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AABBOOUUTT  CCOORREE  CCOOMMMMIITTMMEENNTTSS  

In 2006, the Association of American Colleges and Universities (AAC&U) launched a major 

initiative, Core Commitments: Educating Students for Personal and Social Responsibility, 

which aims to reclaim and revitalize the academy’s role in fostering students’ development 

of personal and social responsibility. Supported by a generous grant from the Templeton 

Foundation, the initiative is designed to help colleges and universities become much more 

intentional and adept at creating learning environments through which students expand 

their capabilities within this essential but often neglected arena. Core Commitments 

advocates for all students to reach for excellence in the use of their talents, take 

responsibility for the integrity and quality of their work, and engage in meaningful 

practices—including taking seriously the perspectives of others—which prepare them to 

fulfill their obligations as students in an academic community and as responsible global 

and local citizens. 

  Core Commitments was developed in concert with AAC&U’s Liberal Education and 

America’s Promise (LEAP) initiative, which champions a set of learning outcomes—

including personal and social responsibility—that are essential to prepare all college 

students for work, life, and citizenship in the twenty-first century. Through this decade-

long initiative, AAC&U has pledged to work with higher education to move personal and 

social responsibility outcomes from the sidelines to the center of both public consciousness 

and campus action. The goal is to graduate students who are both prepared and inspired to 

take lasting responsibility for the integrity, decency, and vitality of the world’s most diverse 

and powerful democracy. 

The Core Commitments initiative, in particular, emphasizes five dimensions of 

personal and social responsibility as indispensable capacities for all students: 

1. Striving for Excellence: developing a strong work ethic and consciously doing one’s 

very best in all aspects of college 

2. Cultivating Personal and Academic Integrity: recognizing and acting on a sense of 

honor, ranging from honesty in relationships to principled engagement with a 

formal academic honor code 
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3. Contributing to a Larger Community: recognizing and acting on one’s 

responsibility to the educational community and the wider society, locally, 

nationally, and globally 

4. Taking Seriously the Perspectives of Others: recognizing and acting on the 

obligation to inform one’s own judgment; engaging diverse and competing 

perspectives as a resource for learning, citizenship, and work  

5. Developing Competence in Ethical and Moral Reasoning and Action: developing 

ethical and moral reasoning in ways that incorporate the other four responsibilities; 

using such reasoning in learning and in life. 

  Through a series of strategic projects, Core Commitments has raised the visibility of 

these liberal education outcomes at the national level and assisted hundreds of campuses 

in creating intentional educational opportunities designed to advance students’ 

development of personal and social responsibility. One strand of this work brought 

together a leadership consortium of twenty-three two- and four-year colleges and 

universities committed to scaling up and strengthening educational opportunities related 

to personal and social responsibility. Another strand focused on research and assessment, 

including the development of a campus climate instrument, the Personal and Social 

Responsibility Inventory (PSRI). The PSRI is designed to help campuses gauge perceptions 

about institutional support for, and educational opportunities related to, personal and 

social responsibility, and it was first administered on a large scale in 2007 within the Core 

Commitments Leadership Consortium. For further information about using the PSRI on 

your campus, contact Dr. Robert Reason at www.psri.iastate.edu.  

Use of this campus climate instrument prompted AAC&U to investigate how others 

were examining education for personal and social responsibility. In 2009, AAC&U convened 

a distinguished group of national higher education researchers whose work included 

different aspects of education for personal and social responsibility to form the Core 

Commitments Research and Educational Change Collaborative. The aim of the collaborative 

was to identify major findings, trends, and gaps in the current knowledge base related to 

education for personal and social responsibility; identify complementary scales/items and 

gaps among existing instruments in order to enhance our understanding of national tools 

available to assess education for personal and social responsibility; and raise the 

http://www.psri.iastate.edu/
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prominence of findings related to personal and social responsibility and begin to close the 

gaps identified through the conversations and analyses. 

While such collaboration is invaluable, it is not commonplace, and we hope this 

monograph alters that pattern. Through a series of working meetings, writings, and public 

joint presentations, members of the collaborative shared their most current research. All 

were united in a desire to link their research findings to the educational practices that 

seem to make a notable difference in educating college students for personal and social 

responsibility. 
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INTRODUCTION 

A 2007 study of education for personal and social responsibility organized by the 

Association of American Colleges and Universities (AAC&U) confirms there is strong 

interest on the part of undergraduate students today to engage in practices designed to 

enhance these outcomes. More than 90 percent of twenty-four thousand students surveyed 

at twenty-three institutions agreed that education for personal and social responsibility—

which encompasses outcomes such as striving for excellence, contributing to a larger 

community, and taking seriously the perspectives of others—should be a major focus of 

college. Within this general agreement, more than 50 percent of students strongly agreed 

that this kind of education should be a major focus on campus. Furthermore, this study 

showed that others on campus are even more supportive of these goals. Of the nine 

thousand faculty, student affairs professionals, and senior academic administrators 

surveyed as part of the study, more than 90 percent agreed that personal and social 

responsibility outcomes should be a major focus of the institution, and more than seven in 

ten strongly agreed (Dey and Associates 2008).  

These findings echo other studies which show that higher education is renewing its 

commitment to these key outcomes of liberal education, which since its founding has 

viewed civic and ethical formation as essential dimensions of college learning in a free 

society (Hart Research Associates 2009; AAC&U 2007). In this current era, such support for 

education for personal and social responsibility helps to illuminate the need felt by many 

inside and outside the academy that we must educate students well beyond narrowly 

focused vocational skills so as to enable their full participation in a lifetime of responsible 

civic and workplace involvements.  

The troubling news is that far fewer respondents in the 2007 study believed as 

strongly that personal and social responsibility currently was a major focus at their 

institutions. With regard to striving for excellence, for example, only four out of ten 

students and three out of ten campus professionals strongly agreed that their campuses 

made this dimension a major focus (see Dey and Associates 2008). Just as troubling, the 

study revealed a disparity between students’ awareness of the importance of these 

outcomes and their perceived growth on these outcomes during college. For example, while 
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nearly one-half of students in the sample of twenty-four thousand strongly agreed that they 

came to college aware of the importance of contributing to the greater good, only one-third 

of the sample felt strongly that their awareness had expanded while in college, that the 

campus had helped them to learn the skills needed to effectively change society for the 

better, or that their commitment to change society for the better had grown while in college 

(Dey and Associates 2009).  

Overall, these findings reveal gaps between aspiration and actuality. In 2009, 

spurred by concern about these gaps, AAC&U convened a group of national education 

researchers as part of its larger initiative, Core Commitments: Educating Students for 

Personal and Social Responsibility. This group, the Core Commitments Research and 

Educational Change Collaborative (the Research Collaborative), focused specifically on 

what their data and studies revealed about the kinds of educational practices that enhance 

students’ development of personal and social responsibility.  

The report centers on three sets of educational practices that appear to influence 

students’ growth on three personal and social responsibility outcomes. The educational 

practices are (1) diversity and perspective-taking experiences; (2) service learning and 

volunteering; and (3) other engaged learning experiences, such as discussing course 

content with students outside of class, active and collaborative learning, and integration of 

ideas, information, and experience.1 The personal and social responsibility outcomes are: 

(1) striving for excellence, (2) contributing to a larger community, and (3) taking seriously 

the perspectives of others. As readers will see, the findings included in this report suggest 

that all three sets of practices—especially when done frequently—are connected to 

developing all three outcomes: 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
1 These three categories of practices are discrete because students answered different sets of questions 
regarding each. They remain discrete for the purposes of reporting findings here, but in reality these 
practices frequently overlap. For example, service-learning courses embody active learning and frequently 
provide students with opportunities for perspective-taking.  
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Practices  Outcomes 
Diversity and Perspective-

Taking Experiences 
 

 Striving for Excellence 

Service Learning and 
Volunteering 

 

 Contributing to a Larger 
Community 

Other Engaged Learning 
Practices 

 Taking Seriously the 
Perspectives of Others 

 

Several of the practices, including diversity learning, service learning, and 

integrative learning, are part of a set of “high-impact” practices that AAC&U has 

championed in recent years as part of an educational framework designed to achieve the 

aims and outcomes of a twenty-first-century education (AAC&U 2007). All three of these 

sets of educational practices also have substantial bodies of research behind them that 

suggest educational benefits for students, if the practices are done well.2 This report does 

not attempt to review the earlier research that has been done with regard to these 

practices, although numerous sources are available to readers.3  

The main data analyses cited in this report were conducted by researchers at 

UCLA’s Higher Education Research Institute (HERI) using data gathered through their 

Cooperative Institutional Research Program (CIRP), and by researchers at the Center of 

Inquiry in the Liberal Arts at Wabash College using data gathered through the Wabash 

National Study of Liberal Arts Education (see figures 1 for overviews of these two sources).  

Additional findings came from researchers with the National Survey of Student 

Engagement (NSSE), AAC&U’s Core Commitments initiative, and UCLA’s Spirituality in 

Higher Education study (see appendix A for more information on all of these data sources). 

In this report, 2008 HERI data on first-year students reflect a sample of 25,602 first-

time, full-time students at four-year institutions who completed the first year of college.  

                                                 
2 For example, if a practice is effortful and helps students apply and test what they are learning in new 
situations. More information on the elements that constitute high-impact practices can be found in Kuh 
(2008) and Clayton-Pedersen and Finley (2010). 
3 See, e.g., Swaner (2004) for a review of the research on character and moral development; Pascarella and 
Terenzini (2005) for a review of the research on the role of students’ academic involvement and effort on a 
variety of outcomes; Swaner and Brownell (2010) for a review of the impact of service learning on student 
retention, completion, and learning; and Finley (2011) for a review of the literature on civic engagement, 
including service learning; as well as additional research cited within these publications.  
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Figure 1.  Overview of HERI and Wabash National Study Outcome Measures  
 
OUTCOME: STRIVING FOR EXCELLENCE 
 

HERI: Habits of Mind for Lifelong Learning 
Students indicate the frequency with which they exhibit behaviors associated with academic 
success, such as “evaluate the quality or reliability of information you received” and “seek 
solutions to problems and explain them to others.”  
 
Wabash: Academic Motivation  
Students indicate their level of agreement on items related to the need to put effort into their 
courses and engage with challenging material. 
 
Wabash: Need for Cognition 
Students rate how characteristic it is for them to do a lot of thinking and to enjoy being in 
situations that require a lot of thinking.  
 
 
OUTCOME: CONTRIBUTING TO A LARGER COMMUNITY
 

HERI: Social Agency 
Students indicate the degree of importance they place on political and social involvement as a 
personal value, such as “helping others who are in difficulty” and “participating in a community 
action program.”   
 
HERI: Civic Awareness 
Students indicate the degree to which their understanding of issues facing their community, the 
nation, and the world has grown stronger or weaker since being in college. 
 
Wabash: Socially Responsible Leadership 
Students indicate their level of commitment to eight component areas of socially responsible 
leadership: consciousness of self, congruence, commitment, collaboration, common purpose, 
controversy with civility, citizenship, and change. 
 
Wabash: Political and Social Involvement 
Students indicate the degree of importance they place on activities such as volunteering, 
promoting racial understanding, and influencing political structures.  
 
 
OUTCOME: TAKING SERIOUSLY THE PERSPECTIVES OF OTHERS 
 

HERI: Pluralistic Orientation 
Students rate themselves on skills and dispositions appropriate for living and working in a 
diverse society, such as their “ability to see the world from someone else’s perspective,” 
“tolerance of others with diverse beliefs,” and “ability to work cooperatively with diverse people.” 
 
Wabash: Miville-Guzman Universality-Diversity Scale (Short Form)  
Students indicate their level of agreement with statements related to interest in participating in 
diverse social and cultural activities, the impact of diversity on self-understanding and personal 
growth, and degree of comfort with diverse individuals. 
 
Wabash: Openness to Diversity and Challenge Scale 
Students indicate their level of agreement with statements related to openness to cultural and 
racial diversity and enjoyment in being challenged by different perspectives, values, and ideas.  
 
For details on these outcome measures, see appendix B.   
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These data were nationally weighted to represent the national population of 1,122,987 

students who finished the first year of college at four-year institutions that year. Also 

included are 2010 data on college seniors that represent a sample of 23,607 students at 

four-year institutions. Where possible, the HERI researchers used longitudinal data to 

analyze the impact of particular educational practices on personal and social responsibility 

outcomes over time. The HERI researchers selected the practices to examine for this report 

based on earlier multivariate regression analyses that controlled for students’ 

predispositions, demographic characteristics, and outcome scores at college entry (see 

Hurtado and DeAngelo 2010).  

Longitudinal data gathered through the Wabash National Study came from 2,200 

first-year students at seventeen four-year institutions who comprised the initial cohort of 

the study. These students completed a battery of tests and surveys in fall 2006 at the 

beginning of their first year of college and again in spring 2010 near the end of their fourth 

year of college. For this report, researchers conducted regression analyses to examine the 

impact of particular educational practices on personal and social responsibility outcomes, 

controlling for pre-test scores on the outcomes measures administered in fall 2006.   

Both the longitudinal nature of most of the data and the adoption of controls in both 

studies for potentially confounding variables strengthens our confidence in the evidence. 

Thus, the findings reported here suggest that engaging in particular practices makes a 

difference in students’ development of personal and social responsibility in ways that 

cannot be attributed to the factors controlled. The limitation of these studies involving 

their reliance on students’ self-reporting of their behaviors, attitudes, and dispositions at 

different points in time remains. Student self-reports are now widespread, but evidence 

exists to suggest that such reports are reasonable proxies for more objective measures 

provided reasonable conditions are met related to the clarity and timeliness of questions 

and to the privacy and likelihood of seriousness and truthfulness of the answers (see Kuh 

2005).  

Nonetheless, the members of the Research Collaborative stressed the need for 

higher education to make more progress in developing strong, direct, and objective 

measures of student learning related to personal and social responsibility to use alongside  
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the measures currently being employed. In any event, the findings included here offer 

valuable insights about today’s students in relation to the gains they are making—or not 

making—in personal and social responsibility outcomes. 

It is a challenge to make a report focused on multiple, complex sources of data 

“reader friendly,” while still respecting the nuances of the findings. To that end, the body of 

this report provides “30,000-foot” analyses, while the appendices contain details about the 

data sources (appendix A), HERI and Wabash National Study outcome measures (appendix 

B), survey items that captured student participation in the practices (appendix C), and data 

discussed in this report (appendices D through H). To provide context, chapter 1 examines 

whether are students are making gains on three personal and social responsibility 

outcomes—striving for excellence, contributing to the larger community, and taking 

seriously the perspectives of others. Then, chapters 2 through 4 highlight findings about 

particular practices vis-à-vis these outcomes, with chapter 2 reporting on diversity and 

perspective-taking practices, chapter 3 reporting on service learning and volunteering, and 

chapter 4 reporting on other engaged learning experiences. Chapter 5 highlights how 

frequently students are participating in these practices. To help readers make sense of 

these findings, chapter 6 discusses major themes that emerge across the chapters and 

chapter 7 provides recommendations for campus practice.  

The members of the Research Collaborative hope that the findings included in this 

report will spark new conversations, action, and analyses on campuses about the kinds of 

educational practices that can make a difference in helping students develop personal and 

social responsibility, as well as the frequency and quality of the practices. As we will see, all 

three matter if colleges and universities are to make personal and social responsibility a 

distinguishing characteristic of twenty-first-century college learning. 
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CChhaapptteerr  11..  AARREE  SSTTUUDDEENNTTSS  MMAAKKIINNGG  GGAAIINNSS  OONN  PPEERRSSOONNAALL  AANNDD  SSOOCCIIAALL  

RREESSPPOONNSSIIBBIILLIITTYY  OOUUTTCCOOMMEESS??  

