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Abstract

Because there are a variety of factors that can contribute to lower than expected student survey response rates, researchers at a four-year public university developed a multi-method study to understand students’ experiences and response tendencies with institutionally-related surveys.  This study utilized focus groups, telephone and in-person interviews of small sample sizes and sought to understand the number and type of surveys students received in an academic year, their reasons for either responding or not responding to a survey, and their suggestions to increase student response rates.  This paper discusses the background, methodology, and findings of the study.   

Introduction


In fall 2003, the Office of Institutional Research and Planning at the University of Delaware developed and conducted a study to understand students’ experiences with institutionally-related surveys and their response tendencies to such surveys.  The Office of Institutional Research and Planning typically utilizes large sample sizes when distributing paper and on-line surveys.  This study, however, used three different methods of small sample sizes to gather qualitative information from students regarding how they experience and respond to surveys at the University of Delaware.  This paper discusses the background, methodology, and findings of the study.   

Background and Objectives

The Office of Institutional Research and Planning occasionally administers surveys to students to assist in the evaluation of programs and services at the University of Delaware (UD).  These surveys include the Career Plans Survey, Student Opinion Survey, and the Economic Impact Study, among others.  The surveys are typically paper questionnaires sent through the mail to a sample of students.  Over the past several years, the Office of Institutional Research has seen declining response rates to paper surveys at UD.  In 1999, an Environmental Attitude Survey was administered to students using a web-based methodology to explore the new methodology and its resulting response rates.  Despite the change from paper to on-line administration, the study’s new methodology yielded a response rate below 25%, which is a lower response rate than what students respond to traditional paper surveys at UD.  

Research and writing comparing the paper and on-line methodologies and their techniques is discussed regularly in the field of Institutional Research (Handwerk, Carson & Blackwell, 2000; Porter, 2004).  These resources give researchers a variety of tools to employ as they experiment with survey administration at their institutions.  Sax, Gilmartin and Bryant’s study found lower response rates with on-line surveys as compared to paper surveys, however in their literature review they note that effectiveness of both methods can fluctuate and elicit higher or lower response rates depending on the specific survey techniques utilized in the study (2003).  

Other issues in addition to a survey’s methodology also affect student response rates.  Groves, Cialdini and Couper describe the varied emotional and psychological concepts that influence survey participation (1992).  Respondents’ mood and perceptions of the issues addressed within the survey can have a considerable effect on response rates.  Other notable factors include how participants view the authority administering the survey and whether they feel they have ample opportunities to share their opinion through other means.  Students who feel they have range of opportunities or who feel the burden of these opportunities may feel “over-surveyed.”  This has been shown to have a profound effect on their response rate as well as the validity of their responses (Groves et al., 1992; Asiu, Antons & Flutz, 1998).  

In fall 2003, the Office of Institutional Research and Planning acknowledged these concerns and conducted a series of focus groups, telephone and in-person interviews among a sample of University of Delaware undergraduates.  The research objectives were to discover how many survey requests typically impact an undergraduate and what factors make students likely to respond or not respond to an unsolicited survey.  Because of the issues involved with student survey participation discussed above, we chose focus groups and interviews as our methods of data collection despite the amount of time and effort involved in their coordination and administration.  We expected that the focus groups would yield valuable findings because of their recognized ability to allow and encourage discussion where participants can express and deepen their thoughts throughout the duration of the discussion (Bloor, Frankland, Rhomas & Robson, 2001).   Indeed, focus groups are frequently used in multi-method research and can often provide findings with more depth and breadth than those of a typical survey questionnaire (Morgan, 1997).  Deciding to include the telephone interviews – and subsequently adding the in-person interviews – we designed this study in order to cross-validate this data with the focus groups results.  By allowing students to make comments and suggestions regarding survey administration and how to increase response rates, this project seeks to positively influence future survey design, administration and response rates at the University.

Methodology

The initial research design for this study incorporated two different methodologies – focus groups and telephone interviews – to collect information from a total of 100 students.  The focus group method was chosen for its ability to encourage a forum for students to share their opinions and engage in candid discussion of the issues.  We included the additional method of telephone interviews since telephone calls were used to invite students to participate in the focus groups, and we could therefore offer students who could not attend a focus group the opportunity to still contribute to the study.  In-person interviews were incorporated later in the study to accommodate challenges posed by the initial methodology and to create a more robust set of findings.  

