Comparison Groups by Class Level

Source: National Survey of Student Engagement, 2013 (weighted by institutional size, gender, and enrollment status)

Average on scale from 0 to 60

Average on scale from 0 to 60

Average on scale from 0 to 60

Average on scale from 0 to 60

% qute a bit or very much

% often or very often

% often or very often

% qute a bit or very much
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Loyola Peers Jesuit Carnegie

Freshmen

Quality of Interactions engagement indicator 42 42 43 41

Interaction quality 

Other students 59 62 66 60

Academic advisors 52 50 51 46

Faculty 55 51 54 48

Student services staff 41 42 45 42

Other administrative staff and offices 37 40 42 39

Seniors

Quality of Interactions engagement indicator 39 41 42 41

Interaction quality

Other students 52 65 68 64

Academic advisors 31 47 44 46

Faculty 61 62 62 57

Student services staff 32 38 38 39

Other administrative staff and offices 35 36 36 38

Freshmen

Supportive Institutional Environment engagement indicator 40 38 40 38

Extent of institutional emphasis

Providing support to help students succeed academically 85 80 81 78

Using learning support services (tutoring services, writing center, etc.) 83 80 79 78

Encouraging contact among students from different backgrounds (social, racial/ethnic, 
religious, etc.)

77 61 62 57

Providing opportunities to be involved socially 79 77 80 73

Providing support for your overall well-being (recreation, health care, counseling, etc.) 79 74 80 75

Helping you manage your non-academic responsibilities (work, family, etc.) 43 42 45 45

Attending campus activities and events (performing arts, athletic events, etc.) 68 70 77 70

Attending events that address important social, economic, or political issues 64 60 64 53

continued...

Comparison group

Table 4

NSSE Supportive Campus Environment: Loyola and Comparison Groups by Class Level

Average on scale from 0 to 60

Average on scale from 0 to 60

Average on scale from 0 to 60

% very good or excellent*

% very good or excellent*

% qute a bit or very much
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Loyola Peers Jesuit Carnegie

Seniors

Supportive Institutional Environment engagement indicator 33 34 37 33

Extent of institutional emphasis

Providing support to help students succeed academically 69 73 77 71

Using learning support services (tutoring services, writing center, etc.) 62 69 68 66

Encouraging contact among students from different backgrounds (social, racial/ethnic, 
religious, etc.)

59 53 54 50

Providing opportunities to be involved socially 65 70 77 67

Providing support for your overall well-being (recreation, health care, counseling, etc.) 64 63 74 65

Helping you manage your non-academic responsibilities (work, family, etc.) 25 31 36 31

Attending campus activities and events (performing arts, athletic events, etc.) 52 59 70 60

Attending events that address important social, economic, or political issues 53 54 62 46

* At least 6 on scale from 1 to 7.

NSSE Supportive Campus Environment: Loyola and Comparison Groups by Class Level

Comparison group

Source: National Survey of Student Engagement, 2013 (weighted by institutional size, gender, and enrollment status)

Table 4, continued

Average on scale from 0 to 60

% qute a bit or very much
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From Benchmarks to Engagement 
Indicators and High-Impact Practices 

Expanded to focus on distinct 

dimensions of academic effort, 

including new topics of interest.    

In addition, key items on reading, 

writing, and study time will be 

reported in this theme. 

Level of 
Academic 
Challenge 

Active and 
Collaborative 

Learning 

Student-
Faculty 

Interaction 

Supportive 
Campus 

Environment 

Enriching 
Educational 
Experiences 

 

Higher-Order Learning 

Reflective & Integrative Learning 

Quantitative Reasoning 

Learning Strategies 

Engagement Indicators NSSE  
Benchmarks 
2000–2012 

Key Changes 
in NSSE 2013 

Modified to emphasize  

student-to-student collaboration. 

Updated diversity items from 

Enriching Educational Experiences 

have been moved here. 

The updated Student-Faculty 

Interaction indicator is joined by a 

second measure about effective 

teaching practices. 