AAC&U has often referred to personal and social responsibility as the “orphan” outcome 

among the four Essential Learning Outcomes included in its framework for a twenty-first-

century liberal education (i.e., knowledge of human cultures and the physical and natural 

world, intellectual and practical skills, personal and social responsibility, and integrative 

and applied learning; see AAC&U 2007). Education for personal and social responsibility, 

“while widely acknowledged in college and university mission statements,” has often 

“faltered in practice” (AAC&U n.d.). As Hersh and Schneider (2005) note,   

. . . it is one thing to articulate such aims or to say that we in higher education 

commit ourselves to purposefully enriching our teaching and curricula to achieve 

them. It is quite another thing to actually measure students’ . . .  acquisition of 

personal and social responsibility (12).  

Are students making gains on personal and social responsibility outcomes? This chapter 

highlights findings across three specific outcomes—Striving for Excellence, Contributing to 

a Larger Community, and Taking Seriously the Perspectives of Others.  
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STRIVING FOR EXCELLENCE: ARE STUDENTS MAKING GAINS? 
 
1. Personal and Social Responsibility Inventory, Work Ethic  

 One-half of students overall (48.8%) strongly agreed that their experiences at their 

institution have helped them personally to further develop their work ethic 

 
2. HERI, Habits of Mind for Lifelong Learning Construct 

 One-quarter of first-year students enter college with high scores in Habits of Mind 

and about half of these high entering students end up with average or low scores by 

the end of the first year 

 One-third of first-year students enter college with low scores in Habits of Mind and 

the percentage of low-scorers rises to 50 percent by the end of the first year 

 

3. Wabash National Study, Academic Motivation and Need for Cognition  

 There is an overall moderate increase in students’ average score in Need for 

Cognition over four years, and there is an overall moderate decline in students’ 

average score in Academic Motivation over four years 

 There is substantial variability in the degree to which individual students change over 

four years, with some students growing and other students declining in both 

outcomes 

 
Data Sources: 
1. PSRI, 2007 study of 24,000 students; see appendix D, table 1 

2. HERI, nationally weighted longitudinal data on first-year students, 2008; see appendix D, 

tables 2 and 3 

3. 2,200 students in the Wabash National Study of Liberal Arts Education; see appendix D, 

tables 4 and 5 

 
 
 

STRIVING FOR EXCELLENCE 

The college years can and should be a time when students make a commitment to reach for 

excellence in the use of their talents. However, this commitment to excellence, while 

ubiquitous in college and university mission statements, has often fallen short in practice. 

Students themselves may feel that colleges and universities have no explicit role to play in 

helping them to develop the motivation to pursue excellence, and they may argue that a 

desire to “get good grades”—which is often equated with the pursuit of excellence—is 

fostered in individuals much earlier in life.  

Yet we know from the educational literature that one of the key developmental 

tasks for traditional-aged college students, especially, is to move from external validation 
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gained through the acquisition of good grades toward an internally driven process of 

meaning-making. This process involves such things as the integration of disparate ideas 

and perspectives and the application of these ideas toward solving novel and complex 

problems, the development of a sense of curiosity about the world and an impatience with 

current limitations of knowledge, a sense of discernment and good judgment about 

evidence and claims that are made, and an ability to continuously engage with new 

sources—including other people—to better one’s thinking and understanding. As Colby 

and Sullivan (2009) note, this kind of striving for excellence “leads people to work 

extremely hard, persisting even in the face of serious obstacles” and “to keep investing in 

their own deepening expertise over time, well beyond the end of their formal education” 

(25). 

The importance of consistently seeking new and better understandings of 

phenomena cannot be overestimated in this information-laden century, where we must 

depend upon an engaged, informed, and responsible citizenry to shape and make sense of 

complex social relations. The kinds of qualities that make up a sense of Striving for 

Excellence are also the kind that can help spur individuals and groups toward innovation, 

another critical attribute for success in twenty-first-century life. Drawing on the data 

sources used in this report, we can see whether students are making gains related to 

Striving for Excellence by looking at findings for several outcome measures and survey 

constructs that are connected to this important outcome of college. 

 

PSRI—Work Ethic 

The Personal and Social Responsibility Index (PSRI) campus climate survey includes items 

that ask students about their work ethic, which maps on to the outcome of Striving for 

Excellence. Specifically, the survey asks students about the development of a work ethic 

during their time in college and about the role of college in that development. Within the 

PSRI, a work ethic is described as encompassing “a sense of personal accountability, 

responsibility, and dependability as well as being self-disciplined, persistent, and resilient. 

It also includes having purpose, motivation, and the interpersonal skills to work well with 

others.” 
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Just over one-third 
of seniors strongly 
agreed that students 
have a stronger 
work ethic at the end 
of their studies. 

One-third of students 
enter college with low 
scores in Habits of Mind 
and the percentage of 
low-scorers rises to 50 
percent by the end of the 
first year. 

The PSRI was completed by a sample of twenty-four 

thousand students across twenty-three institutions in 2007 

as part of the Core Commitments initiative. Findings from 

this administration indicate that approximately one-half of 

students overall (48.8%) strongly agreed that their 

experiences at their institution have helped them personally 

to further develop their work ethic, and first-year students and seniors were similar in this 

belief (50.2% of first-year students versus 47.9% of seniors strongly agreed). A somewhat 

lower percentage of students overall (42.8%) strongly agreed that students in general have 

a stronger work ethic at the end of their studies at the institution. First-year students 

appeared to be more optimistic about their peers than seniors were—more than one-half 

of first-year students (53.2%) strongly agreed that students have a stronger work ethic at 

the end of their studies at the institution, while just over one-third of seniors (36.8%) 

strongly agreed with this statement (see appendix D, table 1).  

 

HERI—Habits of Mind for Lifelong Learning Construct 

The Higher Education Research Institute (HERI) construct of “Habits of Mind for Lifelong 

Learning” maps on to the Core Commitments outcome of Striving for Excellence, and the 

eleven survey items making up this construct ask students to report on behaviors 

associated with academic success, such as evaluating the quality or reliability of the 

information one receives, seeking feedback on one’s academic work, and revising papers to 

improve one’s writing. These survey questions appear on the entering freshman survey 

and the end-of-first-year survey, allowing for longitudinal data collection.  

Nationally weighted, longitudinal data on first-

year students from 2008 indicate that there is an overall 

decline in the first year of college in students’ reported 

Habits of Mind.4 Specifically, approximately one-fourth 

                                                 
4 The 2008 HERI data on first-year students reflect a sample of 25,602 first-time, full-time students at four-
year institutions who completed the first year of college; these data were then nationally weighted to 
represent the national population of 1,122,987 students who finished the first year of college at four-year 
institutions that year. 
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Student change in Academic 
Motivation varied widely from 
first to fourth year, with the 
uppermost 25 percent of 
students experiencing 
moderate gains and the 
lowest 25 percent of students 
experiencing very large 
losses. 

of students (24.2%) enter college with high scores in Habits of Mind, and the total 

percentage of high-scorers drops slightly by the end of the first year (to 21.5%). In contrast, 

approximately one-third of students (35.1%) enter college with low scores in Habits of 

Mind, and the percentage of low-scorers rises to one-half (51.1%) by the end of the first 

year (see appendix D, table 2).5 

Looking more closely at students who enter college with high scores in Habits of 

Mind, nearly half of these students drop into the average or low score groups by the end of 

the first year, while slightly more than half remain in the high-scoring group. Turning to the 

one-third of students with low entering scores in Habits of Mind, more than 80 percent of 

these students remain in the low category at the end of the first year, while a very small 

number—4.2 percent—move into the high-scoring group by the end of the first year (see 

appendix D, table 3). We will return to this “mover” group in later chapters to better 

understand what practices contribute to this movement.  

 

Wabash National Study—Need for Cognition and Academic Motivation Measures 

Two measures used in the Wabash National Study—“Need for Cognition” and “Academic 

Motivation”—map on to the Core Commitments outcome of Striving for Excellence. Need 

for Cognition is a measure of how characteristic it is for students to do a lot of thinking and 

to enjoy being in situations which require a lot of thinking, while the Academic Motivation 

measure gauges students’ desire to put effort into courses and engage with challenging 

material. In the Wabash National Study, students completed these measures in the first 

year and in the fourth year, yielding 

longitudinal data about their change from first to 

fourth year of college.  

Examining data from their sample of 

2,200 students, Wabash researchers found an 

overall moderate increase in students’ average 

                                                 
5 The cut-off points for the groups are based on the scaled mean scores from the Freshmen Survey. “High” 
represents students who scored one-half standard deviation or more above the mean (higher than 55). 
“Average” represents students who scored within one-half standard deviation of the mean (45 to 55). “Low” 
represents students who scored one-half standard deviation or more below the mean (less than 45). 
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score in Need for Cognition over four years (from 3.5 to 3.7 on a 5-point scale). Conversely, 

they found overall a moderate decline in students’ average score in Academic Motivation 

over four years (from 3.6 to 3.4 on a 5-point scale) (see appendix D, table 4). Analyses also 

indicate that there is substantial variability in the degree to which individual students 

change over four years, with some students growing and other students declining in both 

outcomes. In the case of Need for Cognition, more students made gains on this measure 

than declined, with the uppermost 25 percent of students experiencing very large gains 

(effect size of 0.9 or greater) and the lowest 25 percent of students experiencing small 

losses (effect size of at least -0.2) over four years.6 Students’ Academic Motivation scores 

also varied widely, with the uppermost 25 percent of students experiencing moderate gains 

(effect size of 0.5 or greater) and the lowest 25 percent of students experiencing very large 

losses (effect size of at least -1.2) over four years (see appendix D, table 5).  

 

                                                 
6
 Wabash researchers determined effect sizes using Cohen’s d in order to compare students’ change on different 

outcome measures (e.g., Academic Motivation vs. Need for Cognition). The researchers determined effect sizes by 

calculating the mean at the end of the fourth year minus the mean at the beginning of the first year divided by 
the standard deviation at the beginning of the first year. They then used the National Survey of Student 
Engagement (NSSE)’s conventions for interpreting effect sizes, where 0.1 = small, 0.3 = medium, 0.5 = large, 
and 0.7 = very large (see National Survey of Student Engagement n.d.). 
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CONTRIBUTING TO A LARGER COMMUNITY: ARE STUDENTS MAKING GAINS? 
 
1. Personal and Social Responsibility Inventory, items on awareness, skills, and 

commitment related to contributing to the larger community 

 Nearly one-half of students overall strongly agreed that they came to college aware 

of the importance of contributing to the greater good 

 One-third strongly agreed that the campus had helped them to expand their 

awareness, to learn the skills necessary to change society for the better, or to 

deepen their commitment to change society for the better 

 
2. HERI, Social Agency and Civic Awareness constructs 

 Approximately one-fourth of first-year students in 2008 entered college with high 

scores on Social Agency, and this group increased by 10 percentage points overall 

by the end of the first year; a similar pattern was found for seniors in 2010 

 Fewer than 20 percent o f first-year students in 2008 had high scores in Civic 

Awareness at the end of the school year 

 One-third of seniors in 2010 had high scores in Civic Awareness at the end of the 

school year 

 

3. Wabash National Study, Socially Responsible Leadership and Political and Social 

Involvement outcome measures  

 There is an overall moderate increase in students’ average score in Socially 

Responsible Leadership from first to fourth year and essentially no change in 

students’ average score in Political and Social Involvement over this time period 

 There is substantial variability in the degree to which individual students change over 

four years, with some students growing and other students declining in both 

outcomes 

 
Data Sources: 

1. PSRI, 2007 study of 24,000 students; appendix D, table 6 

2. HERI, nationally weighted data on first-year students, 2008 and data on a sample of 

24,000 seniors, 2010; appendix D, tables 7, 8, 9, 10 and 11 

3. 2,200 students in the Wabash National Study of Liberal Arts Education ; appendix D, 

tables 12 and 13 

 
  

CONTRIBUTING TO A LARGER COMMUNITY  

American higher education historically has been grounded in a deep commitment to 

educate students to become responsible citizens. This commitment at times has waned, 

particularly in the middle of the twentieth century when larger cultural shifts toward 

scientific rationality helped to loosen communal obligations and higher education, guided 

by research universities, moved away from an explicit focus on civics and moral education 
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Nearly one-half of students overall 
strongly agreed that they came to 
college aware of the importance of 
contributing to the greater good, but 
only one-third strongly agreed that 
the campus had helped them to 
expand their awareness, to learn the 
skills necessary to change society 
for the better, or to deepen their 
commitment to change society for 
the better. 

(Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching and CIRCLE 2006). As a result, 

“autonomous, research-oriented disciplines became institutionalized and inward-looking” 

and the modern university in many ways “submerged the topic of citizenship, which was 

seen as normative and unscientific” (1).  

More recently, numerous signs point to a revival of interest in the civic mission of 

higher education, stemming from dozens of national organizations and research centers, 

hundreds of campus-based centers for civic engagement, and an interest in contributing to 

the larger good on the part of thousands of students. With the majority of students aspiring 

to postsecondary education, colleges and universities are now poised—at least 

potentially—to serve as a primary site for educating students for responsible citizenship in 

our diverse democracy. Drawing on the data sources used in this report, we can see 

whether students are making gains related to Contributing to a Larger Community by 

looking at findings for several outcome measures and survey constructs that are connected 

to this important outcome of college. 

 

PSRI—Awareness, Skills, and Commitment Related to Contributing to the Larger 

Community  

The PSRI campus climate survey includes items that ask students to gauge their 

development of awareness, skills, and commitment related to the outcome of Contributing 

to the Larger Community. The survey first asks students if they came to college aware of 

the importance of contributing to the 

greater good through community 

involvement, and then asks whether their 

campus has helped them to expand their 

own awareness of the importance of being 

involved in the community, whether their 

campus has helped them to learn the skills 

necessary to effectively change society for 

the better, and whether their own commitment to changing society for the better has grown 

during their time on campus.  
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Approximately one-
fourth of students enter 
college with high 
scores in Social 
Agency, and this group 
increases by the end of 
the first year.  

Roughly 15 percent of 
students who entered 
college with low 
scores on Social 
Agency had moved 
into the high score 
group by the end of 
the senior year. 

Findings from the 2007 administration of the survey indicate that while nearly one-

half of students overall (46.1%) strongly agreed that they came to college aware of the 

importance of contributing to the greater good, only about one-third strongly agreed that 

their experiences in college had helped them to expand their awareness of the importance 

of being involved in the community (32.9%), learn the skills necessary to effectively change 

society for the better (31.5%), or deepen their commitment to change society for the better 

(36.4%).  

First-year students were more positive about their development than were seniors. 

Four in ten first-year students strongly agreed that their college experiences had helped 

them to develop their awareness or skills related to contributing to the larger community, 

compared to just one in three seniors (see appendix D, table 6). 

 

HERI—Social Agency Construct 

The HERI CIRP survey items making up the Social Agency 

construct ask students to indicate the degree of 

importance they place on political and social involvement 

as a personal value, such as “helping others who are in 

difficulty” and “participating in a community action 

program.” Nationally weighted, longitudinal data on first-

year students from 2008 indicate that approximately one-fourth of all students (24.2%) 

enter college with high scores on Social Agency, and this group increases by 10 percentage 

points overall by the end of the first year (to 35.0%).7 In contrast, one-third of all students 

(31.1%) enter college with low scores in Social Agency, 

and this group decreases by roughly 10 percentage points 

overall by the end of the first year (to 22.1%) (see 

appendix D, table 7).  

Breaking this down further, within the group of 

students who enter college with high scores in Social 

                                                 
7 HERI data on first-year students from 2008 reflect a sample of 25,602 first-time, full-time students at four-year 
institutions who completed the first year of college; these data were then weighted to represent the national population of 
1,122,987 students who finished the first year of college at four-year institutions that year. 
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Fewer than 20% of 
first-year students 
had high scores in 
Civic Awareness at 
the end of the first 
year.  