A random sample of 750 students was drawn representing continuing students who were matriculated during the previous academic year (2002-2003) as full-time undergraduates.  These students were contacted by telephone and asked a screening question to determine if they had received at least one unsolicited survey from the University within the past academic year.  If they acknowledged that they had received a survey, the student was invited to participate in one of five focus groups held during October and November 2003.  Each focus group would contain a maximum of 10 students and meet in Hullihen Hall during lunchtime or at 5:00 pm with refreshments provided.  The focus group discussion questions asked students about the number and type of surveys received, the impact the surveys have on them, and their reasons for either responding or not responding to a survey.  The students were also given a chance to share suggestions for increasing student response rates (see Appendix A for the list of the questions).  During the telephone call, if the student declined or could not attend a focus group, they were given the option of responding to the same six questions by participating in the telephone interview.  Once 50 telephone interviews took place, this portion of the methodology was considered complete.  Along with their responses, we collected the following demographic information about the student participants from the Student Information System: gender, class, on/off campus housing, and range of GPA.  

In addition to the refreshments offered during each focus group, students were informed that by participating they would be entered into a drawing to win a $100 gift certificate from the Downtown Newark Partnership, allowing them to redeem the certificate at participating restaurants and businesses on Main Street and in the Newark Shopping Center.  The same incentive was offered to those student respondents participating in the telephone interviews.

After several days of telephone calls inviting students to participate in the focus groups, we had progressed through a large proportion of our drawn sample yet yielded only a very small participant list.  The small proportion of participants compared to the sample size may have been due in part to the difficulty in reaching students over the phone, and because we chose not to contact those who had an out of state area code listed.  To expand our student sample, we drew an additional sample of 1,000 students.  In addition, we decided to invite students to participate in the study even if they answered “no” to the screening question asking if they had received a survey within the past academic year.  Opening the study to these students seemed reasonable since it took great effort to reach students on the telephone and we had been excluding a number of students from participating because they answered “no” to the screening question.  We also concluded that these students, although not having received a survey in the past year, could still have had prior experience with surveys, or an association with other students receiving surveys.  To ensure that we would still have the inclusion of students in the focus groups and telephone interviews who had received a University survey, we drew a third and final sample of students who had been sent a survey from the Economic Impact Study earlier that fall semester.  The inclusion of these students amounted to approximately 9% of the 58 students who participated in the focus groups and telephone interviews.  Those students who reported receiving zero surveys in the past year accounted for approximately 29% of these participants. 

Although we initially secured adequate student participants for each focus group, at least five students from each group cancelled after receiving an e-mail reminder prior to the group’s meeting, or failed to show up for the group without notice.  Therefore the focus groups each had lower turnouts than we expected despite the verbal commitments we received from the student participants.  In one focus group no students who had signed up actually attended while three other focus groups had only a small number of student participants.  After the difficulty we experienced in the first four focus groups due to cancellations and no-shows, we decided to cancel the final group meeting which, as of yet, had only a small interest.  This resulted in our conducting only three focus groups with a total of eight participants.  Many of the students who did notify us of their need to cancel participation in a focus group answered the telephone survey and became participants in that section of the study instead.  

Because of these circumstances we decided to add a third method of data collection: in-person interviews.  With only eight student participants in the focus group portion of the project, we decided to approach students in-person in order to – at the very least – meet our original objective of 100 total research participants.  As in the telephone calls and interviews, we utilized the help of our undergraduate employees to approach and interview groups of students in the Food Court of the Trabant University Center.  This effort resulted in 50 student participants within this section of the study.  We gathered the same demographic information from these students that we had collected from the focus group and telephone interview participants (see Appendix B for a demographic breakdown of the participants).  We also asked the participants the same questions as those asked in the focus groups and telephone interviews.  As an incentive to talk with us in person, we offered each participant a $5.00 coupon redeemable for any purchase at the Food Courts in both the Trabant University Center and the Perkins Student Center.   

Summary and Considerations by Method


The following section of this paper gives a detailed summary of findings within each of the three research methods employed in this study.  Section A describes the focus group findings, and sections B and C, respectively, describe the telephone and in-person interview findings.