Collaborative Learning 

Discussions with Diverse Others 

Student-Faculty Interaction 

Effective Teaching Practices 

Quality of Interactions 

Supportive Environment 

Expanded to focus separately on 

interactions with key people at the 

institution and perceptions of the 

institution’s learning environment. 

Selected items are reported  

separately as High-Impact Practices. 

Items measuring discussions with 

diverse others were moved to 

Learning with Peers. 

 Learning
Community

 Service-Learning
 Research with a

Faculty Member

 Internship or Field
Experience

 Study Abroad
 Culminating Senior

Experience

Starting with NSSE 2013, sets of updated, new, and continuing items (see reverse side) have been grouped within ten 

Engagement Indicators. These indicators are organized within four engagement themes adapted from the former 

Benchmarks of Effective Educational Practice. Forty-seven survey items are included in these Engagement Indicators. 

In addition, six former Enriching Educational Experiences items are reported separately as High-Impact Practices. 

High-Impact Practices 

Theme: Academic Challenge 

Theme: Learning with Peers 

Theme: Experiences with Faculty 

Theme: Campus Environment 
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Academic Challenge 
Higher-Order Learning 
During the current school year, how much has your coursework 
emphasized the following: 

 Applying facts, theories, or methods to practical problems or
new situations

 Analyzing an idea, experience, or line of reasoning in depth
by examining its parts

 Evaluating a point of view, decision, or information source

 Forming a new idea or understanding from various pieces
of information

Reflective & Integrative Learning 
During the current school year, how often have you 

 Combined ideas from different courses when completing
assignments

 Connected your learning to societal problems or issues

 Included diverse perspectives (political, religious, racial/
ethnic, gender, etc.) in course discussions or assignments

 Examined the strengths and weaknesses of your own views on
a topic or issue

 Tried to better understand someone else’s views by imagining
how an issue looks from his or her perspective

 Learned something that changed the way you understand an
issue or concept

 Connected ideas from your courses to your prior experiences
and knowledge

Learning Strategies 
During the current school year, how often have you 

 Identified key information from reading assignments

 Reviewed your notes after class

 Summarized what you learned in class or from course
materials

Quantitative Reasoning 
During the current school year, how often have you 

 Reached conclusions based on your own analysis of
numerical information (numbers, graphs, statistics, etc.)

 Used numerical information to examine a real-world problem
or issue (unemployment, climate change, public health, etc.)

 Evaluated what others have concluded from numerical
information

Learning with Peers 
Collaborative Learning 
During the current school year, how often have you 

 Asked another student to help you understand course material

 Explained course material to one or more students

 Prepared for exams by discussing or working through course
material with other students

 Worked with other students on course projects or assignments

Discussions with Diverse Others 
During the current school year, how often have you had 
discussions with people from the following groups: 

 People from a race or ethnicity other than your own

 People from an economic background other than your own

 People with religious beliefs other than your own

 People with political views other than your own

Experiences with Faculty 
Student-Faculty Interaction 
During the current school year, how often have you 

 Talked about career plans with a faculty member

 Worked with a faculty member on activities other than
coursework (committees, student groups, etc.)

 Discussed course topics, ideas, or concepts with a faculty
member outside of class

 Discussed your academic performance with a faculty member

Effective Teaching Practices 
During the current school year, to what extent have your 
instructors done the following: 

 Clearly explained course goals and requirements

 Taught course sessions in an organized way

 Used examples or illustrations to explain difficult points

 Provided feedback on a draft or work in progress

 Provided prompt and detailed feedback on tests or completed
assignments

Campus Environment 
Quality of Interactions 
Indicate the quality of your interactions with the following 
people at your institution: 

 Students

 Academic advisors

 Faculty

 Student services staff (career services, student activities,
housing, etc.)

 Other administrative staff and offices (registrar, financial
aid, etc.)

Supportive Environment 
How much does your institution emphasize the following: 

 Providing support to help students succeed academically

 Using learning support services (tutoring services, writing
center, etc.)

 Encouraging contact among students from different
backgrounds (social, racial/ethnic, religious, etc.)

 Providing opportunities to be involved socially

 Providing support for your overall well-being (recreation,
health care, counseling, etc.)

 Helping you manage your nonacademic responsibilities
(work, family, etc.)