Agency, nearly three-quarters (74.5%) stay in the high-score group at the end of the first 

year while only a small percentage (2.3%) move into the low-score group at the end of the 

first year. Turning to students with low entering scores in Social Agency, more than half 

(51.8%) remain in the low category at the end of the first year, while a small number—7.5 

percent—move into the high score group by the end of the first year (see appendix D, table 

8). Again, we will be paying attention to this “mover” group in later chapters to better 

understand what practices contribute to this movement.  

HERI researchers also analyzed 2010 longitudinal data on roughly twenty-four 

thousand college seniors and found similar patterns.8 Roughly 27 percent of these students 

entered college in 2006 with high scores on Social Agency, and this percentage increased to 

nearly 40 percent by the senior year. The percentage of students in the average and in the 

low score groups dropped by the senior year, with the percentage of students in the low 

score group down nearly 10 percent compared to college entry (see appendix D, table 9). 

Over this longer period of time, 40 percent of students with low entering scores remained 

in the low score group in the senior year, while 15 percent moved into the high score group 

(see appendix D, table 10). 

 

HERI—Civic Awareness Construct 

HERI Cooperative Institutional Research Program  surveys 

administered at the end of the first year and in the senior 

year include items comprising the Civic Awareness 

construct, which ask students to indicate the degree to 

which their understanding of issues facing their 

community, the nation, and the world has grown stronger or weaker since being in college. 

Nationally weighted data on first-year students from 2008 indicate that slightly less than 

one-fifth of these students (19.3%) have high scores on Civic Awareness at the end of the 

first year, while slightly less than one-half (44.7%) have average scores and just over one-

third (36.0%) have low scores. Data on college seniors from 2010 indicate that slightly 

more than one-third of seniors (34.7%) were in the high score group in Civic Awareness, 

                                                 
8
 2010 college senior data represent a sample of 23,607students at four-year institutions. 
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There is a moderate increase in 
students’ average score in 
Socially Responsible Leadership 
over four years and essentially no 
change in students’ average 
score in Political and Social 
Involvement over that same time 
period. However, there is a great 
deal of variability among students, 
with some students gaining and 
other students declining on both 
outcomes. 

while more than two-fifths (44.9%) are in the average score group and one-fifth (20.3%) 

are in the low score group in Civic Awareness (see appendix D, table 11).  

 

Wabash National Study—Socially Responsible Leadership and Political and Social 

Involvement 

Two measures used in the Wabash National Study—“Socially Responsible Leadership” and 

“Political and Social Involvement”—map on to the Core Commitments outcome of 

Contributing to a Larger Community. With the Socially Responsible Leadership measure, 

students indicate their level of commitment to eight component areas of socially 

responsible leadership (consciousness of self, 

congruence, commitment, collaboration, 

common purpose, controversy with civility, 

citizenship, and change), while the Political 

and Social Involvement measure gauges the 

degree of importance students place on 

activities such as volunteering, promoting 

racial understanding, and influencing political 

structures.  

According to longitudinal data analyses provided by the Wabash researchers on 

their sample of 2,200 students, overall, there is a moderate increase in students’ average 

score in Socially Responsible Leadership over four years (from 4.0 to 4.2 on a 5-point scale) 

and essentially no change in students’ average score in Political and Social Involvement 

(see appendix D, table 12).  

Further analyses indicate that there is variability in terms of the degree to which 

students changed over four years, with some students growing and other students 

declining on both outcomes. Regarding Socially Responsible Leadership, more students 

gained on this measure than declined, with the uppermost 25 percent of students 

experiencing very large gains (effect size of 0.9 or more) and the lowest 25 percent of 

students experiencing small losses (effect size of at least -0.2). Students’ Political and Social 

Involvement scores also varied widely, with the uppermost 25 percent of students 
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TAKING SERIOUSLY THE PERSPECTIVES OF OTHERS: ARE STUDENTS MAKING 
GAINS? 
1. Personal and Social Responsibility Inventory, items on students’ ability to learn from 

diverse perspectives and to thoughtfully use evidence to support one’s ideas  

 More than one-half of students strongly agreed that they had developed an increased 

ability to learn from diverse perspectives; to gather and thoughtfully use evidence to 

support their own ideas; and to understand the evidence, analysis, and perspectives 

of others even when they disagreed with those perspectives  

 A larger percentage of seniors strongly agreed with these statements than first-year 

students 

 

2. HERI, Pluralistic Orientation construct 

 Approximately one-fourth of first-year students in 2008 had high scores on Pluralistic 

Orientation at the end of the first year, while slightly less than one-half of students 

had average scores and slightly less than one-third had low scores 

 

3. Wabash National Study, Universality-Diversity and Openness to Diversity and Challenge  

 Overall there was little to no change over four years of college in students’ average 

score in Universality-Diversity or Openness to Diversity and Challenge 

 There is substantial variability in the degree to which individual students change over 

four years, with some students growing and other students declining in both 

outcomes 

 
Data Sources: 
1. PSRI, 2007 study of 24,000 students; appendix D, table 14 

2. HERI, nationally weighted data on first-year students, 2008; appendix D, table 15 

3. 2,200 students in the Wabash National Study of Liberal Arts Education ; appendix D, 

tables 16 and 17 

 
 

experiencing large gains (effect size of 0.6 or more) and the lowest 25 percent of students 

experiencing very large losses (effect size of at least -0.7) (see appendix D, table 13).  

 

TAKING SERIOUSLY THE PERSPECTIVES OF OTHERS 

As Colby and Sullivan (2009) note, “If they are to succeed in life, students also need to learn 

how to engage skillfully the human complexities of real situations, the varied perspectives, 

preferences, and claims that different people bring” (27). In many ways, the third outcome 

included in this report, Taking Seriously the Perspectives of Others, connects to and 

underpins both a sense of Striving for Excellence and a sense of Contributing to a Larger 

Community. People who are motivated to strive for excellence and lifelong learning 
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One-half of first year students 
strongly agreed that they had 
developed an increased ability 
to gather and thoughtfully use 
evidence to support their ideas 
during their time in college, 
while nearly two-thirds of 
seniors strongly agreed with 
this statement. 

appreciate the value that different viewpoints bring to the development of knowledge and 

understand that the application of knowledge necessitates understanding the ramifications 

of this application in the lives of others.  

Likewise, a sense of obligation to contribute to the greater good is often spurred by 

the realization that others may not experience the world in the same way, and may 

sometimes experience it more harshly. In this way, contributing to the greater good rests 

upon the ability to discern not only one’s own but others’ needs, and to work to develop 

solutions that take both into consideration. Drawing on the data sources used in this 

report, we can see whether students are making gains related to Taking Seriously the 

Perspectives of Others by looking at findings for several outcome measures and survey 

constructs that are connected to this important outcome of college. 

 

PSRI—Ability to Learn from Diverse Perspectives and to Thoughtfully Use Evidence to 

Support One’s Ideas  

The PSRI campus climate survey asks students about their growth in specific areas related 

to the Core Commitments outcome of Taking Seriously the Perspectives of Others, 

including their ability to learn from diverse perspectives and their ability to thoughtfully 

use evidence to support their own ideas.  

Findings from the 2007 administration of the survey indicate that more than one-

half of students strongly agreed that they had developed an increased ability to learn from 

diverse perspectives during their time in college 

(52.6%), that they had developed an increased 

ability to gather and thoughtfully use evidence 

to support their own ideas during their time in 

college (56.1%), and that they had developed an 

increased ability to understand the evidence, 

analysis, and perspectives of others during their 

time in college, even when the student disagreed with these perspectives (56.1%). 

Moreover, a larger percentage of seniors strongly agreed with these statements than first-

year students. For example, fewer than one-half of first-year students (45.4%) strongly 

agreed that they had developed an increased ability to gather and thoughtfully use 
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At the end of the first year 
of college, one-fourth of 
students have high 
scores in Pluralistic 
Orientation, while slightly 
less than one-third have 
low scores.  

evidence to support their own ideas during their time in college, while nearly two-thirds of 

seniors (64.3%) strongly agreed with this statement (see appendix D, table 14). The larger 

percentage of seniors in strong agreement suggests that the additional time spent in college 

had contributed to their development. It also suggests that helping students to make 

evidence-based claims may be an area of development that is more commonly carried out 

within upper-level courses, including courses in the majors.  

 

HERI—Pluralistic Orientation Construct 

The HERI construct of “Pluralistic Orientation” maps on 

to the Core Commitments outcome of Taking Seriously 

the Perspectives of Others. The survey items making up 

this construct ask students to rate themselves on skills 

and dispositions appropriate for living and working in 

a diverse society, such as their “ability to see the world 

from someone else’s perspective,” “tolerance of others with diverse beliefs,” and “ability to 

work cooperatively with diverse people.”  

 Nationally weighted data on first-year students from 2008 indicate that one-fourth 

of these students (24.8%) scored in the high group on Pluralistic Orientation at the end of 

the first year.9 Slightly less than one-half of students (46.0%) had average scores on this 

outcome and slightly less than one-third (29.2%) had low scores on this outcome at the end 

of the first year (see appendix D, table 15). 

 

Wabash National Study—Universality-Diversity and Openness to Diversity and 

Challenge 

Two measures used in the Wabash National Study—“Universality–Diversity” and 

“Openness to Diversity and Challenge”—map on to the Core Commitments outcome of 

Taking Seriously the Perspectives of Others. With the Universality-Diversity measure, 

students indicate their level of agreement with statements related to interest in 

                                                 
9
 HERI data on first-year students from 2008 reflect a sample of 25,602 first-time, full-time students at four-year 

institutions who completed the first year of college; these data were then weighted to represent the national population of 
1,122,987 students who finished the first year of college at four-year institutions that year. 
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Some students experienced 
large gains in Openness to 
Diversity and Challenge over 
four years, while some 
students experienced very 
large losses on this outcome 
during the same period. 

participating in diverse social and cultural activities, 

the impact of diversity on self-understanding and 

personal growth, and degree of comfort with 

diverse individuals, while the Openness to Diversity 

and Challenge measure gauges students’ level of 

agreement with statements related to openness to 

cultural and racial diversity and enjoyment in being challenged by different perspectives, 

values, and ideas.  

According to data analyses provided by the Wabash researchers, overall there is 

little to no change over four years of college in students’ average score in Universality–

Diversity and Openness to Diversity and Challenge (see appendix D, table 16). Further 

analyses indicate that there is variability in terms of the degree to which students change 

over four years, with some students growing and other students declining in both 

outcomes. 

Regarding Universality–Diversity, more students gained on this measure than 

declined, with the uppermost 25 percent of students experiencing large gains (effect size of 

0.6 or greater) and the lowest 25 percent of students experiencing nearly as large losses 

(effect size of at least -0.4). Students’ scores on Openness to Diversity and Challenge also 

varied widely, with the uppermost 25 percent of students experiencing large gains (effect 

size of 0.5 or greater) and the lowest 25 percent of students experiencing very large losses 

(effect size of at least -0.7) (see appendix D, table 17).  

Taken together, these findings suggest that some students do improve on personal 

and social responsibility-related outcomes during college, from Habits of Mind to 

Pluralistic Orientation to Political and Social Involvement to Openness to Diversity and 

Challenge. However, overall gains across students are often modest, and in many instances, 

the gains made by some students were, in effect, “cancelled out” by a lack of gains or even 

losses among other students. Given the variation that exists among students, it is worth 

examining the degree of students’ participation in certain practices to see if this 

participation makes a difference in their likelihood to make gains.   

Across the HERI and Wabash National Study analyses, three sets of educational 

practices surface in ways that suggest they have a positive impact on outcomes related to 
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striving for excellence, contributing to a larger community, and taking seriously the 

perspectives of others. These practices are: 

1. Diversity and perspective-taking experiences; 

2. Service learning and volunteering; and  

3. Other engaged learning practices, such as discussing course content with students 

outside of class, active and collaborative learning, and integration of ideas, 

information, and experience.10  

Figure 2 provides a matrix of the practices and outcomes. Each cluster of practices is 

addressed, in turn, in chapters 2 through 4. 

                                                 
10

 For the survey items comprising these practices, see appendix C. 
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Figure 2. Matrix of the Practices and Outcomes Analyzed in Chapters 2, 3, and 4 
 

 

 

Personal and Social Responsibility Outcome 
Striving for  
Excellence 

Contributing to a 
Larger Community 

Taking Seriously the 
Perspectives of Others 

S
e

t 
o

f 
P

ra
ct

ic
e

s 

Diversity and 
Perspective-

Taking 
Practices  

(Chapter 2) 
 

HERI:  
 Meaningful and honest discussions about 

race/ethnic relations with students of 
other races/ethnicities outside of class 

 Intellectual discussions with students of 
other races/ethnicities outside of class 

HERI:  
 Habits of Mind for 

Lifelong Learning 

HERI:  
 Social Agency 
 Civic Awareness 

HERI:  
 Pluralistic Orientation 

Wabash National Study:   
 Reflective learning* (perspective-taking) 
 Diversity courses 
 Diversity experiences 

Wabash National 
Study:   
 Academic Motivation 
 Need for Cognition 

Wabash National 
Study:   
 Socially Responsible 

Leadership 
 Political and Social 

Involvement 

Wabash National Study:   
 Universality-Diversity 
 Openness to Diversity and 

Challenge 

  

Service 
Learning and 
Volunteering 
(Chapter 3) 

HERI:  
 Community service as part of a class 
 Volunteering 

HERI:  
 Habits of Mind for 

Lifelong Learning 

HERI:  
 Social Agency 
 Civic Awareness 

HERI:  
 Pluralistic Orientation 

Wabash National Study:  
 Community service as part of a class 
 Volunteering 

Wabash National 
Study:   
 Academic Motivation 
 Need for Cognition 

Wabash National 
Study:   
 Socially Responsible 

Leadership 
 Political and Social 

Involvement 

Wabash National Study:   
 Universality-Diversity 
 Openness to Diversity and 

Challenge 

  

Other 
Engaged 
Learning 
Practices 

(Chapter 4) 

HERI:  
 Discussed course content outside of class 
 Communicated regularly with professors 

HERI:  
 Habits of Mind for 

Lifelong Learning 

HERI:  
 Social Agency 
 Civic Awareness 

HERI:  
 Pluralistic Orientation 

Wabash National Study:  
 Active and collaborative learning* 
 Academic challenge and high 

expectations 
 Integrating ideas, information, and 

experiences 

Wabash National 
Study:   
 Academic Motivation 
 Need for Cognition 

Wabash National 
Study:   
 Socially Responsible 

Leadership 
 Political and Social 

Involvement 

Wabash National Study:   
 Universality-Diversity 
 Openness to Diversity and 

Challenge 

* These scales are drawn from the National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE). 
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Practices: 
 

 Having intellectual discussions with students of other races/ethnicities outside of 

class 

 Having meaningful and honest discussions about race/ethnic relations with 

students of other races/ethnicities outside of class 

Highlights of Findings:  
 

 Among students who begin college with the least well-developed Habits of Mind 

(behaviors associated with academic success), those who very often engage in 

meaningful cross-racial/ethnic discussions about race/ethnicity or about 

intellectual issues are 10 times more likely to obtain high scores in these behaviors 

at the end of the first year than those who never engage in such discussions. 

 This pattern also holds true for Social Agency, a measure of the importance 

students place on political and social involvement as a personal value. 