A. Focus Groups: Given their inclusive nature and time allowance, the focus groups yielded the most detailed and comprehensive discussions of student experiences with surveys and suggestions for increasing response rates.  The nature of the research questions was such that there were no overt disagreements or dissension within the focus groups.  Students shared their individual and sometimes unique thoughts as they made contributions within their focus group.  After a summary of factual information describing the surveys students received and completed, points extending to comments offered by students in other focus groups are presented below.  Also included in the summary are those individual student comments stated with a greater degree of importance or significance within their respective group.  

· Students in all three focus groups had received numerous surveys in the previous academic year with students each reporting a range between three to twelve surveys.  Only a single student in one focus group did not complete any of the surveys he received, while all other students completed at least one or more of those received.  Students agreed that those that they received originated from various departmental offices, along with academic programs such as the Honors Program and the Undergraduate Research program. 

· All three focus groups described similar reasons for completing surveys.  These included “helping” the University by providing one’s opinion when asked for it and seeking to influence changes at UD where the subject matter and goals of the survey applied to the respondent.  In one focus group, a student commented on feeling self-empowered through surveys and pleased that UD is “putting effort into finding out what people think.”  The other student in that focus group filled out surveys because they focused on matters that affected them personally, namely those from Dining Services.  

· In the other two focus groups many of the students commented on the number of the dining surveys as well as the various ways they reach students.  While many are sent via e-mail, some students mentioned they enjoyed completing paper surveys while in a dining hall with an incentive (candy bar) given if the student returned the survey immediately.  One student in a focus group mentioned twice that he was “annoyed” by the number of dining surveys he received via e-mail.  Students in two of the focus groups pointed out that they don’t fill out multiple surveys from the same department if they don’t see the changes implemented since the previous survey.  

· In terms of the mechanics of a survey, all the students in the three focus groups commented on surveys they would not fill out because they were too long and involved.  A short survey was defined by a couple of students as 10 to 15 questions, and taking only 30 seconds to complete.  Depending on the student, some preferred multiple choice questions while others would rather have space to write in responses and comments.  

· Most of the students agreed that there were both advantages and disadvantages to both paper and e-mail surveys.  While students can work very fast on the internet and “multitask” while they are completing other computer work, some disadvantages of e-mail surveys include the overabundance of Spam in student inboxes, and on-line surveys that are “deep and complicated” (i.e., too long or consisting of multiple pages and surveys that don’t let you know how many pages are required to complete the survey).  Students agreed that they would not automatically delete or be skeptical of a survey sent via e-mail to their UNIX ID number address (rather than their username) because professors use their UNIX ID number when sending messages related to class.  According to the students, they would be discouraged from responding if a survey was sent as a mass email to a large list of other numbered accounts.  One student mentioned that since he had previously received Spam to his numbered account, he might doubt the source of a survey sent to that account claiming to be from the UD administration.  Other students spoke of their preference of paper surveys, and how they were more likely to fill out a paper survey if it was given to them in person with an immediate incentive.  Even when students have the intention to complete a paper survey sent in the mail, many of them agreed that they find other mail or homework to be their priority once they get to their dorm room or apartment and therefore set the survey aside or throw it away.  

· Students had many examples of being approached or volunteering to complete an in-person survey while on campus.  These surveys were accompanied by an incentive to take with them (such as the dining survey mentioned above).  Several students agreed that as long as they had 15 minutes of free time in the Student Center or near the bus stop, that they would not mind filling out a survey.  One student mentioned that he would complete a survey as long as he wasn’t on his way to class and could complete and return the survey immediately as he would not remember to send it in later.  

· Within each focus group, all of the students agreed that incentives make it more likely for them to complete a survey.  When asked what incentives are best, the students mentioned money, and readily available food instead of a coupon to redeem later.  One student noted that a prize drawing is not enough incentive for students since they think their chances are very low given the size of the student body.  

· All three focus groups spoke about the importance of knowing how and when the survey results will be used and possibly implemented.  One student used an example of how he received the results of a psychology research survey making him “feel more involved” and responsible for the role he played.  Other students suggested that they should be given the option to be contacted after the results are complete, while another student suggested that they be explained or displayed in a prominent place to let students know the changes they have encouraged.  If surveys had follow-ups like these, the students agree that more UD students would feel they could make a difference through their response and participation.  