 Attending campus activities and events (performing arts,
athletic events, etc.)

 Attending events that address important social, economic, or
political issues

Which of the following have you done or do you plan to do before 

you graduate? 

 Participate in a learning community or some other formal
program where groups of students take two or more
classes together

 Participate in an internship, co-op, field experience, student
teaching, or clinical placement

Engagement Indicators and Items 

High-Impact Practice Items 

 Participate in a study abroad program

 Work with a faculty member on a research project

 Complete a culminating senior experience (capstone course,
senior project or thesis, comprehensive exam, portfolio, etc.)

 About how many of your courses at this institution have
included a community-based project (service-learning)?
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Close peer comparison group Jesuit comparison group
N=6 N=7
Catholic University of America, The (Washington, DC) Boston College (Chestnut Hill, MA)

DePaul University (Chicago, IL) Gonzaga University (Spokane, WA)

Illinois Institute of Technology (Chicago, IL) Loyola University New Orleans (New Orleans, LA)

Marquette University (Milwaukee, WI) Marquette University (Milwaukee, WI)

Saint Louis University (Saint Louis, MO) Saint Louis University (Saint Louis, MO)

Tulane University of Louisiana (New Orleans, LA) Seattle University (Seattle, WA)

Spring Hill College (Mobile, AL)

Carnegie class comparison group
N=48
Auburn University (Auburn University, AL) University of Alabama (Tuscaloosa, AL)

Baylor University (Waco, TX) University of Alaska Fairbanks (Fairbanks, AK)

Boston College (Chestnut Hill, MA) University of Colorado Denver (Denver, CO)

Bowling Green State University (Bowling Green, OH) University of Dayton (Dayton, OH)

Brigham Young University (Provo, UT) University of Maryland, Baltimore County (Baltimore, MD)

Catholic University of America, The (Washington, DC) University of Massachusetts Lowell (Lowell, MA)

Clarkson University (Potsdam, NY) University of Mississippi (University, MS)

Clemson University (Clemson, SC) University of Missouri-St. Louis (Saint Louis, MO)

College of William & Mary (Williamsburg, VA) University of Montana (Missoula, MT)

Colorado School of Mines (Golden, CO) University of Nevada, Reno (Reno, NV)

Florida Atlantic University (Boca Raton, FL) University of New Hampshire (Durham, NH)

Illinois Institute of Technology (Chicago, IL) University of North Dakota (Grand Forks, ND)

Kansas State University (Manhattan, KS) University of North Texas (Denton, TX)

Miami University-Oxford (Oxford, OH) University of Rhode Island (Kingston, RI)

Missouri University of Science & Technology (Rolla, MO) University of South Alabama (Mobile, AL)

Northeastern University (Boston, MA) University of Texas at Arlington, The (Arlington, TX)

Polytechnic Institute of New York University (Brooklyn, NY) University of Texas at Dallas, The (Richardson, TX)

Portland State University (Portland, OR) University of Texas at El Paso, The (El Paso, TX)

Saint Louis University (Saint Louis, MO) University of Texas at San Antonio, The (San Antonio, TX)

Southern Illinois University Carbondale (Carbondale, IL) University of Toledo (Toledo, OH)

Stevens Institute of Technology (Hoboken, NJ) West Virginia University (Morgantown, WV)

Temple University (Philadelphia, PA) Western Michigan University (Kalamazoo, MI)

Texas Tech University (Lubbock, TX) Wichita State University (Wichita, KS)

University of Akron (Akron, OH) Wright State University (Dayton, OH)

NSSE 2013 Comparison Group Institutions
Appendix B
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Loyola
Close
peers Jesuit

Carnegie
class Loyola

Close
peers Jesuit

Carnegie
class

% % % % Count Count Count Count

Freshmen 17 24 30 18 287 2,259 2,771 25,605

Seniors 21 26 32 23 407 3,309 2,839 42,940

Source: National Survey of Student Engagement, 2013

Appendix C

Comparison group Comparison group

Number of respondentsResponse rates

NSSE 2013 Response Rates and Number of Respondents
by Class for Loyola and Peer Institutions
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