Data Source and Analyses: 
 

 HERI CIRP Surveys 
 2008 nationally weighted, longitudinal data on changes in students’ Habits of Mind 

and Social Agency, beginning to end of first year 
 2010 longitudinal data on changes in students’ Social Agency, first year to senior 

year 
 2010 cross-sectional data on students’ Civic Awareness, senior year 
 2008 nationally weighted, cross-sectional data on students’ Pluralistic Orientation, 

end of first year 
 Practices were selected based on earlier multivariate regression analyses that 

controlled for students’ predispositions, demographic characteristics, and 
outcome scores at college entry (see Hurtado and DeAngelo, 2010) 

CChhaapptteerr  22..    DDIIVVEERRSSIITTYY  AANNDD  PPEERRSSPPEECCTTIIVVEE--TTAAKKIINNGG  PPRRAACCTTIICCEESS  
 

Even though the different data sources cited in chapter 1 reveal that more work needs to be 

done to educate all students for personal and social responsibility, several of the sources 

also suggest that there are particular sets of practices that influence students’ development 

in this area. The first cluster of effective practices that emerge out of multiple data sources 

centers on diversity and perspective-taking experiences. Findings from the Higher 

Education Research Institution’s (HERI) Cooperative Institutional Research Program 

(CIRP) surveys appear below; findings from the Wabash National Study of Liberal Arts 

Education appear later in the chapter. Appendix E provides detailed data tables. 
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Among students who begin college 
with the least well-developed 
behaviors associated with academic 
success, those who very often 
engage in meaningful cross-
racial/ethnic discussions about 
race/ethnicity or about intellectual 
issues are ten times more likely to 
obtain high scores in these behaviors 
at the end of the first year than those 
who never engage in such 
discussions. 

HERI ANALYSES 

The HERI surveys include two questions about specific kinds of interactions with students 

of different races/ethnicities than one’s own outside of class, one related to having 

intellectual discussions and one related to having meaningful and honest discussions about 

race/ethnic relations. What difference does it make for students to have these kinds of 

interactions, in terms of outcomes related to personal and social responsibility?  

 

Impact on Habits of Mind for Lifelong Learning 

Regardless of students’ scores at the beginning of college on Habits of Mind—behaviors 

related to academic success—those students who report very often “having intellectual 

discussions with students of other races/ethnicities outside of class” or “having meaningful 

and honest discussions about race/ethnic relations with students of other races/ethnicities 

outside of class” are more likely to maintain high scores or improve in their scores in 

Habits of Mind at the end of the first year than students who report never having such 

discussions (see appendix E, tables 1 and 2).  

Furthermore, gains are most 

substantial for students who enter college 

with the least well-developed behaviors 

associated with academic success. 

Although relatively few low entering 

students move into the high category 

overall, students with low entering scores 

who very often have meaningful and 

honest discussions about race/ethnic 

relations with students of other races/ethnicities outside of class are more than ten times 

more likely to move into the high category in Habits of Mind by the end of the first year 

than students who never have such discussions (13.7% versus 1.0%; see appendix E, table 

1). Likewise, students with low entering scores who very often have intellectual discussions 

with students of other races/ethnicities outside of class are nearly ten times more likely to 

move into the high category in Habits of Mind by the end of the first year than students who 

never have such discussions (16.4% versus 1.7%; see appendix E, table 2). 
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Among students who enter college 
with low scores in Social Agency, 
those who very often engage in 
meaningful cross-racial/ethnic 
discussions about race/ethnicity or 
intellectual issues are up to 7 times 
more likely to obtain high scores in 
Social Agency at the end of the first 
year than those who never engage in 
such discussions. This pattern holds 
true for college seniors, as well.  

Students who enter college with low 
scores in academic success behaviors 
are more likely to have high scores in 
these behaviors at the end of the first 
year when they engage in meaningful 
cross-racial discussions “very often” 
compared to “often.” In contrast, 
students who enter college with low 
scores and “sometimes” or “seldom” 
engage in these discussions are about 
as unlikely to have high scores at the 
end of the first year as those who 
“never” have such discussions. 

 Finally, data suggests that engaging in such discussions more frequently versus less 

frequently appears to make a difference in students’ development of Habits of Mind as well. 

Returning to the example of students who begin college with low scores in Habits of Mind, 

there are sizeable differences 

between students with low entering 

scores who engage in these types of 

cross-racial discussions “very often” 

and “often” compared to “sometimes” 

and “seldom.” Furthermore, 

differences exist as well even between 

students who engage in these types of 

discussions “very often” versus 

“often” in relation to the likelihood of 

having a high score in Habits of Mind at the end of the first year. Specifically, low entering 

students who sometimes or seldom engage in such discussions are about as unlikely to 

move into the high score group at the end of the first year as students who never engage in 

these discussions. In stark contrast, low entering students who very often engage in such 

discussions are roughly twice as likely to move into the high-scoring category in Habits of 

Mind at the end of the first year as students who often engage in them (see appendix E, 

table 3). 

 

Impact on Social Agency 

The HERI Social Agency construct is a 

measure of the importance students 

place on political and social 

involvement as a personal value. 

Analyses of HERI nationally weighted 

longitudinal data from 2008 suggests 

that students who very often “have 

intellectual discussions with students of other races/ethnicities outside of class” or “have 

meaningful and honest discussions about race/ethnic relations with students of other 
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Having frequent and 
meaningful cross-racial 
discussions about race/ethnic 
relations or intellectual issues 
contributes to the development 
of students’ Civic Awareness 
and Pluralistic Orientation. 

races/ethnicities outside of class” are more likely to maintain high scores or improve in 

their scores in Social Agency at the end of the first year than students who never have such 

discussions (see appendix E, tables 4 and 5). 

Again, gains are most substantial for students who enter college with low scores in 

Social Agency. Although only a very small percentage of these students overall move into 

the high score category in Social Agency at the end of the first year, those who very often 

have meaningful and honest discussions about race/ethnic relations with students of other 

races/ethnicities outside of class are nearly seven times more likely to have high scores for 

Social Agency at the end of the first year as those who never have such discussions (22.1% 

versus 3.3%; see appendix E, table 4). Moreover, the impact is nearly as strong for 

intellectual discussions with students of other races/ethnicities outside of class (15.8% 

versus 3.0%; see appendix E, table 5). Notably, this pattern also holds true for college 

seniors (see appendix E, tables 6 and 7).  

 Finally, as was true with Habits of Mind, engaging in these kinds of discussions more 

frequently versus less frequently appears to be a critical factor in students’ development of 

Social Agency as well. Continuing with the example of students who begin college with low 

scores in Social Agency, those students who very often participate in these discussions are 

nearly twice as likely to have high scores in Social Agency at the end of the first year as 

students who often participate in these discussions and nearly three times as likely as 

students who sometimes participate in these discussions (see appendix E, table 8).  

 
Impact on Civic Awareness and Pluralistic Orientation 

Analyses of both the 2008 HERI first-year data and the 2010 HERI college senior data also 

indicate that having meaningful cross-racial interactions outside of class about 

racial/ethnic relations or about intellectual 

issues is connected to students’ Civic 

Awareness—the degree to which their 

understanding of issues facing their 

community, the nation, and the world has 

grown stronger or weaker since being in 

college. These types of interactions also connect to students’ Pluralistic Orientation—skills 
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and dispositions appropriate for living and working in a diverse society, such as an ability 

to see the world from someone else’s perspective, tolerance of others with different beliefs, 

and openness to having one’s views challenged.  

For example, seniors who have meaningful and honest discussions about 

race/ethnic relations with students of other races/ethnicities outside of class very often are 

more than twice as likely to be in the high score group for Civic Awareness as seniors who 

never have such discussions (49.4% vs. 21.3%; see appendix E, table 9). They are also much 

less likely to have low scores (15.5% versus 34.5%; see appendix E, table 9).  

 With regard to Pluralistic Orientation, although only one-quarter of all first-year 

students are in the high score group for Pluralistic Orientation at the end of the first year, 

those who very often participate in meaningful, cross-racial discussions about race/ethnic 

relations or intellectual topics outside of class are three times as likely to have high scores 

for Pluralistic Orientation as their peers who never have such discussions. Here, too, 

frequency appears to make a difference.  Those who very often participate in these 

discussions are more likely (by a difference of roughly 20 percentage points) to have high 

scores for Pluralistic Orientation compared to students who often have such discussions 

(see appendix E, table 10). 
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Practices: 
 

 Participation in Diversity Courses 

 Participation in Diversity Experiences 

 Reflective Learning* 

Highlights of Impact: 
 

 Participation in diversity courses and in diversity experiences are both positively 

associated with growth in six outcome measures related to personal and social 

responsibility, including Academic Motivation (in which students overall experience a 

decline, on average, over four years) 

 These practices have a greater impact on Openness to Diversity and Challenge and 

on Political and Social Involvement when compared with more general peer 

interactions and collaborative learning experiences 

Data Source and Analyses:  
 

 Wabash National Study of Liberal Arts Education 
 Four-year longitudinal data on students 
 OLS regression used to examine the impact of different practices on personal and 

social responsibility outcomes while controlling for pretest scores on outcomes  
 
* National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) scale used as part of the Wabash National Study 

 

The Wabash National Study’s Student Experiences Survey asks students a number of 

questions about two sets of diversity practices. The first involves the number and type of 

diversity courses a student has taken related to social justice, women’s/gender studies, or 

diverse cultures and perspectives. The second involves the frequency of participation in a 

broader set of diversity experiences, such as participating in a racial or cultural awareness 

workshop or having serious conversations with students possessing different religious 

beliefs, political opinions, or personal values than one’s own (see appendix C for all of the 

items). The Wabash National Study also examined students’ responses to the National 

Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) Reflective Learning scale, which asks students 

questions about the frequency with which they engage in perspective-taking activities, 

such as “how often have you examined the strengths and weaknesses of your own views on 

a topic or issue?” and “how often have you tried to better understand someone else's views 

by imagining how an issue looks from his or her perspective?” (see appendix C for all items 

in this scale). What difference does it make for students to participate in diversity courses 
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On average, students showed little to 
no change in Openness to Diversity 
and Challenge and Political and 
Social Involvement from first to 
fourth year of college. However, 
participation in diversity courses, 
diversity experiences, and 
perspective-taking contributes to 
student gains in these outcome 
measures, and more frequent 
participation contributes to greater 
gains among students. 

and diversity experiences and to engage in perspective-taking, in terms of outcomes 

related to personal and social responsibility?  

 

WABASH NATIONAL STUDY ANALYSES 

The Wabash analyses indicate that, while controlling for student pretest scores, all three 

practices—diversity experiences, diversity courses, and perspective-taking—have a 

significant, positive impact on six measures of personal and social responsibility—

Academic Challenge, Need for Cognition, Political and Social Involvement, Socially 

Responsible Leadership, Universality-Diversity, and Openness to Diversity and Challenge 

(see appendix E, table 11). In other words, students who participate in these practices are 

more likely to grow over four years of college on these outcomes. Additionally, students who 

participate in these activities more frequently tend to have larger gains on these outcomes than 

students who participate less frequently.  

 

Impact on Openness to Diversity and Challenge, Political and Social Involvement 

Some of the more notable findings relate to the impact of diversity courses, diversity 

experiences, and perspective-taking on two outcome measures, Openness to Diversity and 

Challenge, which gauges the importance students place on coming into contact with 

different people and different ideas during college, and Political and Social Involvement, 

which gauges the importance students place on actions such as volunteering, promoting 

racial understanding, and influencing 

political structures. As noted in chapter 1, 

in the Wabash National Study, overall there 

was essentially no change in students’ 

average score on Openness to Diversity 

and Challenge and Political and Social 

Involvement from the first to fourth year of 

college. However, students who participated 

in diversity courses, diversity experiences, 

and perspective-taking were more likely to make gains on these outcomes. Furthermore, 

diversity courses, diversity experiences, and perspective-taking have a stronger impact on 
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these outcome measures than a variety of important, yet non-diversity-related, practices 

(see table. 1). 

 

Table 1. IMPACT OF DIVERSITY AND PERSPECTIVE-TAKING PRACTICES VS. OTHER COMMON 
ACADEMIC EXPERIENCES ON TWO PERSONAL AND SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY OUTCOMES 
(shown in standardized beta coefficients)* 

  

Practice** 

Openness to 
Diversity & 
Challenge 

Political and Social 
Involvement 

Diversity experiences  0.39  0.29  

Diversity courses  0.23  0.21  

Reflective Learning (perspective-taking) 0.31 0.26 

Good teaching/high-quality interactions with 
faculty 

0.16  0.15  

Frequency of interactions with faculty and staff  0.17  0.22  

Interactions with peers  0.07  0.09  

Cooperative learning  0.10  0.12  

Source: Wabash National Study. *In the regression analysis, the dependent measures were the fourth 
year outcome scores and the independent measures were the pretest outcome scores and the 
average of good practices that students reported in their first and fourth year of college. Wabash 
Study researchers used standardized betas to measure the strength of the relationship between 
different educational practices and outcome measures used in the study. They used the following 
conventions to interpret effect sizes: small = 0.05, medium = 0.15, large = 0.24, and very large = 0.33. 
**The scales comprising these practices are drawn from the National Survey of Student Engagement 
(NSSE) and the Student Experiences Survey in the Wabash National Study. See appendix C for the 
survey items making up the scales. 
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Practices: 
 

 Performing community service as part of a course  

 Performing volunteer/community service work not connected to a course 

Highlights of Impact:  
 

 Among students who enter college least well-developed in Habits of Mind—

behaviors associated with academic success—those who frequently 

engage in community service as part of a course are much more likely to 

improve by the end of the first year than those who never engage in 

community service as part of a course. They are also more likely to improve 

compared to students who occasionally engage in community service as 

part of a course.  

 This same pattern holds true for students who enter college least well 

developed in Social Agency—a measure of the importance students place 

on political and social involvement as a personal value—both for frequent 

participation in course-based community service and for frequent 

participation in volunteer activities. 

Data Source and Analyses: 
 

 HERI CIRP Surveys 
 2008 nationally weighted, longitudinal data on students’ Habits of Mind and 

Social Agency, beginning to end of first year 
 2010 longitudinal data on students’ Social Agency, first year to senior year 
 2010 cross-sectional data on students’ Civic Awareness, senior year 
 2008 nationally weighted, cross-sectional data on students’ Pluralistic 

Orientation, end of first year 
 Practices were selected based on earlier multivariate regression analyses 

that controlled for students’ predispositions, demographic characteristics, 
and outcome scores at college entry (see Hurtado and  DeAngelo 2010) 

 

Chapter 3.  SERVICE LEARNING AND VOLUNTEERING 

The second cluster of educational practices that surfaces repeatedly as having a positive 

impact on outcome measures related to Striving for Excellence, Contributing to a Larger 

Community, and Taking Seriously the Perspectives of others centers on service learning 

and volunteering. Findings from the Higher Education Research Institute’s (HERI) 

Cooperative Institutional Research Program (CIRP) surveys appear below; findings from 

the Wabash National Study of Liberal Arts Education appear later in the chapter. Appendix 

F contains detailed data tables. 
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Among students who begin 
college with the least well-
developed behaviors 
associated with academic 
success, those who frequently 
perform community service as 
part of a course are five times 
more likely to obtain high 
scores in these behaviors at 
the end of the first year than 
those who never do so. 

HERI ANALYSES 

Impact on Habits of Mind for Lifelong Learning 

As was true for diversity and perspective-taking practices, regardless of students’ scores at 

the beginning of college on Habits of Mind—behaviors related to academic success—those 

students who frequently “perform community service as part of a course” are more likely to 

maintain high scores or improve in their scores in Habits of Mind at the end of the first year 

than students who never perform community service as part of a course (see appendix F, 

table 1).  

Once again, gains are most substantial for 

students who enter college with the least well-

developed behaviors associated with academic 

success. Although relatively few students who 

enter with low scores in Habits of Mind are in 

the high category at the end of the first year, 

students with low entering scores who 

frequently perform community service as part of 

a course are more than five times more likely to move into the high category in Habits of 

Mind by the end of the first year than students who never perform community service as 

part of a course (15.4% vs. 3.0%; see appendix F, table 1).  

 Frequent versus occasional participation also appears to make a difference. 