B. Telephone Interviews: Information gathered through fifty telephone interviews yielded many comments similar to those discussed in the focus groups.  In the following bullet points, we present a summary of the results and how they support the findings of the focus groups described above.

· Of fifty respondents, seventeen (34%) said they had not received a survey last year; nine students (18%) received one survey; eighteen (36%) received between 2 and 4 surveys; and six (12%) received between five and twelve surveys in the past year.  Of the students who had received a survey, the majority of them (21) completed every survey, while nine students completed only some of the surveys.  Only three students said that they did not complete any of the surveys they received.  Just as in the focus groups, students in the telephone interviews mentioned surveys sent from sources on campus ranging from academic departments and campus programs such as the Honors Program and Residence Life.  Some others mentioned were the Economic Impact Study and surveys as part of research projects for graduate students.  

· Most students returned surveys because they wanted to “be helpful” to the person or office administering the survey.  The other most common answers included completing surveys because they were mandatory or because the student felt a sense of obligation.  Many students also mentioned that they had free time or were bored, and that they were most likely to complete surveys that were easy or convenient for them.  Only five students mentioned that an incentive was a reason they completed a survey.  A few students responded to a survey for each of the following reasons: feeling interested in the subject area, wanting to share their opinions, or because of the interaction of a personal interview/survey.  These students also seem to share some of the same views on completing surveys as a way of assisting the person or department conducting the survey.  Just as the focus group students discussed, the telephone interview participants also mentioned issues surrounding convenience and that they complete surveys when they are “quick and easy” to complete and when the student has “some free time.”

· The telephone interview participants cited some of the same issues brought up in the focus groups with regard to their reasons for not completing a survey.  The two most common reasons were that they didn’t have free time to complete the survey and that they do not complete surveys that seem unimportant to them or that have no impact on their daily life.  Students also mentioned that they do not return surveys that are too long or take “too much effort to complete.”

· Although some students explained their annoyance with receiving surveys, they did not relate this annoyance to either receiving multiple surveys from the same source or their disappointment with the implementation (or lack thereof) of changes as the result of past surveys administered from the same source.  This dissimilarity between the comments made by these students and the focus group students may be due to the nature of the method of research (i.e., available time and space within the focus groups to discuss deeper details or feelings).  

· Most students mentioned the use of incentives as a means of increasing the UD student response rate.  Students offered suggestions such as money, gift certificates, books and supplies, and t-shirts.  Again, similar to the student suggestions in the focus groups, the telephone interview students also suggested short surveys with subject matter important to students and/or “student oriented.”  

C. In-Person Interviews: Through the addition of the third method that included fifty in-person interviews, we received comments that support the findings from the focus groups and telephone interviews.  The following bullet points provide an overview of the findings from the in-person interviews and are described in context to the results of the two previous methods.  

· Eleven students (22%) reported that they had not received a survey last year; nineteen students (38%) received one survey; nineteen (38%) received between 2 and 4 surveys; and one student (2%) received five or more surveys last year.  Most of the students (31) returned all of the surveys they received, and only four students did not return any surveys.  The individuals and groups of students we talked to responded with a similar range of survey sources and methods that the previous students spoke of.  One student made an interesting comment with regard to the frequency of surveys she has been personally approached about while in the Trabant University Center Food Court.  She said that it feels so frequent that she thinks it occurs almost once per week.

· Similar to the other students in the study, the most common reason given for completing surveys was to help the person or office administering the survey.  Most other students recognized an incentive such as candy or raffles as their primary reason for completing surveys in the past year.  Similar to the comments made by students mentioned above some of these students mentioned other motives such as having free time and the ease of completing the survey.

· Students in this section of the study again responded in similar fashion to previous students with regard to their reasons for not completing a survey.  The most common comments were that the survey was “too long,” students were “too busy” and did not have enough free time to complete the survey, and the students finding the subject matter of the survey unimportant.  Some other comments recommended sending surveys via e-mail, and sending surveys during times of the semester other than the week of final exams.

· Similar to the telephone interview students, some of the in-person interview students also expressed their annoyance with the number of survey requests made to them.  