Continuing with students with low entering scores in Habits of Mind, those who frequently 

perform community service as part of a course are nearly three times more likely to fall 

into the high category in Habits of Mind by the end of the first year compared to low 

entering students who occasionally perform community service as part of a course (15.4% 

vs. 5.8%; see appendix F, table 2). 

 

Impact on Social Agency 

Contributing to the community has an impact on students’ Social Agency—the importance 

students place on political and social involvement as a personal value—as well. Among 

first-year students, those who frequently perform community service as part of a course or 

frequently perform volunteer work in college are more likely to maintain high scores or 
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Among students who begin college 
with the lowest scores on Social 
Agency, those who frequently 
perform community service as part 
of a course or frequently perform 
volunteer work are three times 
more likely to obtain high scores in 
these behaviors at the end of the 
first year than those who never do 
so. This pattern holds through the 
senior year, as well 

improve in their scores in Social Agency at the end of the first year than students who never 

participate in these practices (see appendix F, tables 3 and 4).  

Again, the impact is most notable for 

students who enter college with the lowest 

scores in Social Agency. Among low entering 

students, those who frequently perform 

community service as part of a course or 

frequently perform volunteer work are 

approximately three times as likely to have 

high scores in Social Agency at the end of the 

first year as students who never participate in these practices (19.2% vs. 6.3% and 15.3% 

vs. 5.4%, respectively; see appendix F, tables 3 and 4). 

Here, too, frequent participation appears to make a difference. Continuing with 

students with low entering scores in Social Agency, those who frequently perform 

community service as part of a course are nearly twice as likely to be in the high category 

for Social Agency by the end of the first year as low entering students who occasionally 

perform community service as part of a course (19.2% vs. 11.3%; see appendix F, table 5). 

Turning to college seniors, those who frequently perform community service as part 

of a class or frequently perform volunteer work11 are more likely to maintain high scores or 

improve their scores in Social Agency across four years of college. The impact again is 

strongest among students who begin college with low scores on Social Agency. Within this 

low entering group, those who frequently engage in these practices are three to four times 

as likely to have high scores in Social Agency at the end of the senior year as low entering 

students who never participate in these practices (35.7% versus 10.5% for course-based 

community service and 32.4% versus. 8.0% for volunteer work; see appendix F, tables 6 

and 7). Once again, frequency also matters. Among low entering students, those who 

frequently engage in these practices are twice as likely to have high scores in Social Agency 

at the end of the senior year as low entering students who occasionally participate in these 

                                                 
11 The items on the HERI senior survey ask respondents how often they have engaged in these practices in the 
past year. 
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Performing community 
service as part of a course 
and volunteer work are 
linked to the development 
of students’ Civic 
Awareness and Pluralistic 
Orientation, as well 

practices (35.7% versus 16.1% for course-based community service and 32.4% versus 

16.5% for volunteer work; see appendix F, table 8). 

 

Impact on Civic Awareness and Pluralistic Orientation 

Analyses of both the 2008 HERI first-year data and the 2010 HERI college senior data also 

indicate that performing community service as part of a course and performing volunteer 

work is related to the development of students’ Civic Awareness—their level of 

understanding of issues facing their community, the nation, and the world has grown 

stronger or weaker since being in college. Likewise, these practices appear related to the 

development of students’ Pluralistic Orientation—

skills and dispositions appropriate for living and 

working in a diverse society, such as an ability to see 

the world from someone else’s perspective, 

tolerance of others with different beliefs, and 

openness to having one’s views challenged. For 

example, nearly one-half of seniors who frequently perform community service as part of a 

class are in the high score group for Civic Awareness, compared to just one-third of seniors 

who report never doing so. A similar pattern exists with respect to performing volunteer 

work (see appendix F, table 9).12  

With regard to Pluralistic Orientation, although only one-quarter of all first-year 

students are in the high score group for this outcome at the end of the first year, those who 

frequently perform community service as part of a course are more likely (by a difference of 

13 percentage points) to have high scores in Pluralistic Orientation than their peers who 

never do so. Here, too, frequency appears to make a difference. First-year students who 

occasionally perform community service as part of a course are about as unlikely to move 

into the high score group at the end of the first year as students who never perform 

community service as part of a course. A similar pattern holds true for performing 

volunteer work (see appendix F, table 10). 

                                                 
12 Again, the items on the HERI senior survey ask respondents how often they have engaged in these practices 
in the past year. 
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Practices: 
 

 Participated in a community-based project (e.g., service learning) as part of a regular 

course 

 Performed community service/volunteer work 

Highlights of Impact: 
 

 Participation in course-embedded, community-based projects is positively associated 

with five personal and social responsibility outcomes, though the overall impact is more 

modest compared to the impact of other practices analyzed by Wabash for this report.  

 Participation in course-embedded, community-based projects has a small, positive 

impact on academic motivation while participation in more general community 

service/volunteer activities does not. 

 

Data Source and Analyses:  
 

 Wabash National Study of Liberal Arts Education 
 Four-year longitudinal data on students 
 OLS regression used to examine the impact of different practices on personal and social 

responsibility outcomes while controlling for pretest scores on outcomes  

 

WABASH NATIONAL STUDY ANALYSES 

The Wabash National Study includes two survey items from the National Survey of Student 

Engagement (NSSE) related to students’ participation in community service. One asks 

about students’ participation in general volunteer activities, and one asks about students’ 

participation in course-embedded community-based projects (see appendix C for the 

specific items). Wabash analyses indicate that both types of community service practices 

have a small but positive impact on four outcome measures used in the study—Political 

and Social Involvement, Socially Responsible Leadership, Universality-Diversity, and 

Openness to Diversity and Challenge. Course-embedded, community-based projects also 

have a small but positive impact on students’ Academic Motivation (see appendix F, table 

11). In other words, students who participate in these community service practices are 

more likely to grow over four years of college on these outcomes than students who do 

not participate in these practices, and students who participate more frequently stand to 

make larger gains.  
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As noted in chapter 1, students on average showed no change on several of these 

measures. While the impact of these practices overall may be small, the research indicates 

that a higher level of participation in these activities would counteract this stasis. 
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Practices: 
 

 Discussing course content with peers outside of class 

 Communicating regularly with professors  

Highlights of Impact:  
 

 Regardless of students’ scores on Habits of Mind—behaviors associated with 

academic success—at the beginning of college, those students who frequently 

“discussed course content with students outside of class” or “communicated 

regularly with professors” were more likely to maintain high scores or improve in 

their scores by the end of the first year  

 These practices also contribute to students’ Pluralistic Orientation—skills and 

dispositions appropriate for living and working in a diverse society 

Data Source and Analyses: 
 

 HERI CIRP Surveys 
 2008 nationally weighted, longitudinal data on students’ Habits of Mind, beginning to 

end of first year 
 2008 nationally weighted, cross-sectional data on students’ Pluralistic Orientation, 

end of first year 
 Practices were selected based on earlier multivariate regression analyses that 

controlled for students’ predispositions, demographic characteristics, and outcome 
scores at college entry (see Hurtado and DeAngelo 2010) 

 

CChhaapptteerr  44..    OOTTHHEERR  EENNGGAAGGEEDD  LLEEAARRNNIINNGG  PPRRAACCTTIICCEESS  

Various modes of engaged learning comprise the third cluster of educational practices that 

surfaces repeatedly as having a positive impact on outcomes related to Striving for 

Excellence, Contributing to a Larger Community, and Taking Seriously the Perspectives of 

Others. Four kinds of engaged learning in particular are examined: talking about course 

content with students outside of class and communicating with professors outside of class; 

active and collaborative learning; challenging academic classes and high expectations; and 

integrative learning. In each case, the opportunities are there for students to take 

responsibility for their own and others’ learning. Findings from the Higher Education 

Research Institute (HERI) Cooperative Institutional Research Program (CIRP) surveys 

appear below; findings from the Wabash National Study of Liberal Arts Education appear 

later in the chapter. See appendix G for detailed data tables. 
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Talking about course content 
with peers outside of class 
matters: The vast majority of 
students who enter college with 
low scores in Habits of Mind and 
never discuss course content 
with peers outside of class 
remain in the low score group at 
the end of the first year. 

HERI ANALYSES 

Impact on Habits of Mind for Lifelong Learning 

HERI analyses indicate that experiences where students continue to discuss course content 

with students outside of class and communicate regularly with professors have an impact 

on students’ overall Habits of Mind—behaviors related to academic success. Regardless of 

students’ scores on Habits of Mind at the beginning of college, for example, those who 

frequently “discussed course content with students outside of class” or “communicated 

regularly with professors” were more likely to maintain high scores or improve in their 

scores by the end of the first year (see appendix G, tables 1 and 2). 

Although relatively few students who enter college with low scores in Habits of 

Mind move to the high score group at the end of the first year, those who frequently 

discussed course content with students outside of class were three times as likely to be in 

the high score group at the end of the first year as those who never discussed course 

content with peers outside of class (8.5% versus 2.7%; see appendix G, table 1). 

Furthermore, a vast majority of these students 

who never discussed course content with 

peers outside of class remained in the low 

score group at the end of the first year (90.9% 

remained in the low score group, 6.5% moved 

into the average score group, and 2.7% moved 

into the high score group; see appendix G, 

table 1). 

A similar pattern exists with respect to students who entered college with low 

scores in Habits of Mind and the regularity with which they communicate with professors. 

Although very few students who entered college with low scores in Habits of Mind moved 

into the high score group at the end of the first year, those who regularly communicated 

with professors were five times more likely to be in the high score group at the end of the 

first year than those who did not (7.7% vs. 1.5%; see appendix G, table 2). Likewise, the 

vast majority of students who entered with low scores on this construct and who did not 

regularly communicate with professors remained in the low score group at the end of the 
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first year (88.8% remained in the low score group, 9.7% moved into the average score 

group, and 1.5% moved into the high score group; see appendix G, table 2).  

It also appears that frequent versus occasional discussion of course content with 

students outside of class makes a difference with students. Among students who entered 

college with low scores in Habits of Mind, for example, those who occasionally discussed 

course content with students outside of class had no greater likelihood of moving into the 

high score group at the end of the first year than those who never discussed course content 

with peers outside of class (see appendix G, table 3). 

 

Impact on Pluralistic Orientation 

Discussing course content with students outside of class is also connected to students’ 

development of Pluralistic Orientation—skills and dispositions appropriate for living and 

working in a diverse society, such as an ability to see the world from someone else’s 

perspective, tolerance of others with different beliefs, and openness to having one’s views 

challenged. Specifically, students who frequently discussed course content with students 

outside of class were nearly twice as likely to be in the high score group for Pluralistic 

Orientation at the end of the first year as students who never discussed course content with 

peers outside of class (32.7% versus 16.7%; see appendix G, table 4). Students who 

frequently engaged in such discussions were also more likely to be in the high score group 

(by a difference of roughly 13 percentage points) than students who occasionally engaged 

in such discussions (see appendix G, table 4). 
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Practices: 
 

 Active and collaborative learning* 

 Academically challenging experiences and high expectations for students 

 Integrative learning experiences 

Highlights of Impact: 
 

 Participation in these engaged learning practices is positively associated with growth 

along six measures of personal and social responsibility 

 The practice of integrating ideas, information, and experiences has the most 

consistently strong impact across the six outcome measures 

Data Source and Analyses: 
 

 Wabash National Study of Liberal Arts Education 
 Four-year longitudinal data on students 
 OLS regression used to examine the impact of different practices on personal and 

social responsibility outcomes while controlling for pretest scores on outcomes  
 

* NSSE (National Survey of Student Engagement) scales used as part of the Wabash National Study 

 

WABASH NATIONAL STUDY ANALYSES 

Analyses performed by the Wabash researchers examined the impact of three additional 

types of engaged learning practices—active and collaborative learning, academic challenge 

and high expectations, and integrative learning—on outcomes related to personal and 

social responsibility (see appendix C for the items making up these four practices). As the 

reader will see, while all of them are associated with gains in student learning, integrative 

learning experiences appear to be the most influential. 

The analyses indicate that all three types of engaged learning practices have a 

significant, positive impact on six measures of personal and social responsibility—

Academic Motivation, Need for Cognition, Political and Social Involvement, Socially 

Responsible Leadership, Universality-Diversity, and Openness to Diversity and Challenge 

(see appendix G, table 5). In other words, students who participated in engaged learning 

practices were more likely to grow on these outcomes over four years of college, and 

students who participated in them more frequently experienced larger gains.  
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Students experienced a decline in 
Academic Motivation, on average, 
from first to fourth year of college. 
However, participation in practices 
such as active and collaborative 
learning and integration of ideas 
and information had a positive 
impact on Academic Motivation for 
students.  

Impact on Academic Motivation 

One of the more notable findings centers on 

the positive impact of active and collaborative 

learning, academically challenging 

experiences, and integration of ideas and 

information on Academic Motivation, which 

gauges students’ interest in working hard, 

getting good grades, and engaging challenging 

intellectual material (see appendix G, table 5). This is in the context of the overall trend 

noted in chapter 1, where students decline on this measure, on average, over four years of 

college.  

 

Impact of Integrating Ideas, Information, and Experiences 

The practice of integrating ideas, information, and experiences had the most consistent 

impact across all six Wabash outcome measures discussed in this report, including 

students’ Academic Motivation, Socially Responsible Leadership, and Political and Social 

Involvement (moderate impact on all three outcomes, with a standardized beta of 0.3) (see 

appendix G, table 5). Students who engaged in this type of integration report that they are 

connecting what they have learned to life events; understanding the historical, political, 

and social connections of past events; putting their ideas into action; and seeing the 

connections between their intended career and how it affects society, among other things. 

These integrative activities suggest a mode of approaching knowledge, issues, and other 

people that allow students to span boundaries—across past and present, different 

disciplines, and college-career domains.  
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Fewer than 15 percent of all first-year 
students very often engaged in 
meaningful cross-racial discussions 
about race/ethnic relations or about 
intellectual issues outside of class, 
even though this level of frequency 
makes a difference on outcomes, even 
compared to students who often have 
these types of discussions. Meanwhile, 
the vast majority of all first-year 
students—roughly 75 percent—
engaged in these types of discussions 
only sometimes, seldom, or never.  

CChhaapptteerr  55..    HHOOWW  OOFFTTEENN  AARREE  SSTTUUDDEENNTTSS  PPAARRTTIICCIIPPAATTIINNGG  

IINN  TTHHEESSEE  PPRRAACCTTIICCEESS??  

  

The findings highlighted in chapters 2, 3, and 4 point to a set of promising practices for 

campus leaders to consider as they look to foster student gains in personal and social 

responsibility outcomes. The findings also suggest that undertaking these practices 

frequently, as opposed to sporadically, also made a difference in student gains. That is, the 

power of the practices derive from the fact that students are doing certain things and are 

doing these things regularly. One can argue that it is only when these practices become part 

of the routine experience of college students that their full benefit will be realized.  

How often, then, are today’s students participating in these activities? Additional 

data drawn from the Higher Education Research Institute (HERI) and Wabash analyses, 

AAC&U’s Personal and Social Responsibility Inventory (PSRI) campus climate survey, and 

the National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) suggest that many students are not 

participating in these practices frequently enough to make an appreciable difference vis-à-

vis personal and social responsibility outcomes.  

 

Diversity and Perspective-Taking Practices 

With regard to diversity and perspective-taking practices, for example, HERI data indicate 

that fewer than 15 percent of first-

year students very often have 

meaningful cross-racial discussions 

about race/ethnic relations or about 

intellectual issues outside of class and 

only another 15 to 20 percent often 

do so (see appendix H, table 1). 

Roughly 30 percent of all first-year 

students sometimes engage in these 

kinds of discussions and roughly 45 

percent seldom or never engage in these kinds of discussions (see appendix H, table 1). The 

high percentage of “sometimes” and “seldom” is especially troubling since this kind of 
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Only 8 percent of 
students report 
high levels of 
participation in 
diversity 
experiences. 

irregular participation dramatically reduces the positive impact on outcomes such as 

Habits of Mind and Social Agency, particularly for students entering college with low scores 

on these outcomes. This pattern holds true for college seniors as well (see appendix H, 

table 1). These findings indicate there is substantial room for improvement for campuses 

looking to boost students’ development in a variety of outcomes, from Habits of Mind to 

Social Agency to Pluralistic Orientation.  

 Wabash National Study data related to diversity and perspective-taking experiences 

provide some additional information regarding levels of 

participation in these practices. The Wabash researchers scored 

student responses regarding frequency of participation across 

multiple diversity experiences and determined that only 8 

percent of students report high levels of participation in these 

experiences (see appendix H, table 2).  

The Wabash researchers also examined the range of students’ participation in 

diversity experiences within institutions in the Wabash National Study. Figure 3 contains a 

box plot where each vertical bar represents an institution in the study. The top horizontal 

line on the bar indicates the maximum score at an institution and the bottom horizontal 

line indicates the minimum score. The top of the rectangular box represents the 75th 

percentile, the horizontal line in the middle represents the median or 50th percentile, and 

the bottom of the rectangular box represents the 25th percentile. As figure 3 illustrates, 

there were students at every institution in the study who engaged in diversity experiences 

at high levels and there were students who engaged in diversity experiences at low levels. 

In some cases, this latter group comprised the majority of students at the institution.  
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Figure 3. Within-institution variation in students’ fourth-year diversity experiences 
scores 

 

Source: Wabash National Study. 

 

The Wabash researchers also examined how many courses students had taken 

during college that focused on diverse cultures and perspectives, women’s/gender studies, 

and issues of equality and/or social justice. More than 80 percent of students reported 

taking at least one course that focused on diverse cultures/perspectives and nearly 75 

percent reported taking at least one course that focused on issues of equality/social justice. 

Slightly less than 50 percent of students reported taking at least one course that focused on 

women’s/gender studies (see appendix H, table 3). This suggests that many of these 

campuses have a diversity-course requirement or are otherwise encouraging these 

enrollments.  

Examining these responses together provides a sense of the total number of 

diversity courses that these students reported taking during four years of college. Just over 

one-fourth of students reported taking one or two diversity courses, while slightly more 

than one-third report taking three to five diversity courses. Just under one-third report 

taking six or more courses focused on diversity topics (see fig. 4). It would be of particular 

importance for campuses to focus their attention on those students taking a low number of 
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diversity courses, given the findings from chapter 2 that suggest the greater number of 

diversity courses taken, the greater the impact on student gains on a variety of outcome 

measures, particularly in the areas of Political and Social Involvement and Openness to 

Diversity and Challenge (see also chapter 2, table 1). 

 

Figure 4. Number of diversity courses over four years of college 

 
Source: Wabash National Study. 

 

 Finally, Wabash researchers examined students’ level of participation in reflective 

learning, a NSSE scale that asks students about the frequency with which they engage in 

perspective-taking activities such as examining the strengths and weaknesses of one’s own 

views on a topic or issue and trying to better understand someone else's views by 

imagining how an issue looks from his or her perspective (see appendix C for all items in 

this scale). As they did with diversity experiences, the Wabash researchers assigned a 

numeric value to the Reflective Learning survey responses to ascertain how often students 

participated in this kind of perspective-taking. They found that only 33 percent of students 

reported high levels of participation in reflective learning practices, such as learning 

something that changed the way they understood an issue (see appendix H, table 2).13  

                                                 
13 Based on their analyses, the Wabash researchers considered a score of 75 or higher, on a 100-point scale, to 
indicate a high level of participation in a practice. 
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Data from HERI, Wabash, 
NSSE, and the PSRI indicate 
that very few students perform 
service learning or 
volunteering frequently, even 
though frequent participation 
appears to boost student gains, 
even compared to occasional 
participation. 

Recent findings reported by NSSE also provide insight into the frequency with 

which students participate in reflective learning activities. In 2010, for example, 24 percent 

of first-year students (sample size 138,000) and 27 percent of seniors (sample size 

174,000) reported that during the current school year, they “very often” tried to better 

understand someone else’s view by imagining how an issue looks from the other person’s 

perspective. Likewise, 27 percent of first-year students and 28 percent of seniors reported 

that during the current school year, they “very often” learned something new that changed 

the way they understood an issue or concept. The 2010 NSSE data showed variation across 

different majors, as well. For example, roughly one-third of seniors in the arts and 

humanities and social sciences reported “very often” trying to better understand someone 

else’s view through perspective-taking during the current school year while only one-

fourth of seniors in the natural and physical sciences, business, engineering, and education 

reported “very often” doing so (National Survey of Student Engagement 2010).  

 

Service Learning and Volunteering 

Findings related to students’ levels of participation in course-based community service and 

in volunteering also suggest that there is room for improvement for college campuses 

looking to strengthen students’ development of 

outcomes ranging from Habits of Mind to Social 

Agency and Civic Awareness. According to HERI 

data on first-year students from 2008, roughly 

30 percent of students perform community 

service as part of a course, with 6 percent 

frequently doing so. More than one-half of 

students perform volunteer work in the first year, with 11 percent frequently doing so (see 

appendix H, table 1). This leaves roughly three-fourths of all first-year students who never 

perform community service as part of a course, and two-fifths of first-year students who 

never perform volunteer work. 

HERI data from 2010 on college seniors indicates that a larger percentage of seniors 

are involved in these practices overall, though the higher levels of participation occur 

largely in the “occasionally” category. Only 11 percent of seniors reported frequently 
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performing community service as part of a course since entering college, and only 17 

percent of seniors reported frequently volunteering since being in college (see appendix H, 

table 1).14 It is important to juxtapose these data against the findings from chapter 3, which 

suggest that engaging in these practices frequently versus occasionally may increase the 

likelihood that students will make gains in outcomes such as Habits of Mind, Social Agency, 

Civic Awareness, and Pluralistic Orientation.  

 A similar pattern occurs in a 2007 study of college students who completed the 

Personal and Social Responsibility Inventory. According to that study, fewer than one-fifth 

(18.9%) of students out of a sample of twenty-four thousand frequently participate in 

community-based projects as part of their coursework and one-fourth (25.6%) frequently 

participate in non-course-based community service (Dey and Associates 2010, 9). 

NSSE data from 2010 also highlight the relatively small percentage of first-year 

students and seniors who reported frequently participating in community-based projects 

as part of a course during the current school year. In their findings, 14 percent of first-year 

students reported “very often” or “often” participating in a community-based project as 

part of a course in the current school year while 18 percent of seniors reported “very often” 

or “often” participating in this practice. Variation existed across different majors with 

regard to this practice, as well. For example, approximately one-third of seniors in non-

engineering/business professional fields (e.g., health-related fields) and education 

reported “very often” or “often” participating in a community-based project as part of a 

course during the current school year while only roughly 10 percent of seniors in 

engineering and the physical sciences reported “very often” or “often” engaging in this 

practice (National Survey of Student Engagement 2010). 

 

Other Engaged Learning Practices 

With regard to other engaged learning practices, HERI data indicate that just over one-half 

of first-year students regularly communicate with professors, indicating substantial room 

for improvement in this practice. Likewise, only slightly more than 40 percent of first-year 

students frequently discuss course content with students outside of class. Among college 

                                                 
14 Again, the items on the HERI senior survey ask respondents how often they have engaged in these practices 
in the past year. 
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Only one-half of first-
year students report 
regularly communicating 
with professors. 

seniors, the percentage who frequently discuss course 

content with peers outside of class is higher—nearly 

70 percent (see appendix H, table 1).  

For this report, the Wabash researchers 

gauged the frequency with which students experienced active and collaborative learning 

opportunities; opportunities to integrate ideas, information, and experiences; and 

academically challenging course activities. Only 8 percent of students report high levels 

of active and collaborative learning while nearly one-half of students report high levels of 

participation in integration. One-fourth of students reported high levels of academic 

challenge (see appendix H, table 2).15  

Recent NSSE data also provide a sense of the frequency with which students 

participate in active and collaborative learning activities such as “worked with other 

students on projects during class” and “working with classmates outside of class to prepare 

class assignments.” According to their 2010 findings, 

roughly 14 percent of first-year students reported “very 

often” working with peers in these ways during the current 

school year. Among seniors, 18 percent reported “very 

often” working with other students on projects during class 

and 26 percent reported working with classmates outside of 

class to prepare class assignments in the current school year. Here too, variation exists 

across different majors. For example, only 15 percent of seniors in the arts and humanities 

and social sciences reported “very often” working with peers outside of class to prepare 

assignments during the current school year while 50 percent of seniors in engineering 

reported “very often” doing so (National Survey of Student Engagement 2010). 

Participation in Multiple Practices 

The Wabash National Study findings indicate that while personal and social responsibility-

related practices generally have an impact on a variety of outcomes related to striving for 

excellence, perspective-taking, and contributing to community, the impact of any one 

activity overall is relatively small. Their research also suggests, however, that there is no 

                                                 
15 Based on their analyses, the Wabash researchers considered a score of 75 or higher, on a 100-point scale, to 
indicate a high level of participation in a practice. 

Fewer than 1 in 10 
students reported 
high levels of 
active and 
collaborative 
learning. 
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“ceiling effect” on the role that these practices can play vis-à-vis students’ growth on 

personal and social responsibility outcomes. To probe how often students were 

participating in multiple practices, the Wabash researchers examined five specific 

practices—reflective learning, active and collaborative learning, academic challenge and 

high expectations, integration, and diversity experiences—to see how many students 

experienced high levels of two or more of these practices.16 As figure 5 shows, the Wabash 

researchers found that 40 percent of students did not engage in any of these five 

practices at high levels. Moreover, fewer than 20 percent experienced three or more of 

these practices at high levels.  

Figure 5. Proportion of students participating in one or more personal and social 
responsibility-related practices at high levels 

 

 

 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source: Wabash National Study.  

 
 

                                                 
16

 For details on the items comprising these practices, see appendix C. Again, the Wabash researchers 
considered a score of 75 or higher, on a 100-point scale, to indicate a high level of participation in a practice. 
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CChhaapptteerr  66..  DDIISSCCUUSSSSIIOONN  OOFF  MMAAJJOORR  FFIINNDDIINNGGSS  

Several important points can be extrapolated from the findings across these three clusters 

of personal and social responsibility-related practices. First, the findings in chapter 1 

indicate that a portion of students do improve on personal and social responsibility-related 

outcomes during college, from Habits of Mind to Pluralistic Orientation to Political and 

Social Involvement to Openness to Diversity and Challenge. However, on average, gains 

made by students are often modest, and in many instances, the gains made by some 

students are, in effect, “cancelled out” by a lack of gains or even losses among other 

students. Moving forward, the educational research community and campus leaders will 

need to continue to investigate why some students do not make gains and why others 

decline. Moreover, we must pay attention to the students who do improve and examine 

more closely the kinds of practices that may be contributing to this growth.  

The findings in chapters 2, 3, and 4 suggest that three clusters of practices—

diversity and perspective-taking practices, service learning and volunteering, and other 

engaged learning practices—contribute to students’ development of personal and social 

responsibility outcomes, especially when done at high levels. While the impact of an 

individual practice, even when done frequently, can be modest, there is an impact 

nonetheless.17 It also stands to reason that if students frequently experienced multiple 

practices over the course of their educational experience, the cumulative impact would be 

greater.  

The findings cannot tell us why some of these practices, such as diversity courses, 

have a more modest impact than might be expected on personal and social responsibility 

outcomes, but one possible explanation is a lack of alignment between program or course 

content and the particular outcomes that were the focus of the analyses here. With 

increased attention being paid to assessment and accountability in the last five years, more 

                                                 
17

 Educational interventions, campus life, and student learning are highly complex phenomena and are 
surrounded by many intervening variables, so one can argue that to get any significant effect size is notable. 
As Coe notes, “…the practical importance of an effect depends entirely on its relative costs and benefits. In 
education, if it could be shown that making a small and inexpensive change would raise academic 
achievement by an effect size of even as little as 0.1, then this could be a very significant improvement, 
particularly if the improvement applied uniformly to all students, and even more so if the effect were 
cumulative over time” (Coe 2002). 
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The variability in 
outcomes is reflective 
of the variability in the 
extent to which 
students’ participate 
in these educational 
practices. 

These findings suggest that 
the type of practice and the 
frequency, as well as the 
degree of alignment with 
intended outcomes, all 
matter. 

colleges and universities have begun to articulate institution-wide learning outcomes for 

students and align practices with the identified outcomes, but much work remains to be 

done. It is also possible that if these courses fulfill graduation or general education 

requirements, some students may treat them as items to be “checked off” rather than as 

learning opportunities. Assessing student perceptions and behaviors related to both 

required and non-required practices—how seriously students view them, for example, 

what kinds of time investments students allocate to them, and how meaningful students 

find them to be—could be a first step in strengthening the impact of any practice on 

campus. 

The findings in chapter 5 tell us squarely that we must close the gap between the 

high level of participation that the research suggests boosts students’ development and the 

actual levels of participation that most students experience. For example, despite the 

evidence that high levels of service learning contributes to gains on all three outcomes 

discussed in this report, the Higher Educational Research Institute (HERI) 2010 data tells 

us that only one in ten seniors reported frequently 

performing community service as part of a class since 

being in college, and only four in ten had done so 

occasionally. Nearly one-half of seniors reported never 

doing so. As the Wabash researchers note:  

…there is a high degree of variation in the extent 

to which students experience these educational good practices. This variability in 

students’ experience undoubtedly contributes to the variation in students’ change 

on the outcomes (Blaich and Wise 2011).  

All of the findings underscore the fact that there is 

no “silver bullet” practice that, undertaken once, 

will guarantee that students develop at high levels 

across outcome measures such as Habits of Mind, 

Social Agency, or Openness to Diversity. Yet too 

often, campus educational structures are still organized as if an approach of “one course” 

and an an “occasional program” is sufficient to facilitate students’ development of personal 
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and social responsibility. These findings suggest that the type of practice and the frequency, 

as well as the degree of alignment with intended outcomes, all matter.  

An additional insight worth attention here comes from the HERI data and concerns 

students who enter college with low scores on Habits of Mind—a set of behaviors 

associated with academic success and lifelong learning, such as seeking solutions to 

problems and explaining them to others, revising papers to improve one’s writing, and 

seeking feedback on one’s work. There is tremendous pressure on colleges and universities 

today to address significant retention and attainment gaps among our students, and these 

findings suggest that frequently engaging in practices such as meaningful cross-racial 

interaction, community service as part of a course, or communication with professors can 

have an impact on students’ academic success behaviors, particularly for those most 

academically “adrift.” Other research (Kuh 2008) has noted that historically underserved 

students—first-generation and underrepresented students of color—are often the least 

likely to participate in what has become known as high-impact educational practices, yet 

these students stand to benefit the most from such practices. These findings provide new 

impetus to consider how personal and social responsibility-related practices such as 

diversity and perspective-taking, service learning and volunteering, and other engaged 

learning practices can boost the academic behaviors of students and should encourage 

campus leaders to find creative ways to engage a much broader group of students in them 

more regularly.  

Finally, it is important to note the ways in which these data parallel many of the 

findings put forth recently by another set of researchers who participated in the Core 

Commitments Research Collaborative. In the recently published book Cultivating the Spirit: 

How College Can Enhance Students’ Inner Lives (2011), Alexander and Helen Astin, along 

with colleague Jennifer Lindholm, examine numerous curricular, cocurricular, and personal 

practices that enhance multiple dimensions of spirituality identified through their research, 

many of which connect to the three outcome areas discussed in this report.  