· Students’ most common suggestion for increasing UD student survey response rates was to offer an incentive such as money, t-shirts, food, or other immediate incentives.  Not surprisingly, many of these students also suggested conducting more surveys in-person.  One respondent even said that it is “harder to refuse” when approached by someone to complete an in-person survey, especially when an immediate incentive is offered.  Students also offered suggestions similar to the two previous sections of this study with regard to the length and complexity of surveys.  

Highlights of Findings by Question


This section of the report presents an overview of the study’s findings.  Findings are organized by research question and include comments drawn from all three methods.  Note that for questions 1 and 2, the number of surveys received and returned was calculated to show percentages for the study’s total participants (n=108).  

1. Thinking back to the previous full academic year (2002-2003), how many surveys from any sources were you asked to complete at the University?

· Twenty-six percent of participants reported that they did not receive any surveys in the previous year.

· More than a quarter of the respondents (26%) received only one survey.

· Thirty-eight percent of participants reported that they received between two and four surveys in the previous academic year.  

· Eight percent and 2% of the students received between 5 and 10 surveys and 11 or more surveys, respectively.  

a.  Can you give me an idea of where the survey came from (what was source of survey?)

· Students reported survey sources including departments such as Women’s Studies, History, Political Science, Computer Science, Mathematics, and Communications.
· Some of the programs students received surveys from were the Honor’s Program, ROTC, and Undergraduate Research.
· Other common sources of surveys were Institutional Research and Planning, Dining Services, and Residence Life.
· Some students also mentioned that they received surveys from graduate students conducting research in various departments.
2. How many of the surveys did you complete and return?

· Given that twenty-eight of the students in the study reported that they never received any surveys, 66% of the remaining 80 student participants reported that they completed all of the surveys they received in the previous academic year.  It is not surprising that this figure is high due to the fact that the students in the study participated voluntarily and they are therefore more likely to be those students who would voluntarily complete other forms of solicited surveys.
· Twenty-four percent of those students who received surveys in the previous year said that they completed at least some of those surveys.
· Ten percent of the students reported that they did not complete any of the surveys they received in the previous year.  As stated above, it is likely that this percentage is lower than the actual percentage of the student body that do not respond to surveys based on the fact that these respondents chose to participate in this study.
3. Reasons why surveys were returned:

a.  Please tell me what the reasons were that helped you decide to complete and return the survey.

· Some of the students mentioned reasons pertaining to their desire to contribute something to the University or because of positive experiences with surveys in the past.

· Feel a sense of “self-empowerment” and have “the power to change something” by sharing one’s opinions.

· Want to “help the University” since they are “putting effort into finding out what people think.”

· After being notified in the dining hall of the results of a survey and seeing specific changes made, students are more inclined to value surveys and continue to complete them in the future.  

· Some students only complete surveys that relate to their interests as students, or which have a potential to impact their personal experience at UD.

· Other students mentioned issues related to the time, location, or mechanics of a survey.

· The survey was available in the dining hall so students can fill it out since they are “already sitting down anyway.”

· When students have some “free time” or “nothing better to do” it is easy to fill out a survey that “isn’t too long.”

· Some students are more inclined to complete e-mail or in-person surveys because they can sometimes require less effort.  Some students find it harder to refuse when asked in person.

· Incentives play a role in the decision of a student to complete a survey as noted below by examples of desirable incentives mentioned by students.

· T-shirt, candy, free meal, schoolbooks and supplies.

· Coupon to redeem something students find valuable (see items above).

· Money.

· Incentives that students can accept immediately are preferred (similar to the gifts given when signing up with a credit card company).

4. Reasons why surveys were not returned:

a.  Please tell me what the reasons were that made you decide not to complete/return a survey.

· Students identified reasons for which they did not complete surveys.  They spoke of surveys that didn’t interest them, and their annoyance with those that they had received multiple times already.  Although some students feel that it is a normal procedure for UD to survey its students, they are also seemed frustrated with the total number of surveys they receive from multiple sources.

· Students don’t complete surveys that ask questions that are too detailed or complicated.  When student put surveys aside that they feel require too much to complete, they often forget about them or eventually throw them away.

· Students evaluate a survey for what impact it may have on them when deciding whether or not to complete it.  As one student said: “There are always things that could be changed, but if it is not bothering you on a daily basis then it is not important.”