These dimensions include Spiritual Quest, which embodies an active desire to 

answer life’s “big questions” and connects to the Core Commitments outcome of Striving 

for Excellence; Ethic of Caring, or a sense of compassion for others, which connects to the 

Core Commitments outcome of Contributing to a Larger Community; Charitable 
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Involvement, a lifestyle that involves service to others, which also connects to the outcome 

of Contributing to a Larger Community; and Ecumenical Worldview, a global worldview that 

transcends ethnocentrism and egocentrism, which connects to the Core Commitments 

outcome of Taking Seriously the Perspectives of Others.  

Among the kinds of curricular and cocurricular experiences that facilitate the 

development of these spiritual qualities during the undergraduate years are some familiar 

practices for readers of this report. For example, the authors discuss the role of interracial 

interaction in developing students’ spiritual development, and again we see the value of 

engaging student meaningfully in diversity and perspective-taking practices. The authors 

note: 

Interracial interaction . . . turns out to contribute to students’ levels of Equanimity, 

Ethic of Caring, Ecumenical Worldview, and Charitable Involvement . . . the most 

direct ways for colleges and universities to expand opportunities for interracial 

interaction, of course, are to diversify the student body and to develop relevant 

courses. Providing such opportunities for discussion of different social views has 

been found to affect cognitive complexity, and the greater interracial interaction 

that results from such intentional efforts has been found to enhance self-confidence, 

educational aspirations, cultural awareness, and commitment to racial equity. 

Moreover, helping students reduce their racial prejudice has in turn been associated 

with the development of positive values and ethical standards (A. Astin, H. Astin, 

and Lindholm 2011, 147–148). 

 The authors also spend a significant amount of time discussing the role of service 

learning and volunteering, along with other charitable acts, in facilitating students’ spiritual 

qualities. Their research confirms that course-based service learning enhances students’ 

Spiritual Questing, Ethic of Caring, and Ecumenical Worldview, qualities which span the 

three outcome areas (Striving for Excellence, Contributing to Community, and Perspective-

Taking) discussed in this report. Moreover, they note that “volunteer work that is not 

course-based also has positive effects on levels of Equanimity, Ethic of Caring, and 

Ecumenical Worldview, over and above the effects of service learning” (A. Astin, H. Astin, 

and Lindholm 2011, 146). 
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 Finally, the authors highlight one additional engaged learning practice, 

interdisciplinary coursework, which connects to the kinds of engaged learning practices 

discussed in chapter 4 of this report. Participation in interdisciplinary courses, which the 

authors describe as helping students to “appreciate the subtleties of intellectual problems 

and to see the value of using the knowledge and methods of multiple disciplines as a means 

of understanding complex issues and appreciating multiple perspectives” was found to 

promote students’ charitable involvement and strengthen their ecumenical worldview (A. 

Astin, H. Astin, and Lindholm 2011, 145). 

 Together, these findings and the findings included in this report provide strong 

support for increasing campus attention to practices related to diversity and perspective-

taking, service learning and volunteering, and other engaged learning practices. Chapter 7 

provides recommendations for institutions wishing to make these practices more 

intentional and pervasive as part of an overall effort to educate students for personal and 

social responsibility.  
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CChhaapptteerr  77..    WWHHAATT  CCAANN  CCAAMMPPUUSSEESS  DDOO  TTOO  IIMMPPRROOVVEE  EEDDUUCCAATTIIOONN    
FFOORR  PPEERRSSOONNAALL  AANNDD  SSOOCCIIAALL  RREESSPPOONNSSIIBBIILLIITTYY??  

 
“[I]f students are to be more accountable for pursuing excellence, integrity, and 
responsibility, we as campus leaders must also become more intentional and effective in 
articulating these expectations for student learning, in creating ongoing opportunities for 
students to engage and address them, in assessing how well they are acquiring these 
capacities, and in learning—together as an academic enterprise—from our shared 
progress.” 
     AAC&U, “Core Commitments Call to Action” (n.d.) 
 
In 2006, AAC&U launched Core Commitments: Educating Students for Personal and Social 

Responsibility, a national initiative that aims to help campuses create learning 

environments in which students develop their ethical responsibilities to self and others. 

Core Commitments was designed around a guiding philosophy that emphasizes 

institutional pervasiveness, where campuses would achieve both breadth and depth in 

their efforts to educate students on these important outcomes of college. This guiding 

philosophy argues that  

 Higher education institutions have an educational and civic obligation to 

unapologetically teach for personal and social responsibility; 

 Education for personal and social responsibility, to be intentionally fostered in all 

students, should pervade institutional cultures; 

 Student learning is the collective responsibility of all individuals and units 

responsible for the curriculum and cocurriculum; 

 Ethical, civic, and moral development should be closely tied to a substantive vision 

for student learning in the college years that is shared across constituent groups; 

and 

 The development of personal and social responsibility is cumulative, builds on prior 

knowledge and experience, and should be assessed along the way.  

 

This report describes a set of personal and social responsibility-related practices 

shown to have an impact on outcomes such as Habits of Mind, Social Agency, and Openness 

to Diversity. The findings underscore the need for the kind of intentionality and 
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pervasiveness described in this guiding philosophy to ensure that these practices are well-

designed and included regularly throughout every student’s educational experience. 

Unfortunately, existing campus structures—as in the case where there is little 

collaboration between academic and student affairs—often work against a collective 

institutional commitment to students’ development of personal and social responsibility.  

 

RECOMMENDED CAMPUS PRACTICES 

Below, then, are a set of recommendations for campus practice that flow out of the findings 

of this report as well as from the members of the Research Collaborative and from the 

experiences of twenty-three leadership campuses that participated in the Core 

Commitments initiative. 

 

1. Take stock of existing opportunities for students to engage in personal and 

social responsibility-related practices 

2. Determine who participates in these practices, how often, and why, as well 

as who does not and why 

3. Align existing courses, programs, and cocurricular activities with 

institutional learning goals around personal and social responsibility.  

4. Seed personal and social responsibility practices—diversity and 

perspective-taking, service learning and volunteering, and other engaged 

learning practices—where gaps currently exist.  

5.  Integrate the different instances of these positive practices and sequence 

them developmentally for students. 

6. Assess students along the way. 

7. Examine the institutional structures and climate for educating for personal 

and social responsibility. 
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1. Take stock of existing opportunities for students to engage in personal and social 

responsibility-related practices.  

As a first step in strengthening students’ development of personal and social responsibility, 

a campus should conduct an inventory of these practices to identify their presence in the 

curriculum and cocurriculum. While some of the practices, such as participating in 

meaningful cross-racial discussions about race/ethnic relations outside of class, might 

seem to simply characterize informal interactions among students, one could examine both 

the curriculum and cocurriculum for opportunities that are deliberately structured to 

encourage such exchanges. 

 

2. Determine who participates in these practices, how often, and why, as well as who 

does not and why. 

One of the important findings to come out of the Wabash National Study, in particular, is 

the degree to which within-institution variation exists with respect to participation in 

personal and social responsibility-related practices. As the Wabash researchers note,   

 Students who participate in [these] activities more frequently tend to grow more on 

personal and social responsibility outcomes. If an institution can increase the 

frequency of students’ involvement in personal and social responsibility activities, it 

can increase students’ growth on personal and social responsibility outcomes. So 

the question . . . is, can institutions determine which students report experiencing 

lower levels of personal and social responsibility activities . . . and can they figure 

out ways to help those students engage in higher levels? (Blaich and Wise, pers. 

comm., 2011) 

Thus an important next step would be to analyze who participates in the personal and 

social responsibility practices, how often, and why, as well as who does not participate, and 

why. For example, are service-learning courses available only in general education or 

general studies, or do these opportunities also exist within different majors and 

concentrations? Are there particular majors that regularly include these opportunities for 

students and others that do not? If one were to examine students’ participation by gender, 

race, and other demographic factors, would the participation levels be high across different 
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groups? If campus leaders were to conduct focus groups with a diverse subset of students, 

what would they suggest are the barriers to participation? By identifying within-institution 

variation that might exist (by major, by race, by gender, etc.) and probing the causes of that 

variation, campuses can begin to close the gap between high and low levels of participation.  

 

3. Align existing courses, programs, and cocurricular activities with institutional 

learning goals around personal and social responsibility.  

An important third step for campus leaders is to examine existing practices for their 

alignment with desired goals for student learning. For example, a campus may offer a 

diversity-designated course that introduces students to the history of diverse communities 

in a particular region using lectures and exams as the primary pedagogical and assessment 

tools. At the same time, the campus may have intercultural competency as one of its 

intended goals for student learning. This course may not have as much of an impact on this 

learning goal as one that includes practices through which a faculty member helps students 

to recognize the role that their own cultural frameworks play within cross-cultural 

interactions, for example, or to articulate a complex understanding of cultural differences, 

such as oral history projects or peer-led discussions that involve significant reflection on 

these points. 

 

4. Seed personal and social responsibility practices—diversity and perspective-

taking, service learning and volunteering, and other engaged learning practices—

where gaps currently exist.  

Once gaps have been identified within the curriculum and cocurriculum, campus leaders 

can begin to focus their educational reform efforts on inserting personal and social 

responsibility practices where gaps currently exist, and ensuring that these new practices 

also align with goals for student learning. For example, some institutions may discover that 

the curricular and cocurricular experiences of sophomores offer relatively few 

opportunities for intentional involvement in personal and social responsibility practices. 

This might seem particularly incongruous to students in cases where a good deal of 

attention has been paid to these practices in first-year experience and orientation 

programs.  
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5. Integrate the different instances of these positive practices and sequence them 

developmentally for students. 

After finishing an inventory process, campus leaders may discover that there are numerous 

personal and social responsibility practices in existence and that these practices even reach 

a sizeable number of students. Yet they may also discover that these practices are 

uncoordinated and lack any sequencing. For example, students may encounter courses or 

programs that repeatedly introduce them to particular theories but then never offer 

opportunities for applying theories to complex situations. Likewise, students may 

encounter practices that provide them with a level of challenge and support appropriate 

for first-year students even though the students may be in their junior or senior year. To 

counteract such misalignment, campus leaders can work to sequence practices in relation 

to the appropriate developmental tasks of their students. For example, the sequencing of 

practices might first familiarize students with a set of skills or concepts, then help students 

build their skills or conceptual understanding at increasingly sophisticated levels, and 

finally offer students the opportunity to demonstrate capability or proficiency in their skills 

and understanding.  To do this, however, implies a level of frequency in undertaking the 

practices that is currently missing from many students’ experiences. Such a sequence 

would benefit from close coordination and integration of general education and the majors 

as well as from reinforcement in both the curriculum and cocurriculum.  

 

6. Assess students along the way.  

The best method for finding out if campuses are being successful at developing personal 

and social responsibility outcomes with their students is to incorporate early, milestone, 

and capstone assessments. This would allow faculty, student affairs professionals, and 

students themselves to chart and reflect upon their progress along the way, to identify gaps 

in understanding or skills, and to make mid-course adjustments—including increasing 

participation in particular personal and social responsibility practices—in order to close 

those gaps.18 Student portfolios are one method that campuses have used to capture this 

                                                 
18 Ongoing assessment can also help to identify whether certain practices have a greater impact on certain 
students under an umbrella of shared learning goals.  
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Greater Intentionality: Six Questions 
 

1. What personal and social responsibility-related 

practices exist on campus? 

2. Who participates in them, and how often? 

3. How well are these practices aligned with 

personal and social responsibility learning 

outcomes?  

4. How well are these practices integrated across 

the general education and the major, reinforced 

in both the curriculum and cocurriculum, and 

sequenced in developmentally appropriate ways?  

5. How are these practices being assessed?  

6. How well are these practices framed by and 

connected to the larger institutional mission and 

ethos? 

information over time and across the different educational pathways that students take 

within institutions.  

 

7. Examine the institutional structures and climate for educating for personal and 

social responsibility. 

Finally, it is important that personal and social responsibility practices and outcomes be 

framed by, and connected to, a larger institutional ethos that supports education for 

personal and social responsibility. There are numerous elements that comprise a campus 

culture, including institutional history and mission, leadership, policies and procedures, 

curricular and cocurricular designs, and evaluation and rewards systems. It is unrealistic to 

expect that there will be 

significant increase in 

either the frequency or 

intentionality of personal 

and social responsibility 

practices without 

simultaneous attention to 

building a supportive 

institutional culture for 

these practices. This might 

involve a reaffirmation of 

these values in the campus 

mission, or professional development for faculty and student affairs professionals to 

increase the presence and quality of these practices within courses and programs, or 

recognition of faculty involvement in these practices within promotion processes. The 

twenty-three campuses in the Core Commitments Leadership Consortium utilized the 

Personal and Social Responsibility Inventory to undertake an appraisal of the larger 

institutional culture vis-à-vis education for personal and social responsibility. The PSRI is 

currently being refined and will be made available to the larger higher education 
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community in the future to assist colleges and universities in this doing this critical work of 

self-examination.   

The practices that students engage in while in college will determine in large part 

whether they will gain the knowledge, values, skills, and will necessary to lead lives of 

responsibility to themselves and to the larger world around them. This report was written 

to help colleges and universities have greater clarity about how to make such capabilities 

commonplace for all college graduates. It is offered to spark new conversation, analysis, 

and action on campuses about the types, the frequency, and the quality of practices that 

make a difference in helping students develop the kind of personal and social responsibility 

that can positively shape this global, interdependent, profoundly diverse century.  
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AAppppeennddiixx  AA..  AABBOOUUTT  TTHHEE  DDAATTAA  SSOOUURRCCEESS  
  

The Higher Education Research Institute (HERI) Cooperative Institutional Research Program 

(CIRP) Surveys 

CIRP is composed of the well-known and long-running Freshman Survey (TFS) and its follow-up 

assessments: at the end of the first year of college the Your First College Year (YFCY), for 

sophomores and juniors,  the Diverse Learning Environments (DLE) survey , and for graduating 

seniors,  the College Senior Survey (CSS). The HERI Faculty Survey is a comprehensive survey 

conducted every three years.  

TFS is designed to provide comprehensive information on incoming first year students. The 

survey has items that reflect readiness for college, student values and beliefs about diversity and 

civic engagement, and student expectations for involvement during college. The YFCY provides 

information on academic achievement and involvement, learning strategies, residential and 

employment experiences, values and goals, satisfaction, and college adjustment. When used in 

conjunction with TFS, the YFCY provides a method to examine longitudinal changes in student 

behavior, beliefs, and identity over the first year in college.  The DLE captures student perceptions 

regarding the institutional climate, campus practices as experienced with faculty, staff, and peers, 

and student learning outcomes.  The CSS focuses on academic achievement and involvement, 

growth and development, values and goals, satisfaction with college experiences, and post-college 

plans and aspirations. When used with TFS and the YFCY, or the DLE, the CSS provides longitudinal 

data on students’ cognitive and affective growth during college.  

The CIRP student surveys contain several constructs that map onto the dimensions of 

personal and social responsibility identified in ACC&U’s Core Commitments Project. These 

constructs are Habits of Mind for Lifelong Learning (Dimension 1: Striving for Excellence), Civic 

Awareness (Dimension 3: Contributing to a Larger Community), Social Agency (Dimension 3: 

Contributing to a Larger Community), and Pluralistic Orientation (Dimension 4: Taking Seriously 

the Perspectives of Others). These constructs were developed using Item Response Theory, and 

they are scored on a Z-score metric. For the analyses included in this report, the constructs have 

been broken into three groups: low (students who are 0.5 standard deviations or more below the 

mean), average (students who are within 0.5 standard deviations of the mean) and high (students 

who are .5 or more standard deviations above the mean). The survey items that make up these 

constructs as well as their parameters (similar to factor loadings) can be found in appendix B.  
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HERI researchers provided analyses of these outcomes in relation to a set of personal and 

social responsibility-related practices and in relation to a set of more traditional academic 

activities. The researchers used nationally weighted data from 2008 for their analyses of the first 

year of college, which allows for generalizations to be made about the findings in relation to first-

year students at four-year institutions nationally. The researchers used the most recent data 

available to them for their analyses of college seniors, from 2010, but this data is not nationally 

representative of college seniors. Where there are matching items on surveys taken by one sample 

of students, longitudinal data analyses are provided (in some cases over the first college year and in 

some instances across the four years of college). Where there are items that are unique to one 

survey or to one sample of students, cross-sectional analyses are provided instead.    