5. How do you feel when you receive an unsolicited survey at UD?  What kind of an impact do they have on you?

· Many students report that surveys don’t have any real impact on them.  Some students realized that they are a normal process for a university or any other organization.  

· Some students stated their annoyance with the number of surveys they received throughout the academic year.  

· Receiving multiple surveys from the same source also contributes to students’ frustration, especially when they don’t see or hear of any changes made since the previous survey.

6. Is there anything that the University could do to make it so that you would respond to a survey?  (Comments/thoughts about ways to improve student survey response at UD.)

· Students suggested various incentives the felt could help increase the UD student response rate.  They included money, meals, t-shirts, books and supplies.  Participants believed that if they can claim the prizes more immediately and with ease then more students would see it as valuable.

· With regard to the administration of surveys, individual students voiced their preferences.  Not surprisingly, not one method was preferred by all students.  Their suggestions included e-mail surveys, in-person, and paper surveys.  Most students suggested that surveys be administered during the middle of a semester, since they seemed to agree that the beginning and end of semesters are usually busier.  

· Students commented on the amount of description included with surveys.  Although many of the surveys have detailed descriptions or letters attached to generate interest among students to participate, students who do not want to take the time to read the description may not wish to respond because of the length and/or ambiguity of the accompanying text.  The solution suggested by students was to keep the description to a few bullet points that give concrete and concise details as to how results will be used and therefore their impact on the student.  

· Many students would like to receive or view something that describes the results of a survey, and what impact those results will have on the University.  One student said that in order to receive a follow-up, she would include her e-mail address with her survey response if given the option.  

Summary and Implications


As the first of its kind on our campus, this study gave us a better understanding of student experiences with solicited surveys at the University of Delaware.  Throughout the process of conducting the study, we adapted the methodology to obtain our intended sample size.  These changes were implemented due to the difficulty in reaching students on the telephone and securing participants for the focus groups.  The resulting 108 student participants who made up our total study sample willingly described their experiences with UD surveys and offered suggestions for increasing student response rates.  We acknowledge that the students who chose to participate in the study may be the students who are more inclined to respond to surveys.  In fact, most of the study’s participants (73%) received at least one survey in the past year and nearly all (90%) of these students completed one or more of the surveys they received.  We therefore cannot account for the voices of students who chose not to participate in the study. Nevertheless, the information shared by the student participants is valuable for researchers and a starting point for experimenting with the practices and procedures of survey administration.  

The overall findings of the study suggest that students are likely to complete surveys if they have a desire to help the University of Delaware and are optimistic about changes that could be enacted as a result of sharing their opinions.  Students also mentioned that they are most likely to complete a survey when it is short (less than 30 questions) and when they have free time.  Students offered suggestions for how to increase response rates and these included offering immediate incentives, keeping surveys concise, and being informed of the direct impacts particular surveys have on the University of Delaware.  The participants as a group did not suggest any single survey method as most effective in eliciting student responses.  Instead, individual students seemed to favor paper, e-mail, or in-person survey methods based on their personal preference.  

We were surprised to find that students report having received a large number of surveys (in some cases upwards of 10) and from a variety of departments and programs on campus (Dining Services, Undergraduate Research, and Residence Life, etc.).  Students said that upon receiving a survey they decide whether to complete it based on a number of factors including incentive offered, the ease and speed with which they can complete the survey, as well as whether they believe their response will address and impact the specific survey issues.  Also contributing to their non-response, many students seem to doubt the importance of surveys based on their prior experience with survey research.  Students shared their frustrations and said that their dissatisfaction stems from not being informed if and when past surveys were used to promote changes in policies and programs at the University.  Students also mentioned that their cynicism toward survey research is compounded because of the large number of surveys they receive and the instances where they receive the same survey multiple times.  

The findings of this study begin to give researchers at the University of Delaware an understanding of the number and types of surveys students receive in a given academic year.  While it may be more difficult to change such things as the number of surveys students receive from campus offices or how students perceive the impact of their survey responses, we can discuss and experiment with survey length, content, presentation, method, incentives, and student follow-up in order to increase student response rates.  Other implications of this study point to the need for communication between the Office of Institutional Research and other departments conducting survey research in order to discuss these findings with regard to their own experiences and possibly develop a set of “best practices” for administering successful surveys on our campus.  

In summary, this study’s findings will impact the Office of Institutional Research and Planning’s approach to student surveys in the short term with regard to choice of method, presentation and incentive as we try to increase our student response rates.  However given the pervasiveness of surveys at the University of Delaware, the long term implications for the campus could involve interdepartmental collaboration using the study’s findings as a starting point toward developing guidelines with the intention that all campus units can administer successful surveys which elicit increased student response rates.

The development and direction of this study included the collaborative efforts of Heather Kelly Isaacs, Dale Trusheim and Allison Ohme.  Heather Kelly Isaacs and Allison Ohme facilitated the focus groups.  Student employee Agnieszka Gorska transcribed the focus groups for analysis.  Ms. Gorska and a second student employee, Caitlin Wheeler, conducted telephone and in-person interviews.
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4

8.0

19

38.0

24

22.2

GPA Level

3.5 - 4.00

4

50.0

10

20.0

11

22.9

25

23.6

3.0 - 3.49

1

12.5

9

18.0

17

35.4

27

25.5

2.5 - 2.99

1

12.5

17

34.0

14

29.2

32

30.2

2.0 - 2.49

2

25.0

10

20.0

6

12.5

18

17.0

less than 2.0

0

 - 

4

8.0

0

 - 

4

3.8

College or Program

Agricultural & Natural Resources

0

 - 

5

10.0

0

 - 

5

4.6

Arts & Sciences

6

75.0

22

44.0

20

40.0

48

44.4

Business & Economics

1

12.5

7

14.0

4

8.0

12

11.1

Engineering

0

 - 

9

8.0

4

8.0

13

12.0

Health & Nursing Sciences

0

 - 

2

4.0

11

22.0

13

12.0

Human Services, Edu. & Public Policy

1

12.5

5

10.0

7

14.0

13

12.0

University Studies

0

 - 

0

 - 

4

8.0

4

3.7

*In-Person Interviews: In categroty "GPA Level", n=48 due to missing data.  

TOTAL

n=108

Demographic Breakdown of

Focus Group and Interview Participants

Fall 2003

Focus Groups

n=8

Telephone 

Interviews

n=50

In-Person 

Interviews

n=50*

Research Questions
1. Thinking back to the previous full academic year (2002-2003), how many surveys from any sources were you asked to complete at the University?  

a.  Can you give me an idea of where the survey came from (what was source of survey)?

2.  How many of the surveys did you complete and return?

3.  Reasons why surveys were returned:

a.  Please tell me what the reasons were that helped you decide to complete and return the survey.

4.  Reasons why surveys were not returned:
a.  Please tell me what the reasons were that made you decide not to complete/return a survey.

5. How do you feel when you receive an unsolicited survey at UD?  What kind of an impact do they have on you?

6. Is there anything that the University could do to make it so that you would respond to a survey?  (Comments/thoughts about ways to improve student survey response at UD.)
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Gender

Male

4

50.0

27

54.0

11

22.0

42

38.9

Female

4

50.0

23

46.0

39

78.0

66

61.1

Class Level

Freshman

1

12.5

11

22.0

11

22.0

23

21.3

Sophomore

1

12.5

22

44.0

27

54.0

50

46.3

Junior

4

50.0

8

16.0

6

12.0

18

16.7

Senior

2

25.0

9

18.0

5

10.0

16

14.8

Graduate

0

 - 

0

 - 

1

2.0

1

0.9

Campus Status

On-Campus

7

87.5

46

92.0

31

62.0

84

77.8

Off-Campus

1

12.5

4

8.0

19

38.0

24

22.2

GPA Level

3.5 - 4.00

4

50.0

10

20.0

11

22.9

25

23.6

3.0 - 3.49

1

12.5

9

18.0

17

35.4

27

25.5

2.5 - 2.99

1

12.5

17

34.0

14

29.2

32

30.2

2.0 - 2.49

2

25.0

10

20.0

6

12.5

18

17.0

less than 2.0

0

 - 

4

8.0

0

 - 

4

3.8

College or Program

Agricultural & Natural Resources

0

 - 

5

10.0

0

 - 

5

4.6

Arts & Sciences

6

75.0

22

44.0

20

40.0

48

44.4

Business & Economics

1

12.5

7

14.0

4

8.0

12

11.1

Engineering

0

 - 

9

8.0

4

8.0

13

12.0

Health & Nursing Sciences

0

 - 

2

4.0

11

22.0

13

12.0

Human Services, Edu. & Public Policy

1

12.5

5

10.0

7

14.0

13

12.0

University Studies

0

 - 

0

 - 

4

8.0

4

3.7

*In-Person Interviews: In categroty "GPA Level", n=48 due to missing data.  
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Focus Groups
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Interviews
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In-Person 
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Demographic Breakdown of Student Participants

In total, we had eight participants in three focus groups, 50 telephone interview participants, and 50 in-person interview participants.  The demographic breakdown for each of the three methods is detailed below.


Focus Group Sample (n=8):

Among the three focus groups, four of the students were male and four female.  There was one freshman, one sophomore, four juniors, and two seniors.  Seven out of the eight students lived on campus, and half of the students had GPAs higher than 3.5.  Six students majored in the College of Arts and Sciences, while each of the remaining two students majored in the College of Human Services, Education and Public Policy and the Lerner College of Business and Economics, respectively. 
Telephone Interview Sample (n=50):

Within the fifty telephone interview participants, 54% were male while 46% were female.  Twenty-two percent of the participants were freshmen, 44% sophomores, 16% juniors, and 18% seniors.  Most (92%) of the students lived on campus.  The telephone interview students had more range in their GPAs than the focus group participants.  Thirty-eight percent of the participants’ GPAs were above 3.0, 54% were between 2.0 and 3.0, and 8% fell below 2.0.  Nearly half (44%) of the students majored in the College of Arts and Sciences.

In-Person Interview Sample (n=50):

Twenty-two percent of the in-person interview participants were male while 78% were female.  Twenty-two percent of the students were freshmen, 54% sophomores, 12% juniors, and 10% seniors. One graduate student participated as she was seated in one of the groups of students we approached.  Unlike the first two methods of the research, more than one-third (38%) of the participants lived off campus, while 62% lived on campus.  Two of the respondents did not disclose their GPA; 58% of those who responded had GPAs above 3.0 and 42% were between 2.0 and 3.0.  No students reported a GPA below 2.0.  Forty percent of the students majored in the College of Arts and Sciences.  
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		Demographic Breakdown of
Focus Group and Interview Participants
Fall 2003

				Focus Groups
n=8						Telephone Interviews
n=50						In-Person Interviews
n=50*

		Category		n		%				n		%				n		%				n		%

		Gender

		Male		4		50.0				27		54.0				11		22.0				42		38.9

		Female		4		50.0				23		46.0				39		78.0				66		61.1

		Class Level

		Freshman		1		12.5				11		22.0				11		22.0				23		21.3

		Sophomore		1		12.5				22		44.0				27		54.0				50		46.3

		Junior		4		50.0				8		16.0				6		12.0				18		16.7

		Senior		2		25.0				9		18.0				5		10.0				16		14.8

		Graduate		0		-				0		-				1		2.0				1		0.9

		Campus Status

		On-Campus		7		87.5				46		92.0				31		62.0				84		77.8

		Off-Campus		1		12.5				4		8.0				19		38.0				24		22.2

		GPA Level

		3.5 - 4.00		4		50.0				10		20.0				11		22.9				25		23.6

		3.0 - 3.49		1		12.5				9		18.0				17		35.4				27		25.5

		2.5 - 2.99		1		12.5				17		34.0				14		29.2				32		30.2

		2.0 - 2.49		2		25.0				10		20.0				6		12.5				18		17.0

		less than 2.0		0		-				4		8.0				0		-				4		3.8

		College or Program

		Agricultural & Natural Resources		0		-				5		10.0				0		-				5		4.6

		Arts & Sciences		6		75.0				22		44.0				20		40.0				48		44.4

		Business & Economics		1		12.5				7		14.0				4		8.0				12		11.1

		Engineering		0		-				9		8.0				4		8.0				13		12.0

		Health & Nursing Sciences		0		-				2		4.0				11		22.0				13		12.0

		Human Services, Edu. & Public Policy		1		12.5				5		10.0				7		14.0				13		12.0

		University Studies		0		-				0		-				4		8.0				4		3.7

		*In-Person Interviews: In categroty "GPA Level", n=48 due to missing data.
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