 

THE WABASH NATIONAL STUDY OF LIBERAL ARTS EDUCATION 

Scholars at the Center of Inquiry in the Liberal Arts at Wabash College, in collaboration with 

researchers from the University of Iowa, the University of Michigan, and Miami University (Ohio), 

are leading the Wabash National Study of Liberal Arts Education, a large-scale, longitudinal study 

investigating critical factors that affect the outcomes of liberal arts education. The study focuses on 

the development of seven outcomes associated with undergraduate liberal arts education and the 

educational conditions and experiences that foster these outcomes. The Wabash National Study 

began in 2006, when first-year students completed a series of surveys that gathered information 

about their precollege experiences and that measured liberal arts outcomes. Students from this first 

cohort then took part in follow-up assessments on their college experiences and the liberal arts 

outcomes. 

The Center of Inquiry also provided unique analyses of their data for the purposes of this 

report, using a number of quantitative measures from the Wabash National Study to examine 

factors that influence the development of personal and social responsibility (PSR) during four years 

of college. Data were drawn from 2,200 students at seventeen four-year institutions who comprised 

the first cohort of the study. These students completed a battery of tests and surveys at the 

beginning of their first year of college and again toward the end of their fourth year of college. The 

researchers focused their analyses on six measures from the Wabash National Study that map on to 

the three Core Commitments outcomes that are the focus of this report—Academic Motivation 

(Core Commitments Outcome of Striving for Excellence), Need for Cognition (Core Commitments 

Outcome of Striving for Excellence), Socially Responsible Leadership (Core Commitments Outcome 

of Contributing to a Larger Community), Political and Social Involvement (Core Commitments 
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Outcome of Contributing to a Larger Community), Universality-Diversity (Core Commitments 

Outcome of Taking Seriously the Perspectives of Others), and Openness to Diversity and Challenge 

(Core Commitments Outcome of Taking Seriously the Perspectives of Others). These scholars also 

used student responses to the National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) and the Wabash 

Student Experiences Survey to look at the impact of PSR-related and non-PSR-related practices on 

these outcomes and the frequency with which students undertook these practices. 

 

THE PERSONAL AND SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY INVENTORY 

The Personal and Social Responsibility Inventory (PSRI) is an institutional climate survey designed 

to gauge perceptions of four constituent groups—students, faculty, student affairs staff, and 

academic administrators—about opportunities for education for personal and social responsibility 

across an institution. The survey includes quantitative items plus open-ended items to capture the 

experiences of individual respondents. Many of these items focus on the frequency with which 

students participate in practices related to the three outcomes that are the focus of this report: 

Striving for Excellence, Contributing to a Larger Community, and Taking Seriously the Perspectives 

of Others.  

Twenty-three campuses in the Core Commitments Leadership Consortium administered the 

PSRI in fall 2007. Overall, twenty-four thousand students and nine thousand campus professionals 

completed the PSRI in that administration. Results from the 2007 study have also been reported in 

more depth in three monographs published by AAC&U (Dey and Associates 2009, 2010a, 2010b).  

 

NATIONAL SURVEY OF STUDENT ENGAGEMENT 

The National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) annually collects information at hundreds of 

four-year colleges and universities about student engagement—the amount of time and effort 

students put into their studies and other educationally purposeful activities and how the institution 

deploys its resources and organizes the curriculum and other learning opportunities to get students 

to participate in activities that decades of research studies show are linked to student learning. 

Through its student survey, The College Student Report, NSSE annually collects information at 

hundreds of four-year colleges and universities about student participation in programs and 

activities that institutions provide for their learning and personal development. The results provide 

an estimate of how undergraduates spend their time and what they gain from attending college. 
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SPIRITUALITY IN HIGHER EDUCATION: STUDENTS’ SEARCH FOR MEANING AND PURPOSE 

The Spirituality in Higher Education study is a seven-year study examining the role that college 

plays in facilitating the development of five spiritual qualities in students. Spirituality is a 

multifaceted phenomenon. It involves an active quest for answers to life’s big questions (the quality 

of Spiritual Quest), a global worldview that transcends ethnocentrism and egocentrism (the quality 

of Ecumenical Worldview), a sense of caring and compassion for others (the quality of Ethic of 

Caring) coupled with a lifestyle that includes service to others (the quality of Charitable 

Involvement), and a capacity to maintain one’s sense of calm and centeredness, especially in times 

of stress (the quality of Equanimity).  

Several of these Spirituality Study qualities share something in common with the outcomes 

of personal and social responsibility identified in ACC&U’s Core Commitments Project that are the 

focus of this report. These constructs are Spiritual Quest (Core Commitments Outcome of Striving 

for Excellence), Ethic of Caring (Core Commitments Outcome of Contributing to a Larger 

Community), Charitable Involvement (Core Commitments Outcome of Contributing to a Larger 

Community), Ecumenical Worldview (Core Commitments Outcome of Taking Seriously the 

Perspectives of Others) and Spiritual Quest (Core Commitments Outcome of Taking Seriously the 

Perspectives of Others). This longitudinal study has identified a number of curricular and 

cocurricular experiences that can facilitate the development of these spiritual qualities during the 

undergraduate years.  
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AAppppeennddiixx  BB..  HHEERRII  AANNDD  WWAABBAASSHH  NNAATTIIOONNAALL  SSTTUUDDYY  OOUUTTCCOOMMEE  MMEEAASSUURREESS  
 

STRIVING FOR EXCELLENCE 

HERI CIRP Surveys: Habits of Mind for Lifelong Learning 

This construct is a unified measure of the behaviors and traits associated with academic success. 

These learning behaviors are seen as the foundation for lifelong learning. Eleven survey items 

comprise this construct. It was developed using Item Response Theory and scored on a Z-score 

metric. The items that make up these constructs are listed below, along with their parameters. 

Parameters can be interpreted in the same way that one interprets factor loadings. 

 

How often in the past year did you: (Mark one for each item) (Responses: Frequently, Occasionally, Not 

At All) 

 

ITEM PARAMETER 

Ask questions in class 1.32 

Support your opinions with a logical argument 1.97 

Seek solutions to problems and explain them to others 2.29 

Revise your papers to improve your writing 1.07 

Evaluate the quality or reliability of information you received 1.70 

Take a risk because you feel you have more to gain 1.30 

Seek alternative solutions to a problem 1.89 

Look up scientific research articles and resources 0.96 

Explore topics on your own, even though it was not required for class 1.28 

Accept mistakes as part of the learning process 1.08 

Seek feedback on your academic work 1.38 

 

Source: http://www.heri.ucla.edu/researchers/instruments/YFCY/2008YFCY.PDF (accessed April 

21, 2011). 

 

Wabash National Study: Academic Motivation Scale 

This scale consists of eight items in which respondents indicate the extent to which they agree or 

disagree (ranging from strongly agree to strongly disagree) with statements about their academic 

motivation. Academic motivation includes their willingness to work hard to learn material even if it 

does not lead to a higher grade, the importance of getting good grades, reading more for a class 

than required because the material was interesting, their enjoyment of academic challenge, and the 

importance of academic experiences in college. Scores range from 1 (low) to 5 (high). For more 

information, see www.liberalarts.wabash.edu/study-instruments/#motivation.  

 

Wabash National Study:  Need for Cognition Scale 

The Need for Cognition Scale is an 18-item instrument that measures how much people enjoy 

engaging in effortful cognitive activities. Individuals who rank high in "need for cognition" enjoy 

thinking, and they do it more often than individuals who rank low in this area and who only engage 

http://www.heri.ucla.edu/researchers/instruments/YFCY/2008YFCY.PDF
http://www.liberalarts.wabash.edu/study-instruments/#motivation
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in careful thought when they have to. Scores range from 1 (low) to 5 (high). For more information, 

see www.liberalarts.wabash.edu/study-instruments/#ncs.  

 

CONTRIBUTING TO A LARGER COMMUNITY 

HERI CIRP Surveys: Civic Awareness and Social Agency  

The Civic Awareness construct measures changes in students’ understanding of the issues facing 

our community, nation, and world, while the Social Agency construct measures the extent to which 

students’ value political and social involvement as a personal goal. Three survey items comprise the 

civic awareness construct and six survey items comprise the social agency construct. 

 

Civic Awareness 

Compared to when you entered this college, how would you now describe your: (Responses: Much 

Stronger, Stronger, No Change, Weaker, Much Weaker)  

 

ITEM PARAMETER 

Understanding of the problems facing your community 2.09 

Understanding of national issues 8.18 

Understanding of global issues 3.32 

 

Social Agency 

Indicate the importance to you personally of each of the following: (Responses: Essential, Very 

Important, Somewhat Important, Not Important) 

 

ITEM PARAMETER 

Keeping up to date with political affairs 1.42 

Participating in a community action program 2.64 

Influencing social values 1.62 

Becoming a community leader 2.06 

Helping others who are in difficulty 1.36 

Helping to promote racial understanding 2.15 

 

Source: http://www.heri.ucla.edu/researchers/instruments/YFCY/2008YFCY.PDF (accessed April 

21, 2011). 

 

Wabash National Study: Socially Responsible Leadership Scale-Revised Version II (SRLS-R2) 

The SRLS-R2 is a sixty-eight-item survey that measures the eight dimensions of Astin et al.’s (1996) 

Social Change Model of leadership development. According to this model, leadership is a 

collaborative group process directed toward promoting positive social change in an organization or 

community (Tyree, 1998). A person who demonstrates strong socially responsible leadership 

capabilities is self-aware, acts in accordance with personal values and beliefs, invests time and 

energy in activities that he or she believes are important, works with diverse others to accomplish 

common goals, has a sense of civic and social responsibility, and desires to make the world a better 

place. The SRLS was developed specifically to measure leadership in college students. We used the 

http://www.liberalarts.wabash.edu/study-instruments/#ncs
http://www.heri.ucla.edu/researchers/instruments/YFCY/2008YFCY.PDF
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overall leadership scale in this analysis. For more information, see 

www.liberalarts.wabash.edu/study-instruments/#srls.  

 

Wabash National Study: Political and Social Involvement Scale 

Consists of eleven items in which respondents identify how important (ranging from not important 

to essential) it is for them be involved politically and socially in their communities. Political and 

social involvement ranges from "influencing the political structure" and "influencing social values" 

to "becoming a community leader." Scores range from 1 (low) to 4 (high). For more information, 

see www.liberalarts.wabash.edu/study-instruments/#political.  

 

 

TAKING SERIOUSLY THE PERSPECTIVES OF OTHERS 

HERI CIRP Surveys: Pluralistic Orientation 

The pluralistic orientation construct measures the skills and dispositions appropriate for living and 

working in a diverse society. 

 

Rate yourself on each of the following traits as compared with the average person your age. We want 

the most accurate estimate of how you see yourself: (Responses: Highest 10%, Above Average, Average, 

Below Average, Lowest 10%) 

 

ITEM PARAMETER 

Ability to see the world from someone else's perspective 1.99 

Tolerance of others with different beliefs 2.52 

Openness to having my own views challenged 2.29 

Ability to discuss and negotiate controversial issues 2.11 

Ability to work cooperatively with diverse people 2.60 

 

Source: http://www.heri.ucla.edu/researchers/instruments/YFCY/2008YFCY.PDF (accessed April 

21, 2011). 

 

Wabash National Study: Miville-Guzman Universality-Diversity Scale-Short Form (M-GUDS-S) 

The M-GUDS measures an individual's universal-diverse orientation (UDO), which is defined as “an 

attitude of awareness and acceptance of both similarities and differences that exist among people” 

(Miville et al., 1999, 294). The short form (M-GUDS-S) is being used in the Wabash National Study. It 

has fifteen items and contains three subscales: Diversity of Contact (interest in and commitment to 

participating in diverse, intentionally focused social and cultural activities), Relativistic 

Appreciation (appreciation of both similarities and differences in people and the impact of these in 

one’s self-understanding and personal growth), and Comfort with Differences (the degree of 

comfort with diverse individuals). Scores for the full M-GUDS-S and each of the subscales range 

from 1 (low) to 6 (high). For more information, see www.liberalarts.wabash.edu/study-

instruments/#mguds.  

http://www.liberalarts.wabash.edu/study-instruments/#srls
http://www.liberalarts.wabash.edu/study-instruments/#political
http://www.heri.ucla.edu/researchers/instruments/YFCY/2008YFCY.PDF
http://www.liberalarts.wabash.edu/study-instruments/#mguds
http://www.liberalarts.wabash.edu/study-instruments/#mguds
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Wabash National Study: Openness to Diversity and Challenge Scale 

Consists of seven items in which respondents indicate the extent to which they agree or disagree 

(ranging from strongly agree to strongly disagree) with statements about their openness to 

diversity. Openness to diversity includes their openness to cultural and racial diversity as well as 

the extent to which they enjoy being challenged by different perspectives, values, and ideas. Scores 

range from 1 (low) to 5 (high). For more information, see www.liberalarts.wabash.edu/study-

instruments/#diversity.  

http://www.liberalarts.wabash.edu/study-instruments/#diversity
http://www.liberalarts.wabash.edu/study-instruments/#diversity


77 

 

AAppppeennddiixx  CC..  PPRRAACCTTIICCEESS  AANNAALLYYZZEEDD  TTHHRROOUUGGHH  HHEERRII  CCIIRRPP  SSUURRVVEEYYSS  AANNDD  

TTHHEE  WWAABBAASSHH  NNAATTIIOONNAALL  SSTTUUDDYY  OOFF  LLIIBBEERRAALL  AARRTTSS  EEDDUUCCAATTIIOONN  
 

HERI CIRP SURVEYS 

From the Your First College Year survey (2007) (reported as 2008 cohort data) 

 

Since entering this college, indicate how often you: (Responses: Frequently, Occasionally, Never) 

 Performed volunteer work 

 Performed community service as part of a course 

 

To what extent have you experienced the following with students from a racial/ethnic group other 

than your own? (Responses: Very Often, Often, Sometimes, Seldom, Never) 

 Had meaningful and honest discussions about race/ethnic relations outside of class 

 Had intellectual discussions outside of class 

 

Since entering this college have you: (Responses: Yes, No) 

 Communicated regularly with your professors 

 

Since entering this college, indicate how often you: (Responses: Frequently, Occasionally, Never) 

 Discussed course content with students outside of class 

 

From the College Senior Survey (2009) (reported as 2010 cohort data) 

Since entering college, indicate how often you: (Responses: Frequently, Occasionally, Not At All) 

 Discussed course content with students outside of class 

 Performed community service as part of a class 

 Communicated regularly with your professors 

 

For the activities listed below, please indicate how often you engaged in each during the past year. 

(Responses: Frequently, Occasionally, Not At All) 

 Performed volunteer or community service work 

 

To what extent have you experienced the following with students from a racial/ethnic group other 

than your own? (Responses: Very Often, Often, Sometimes, Seldom, Never) 

 Had meaningful and honest discussions about race/ethnic relations outside of class 

 Had intellectual discussions outside of class 
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WABASH NATIONAL STUDY OF LIBERAL ARTS EDUCATION19  

 

PERSONAL AND SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY-RELATED PRACTICES 

 

Reflective learning (NSSE) 

 During the current school year, about how often have you 

o examined the strengths and weaknesses of your own views on a topic or issue?* 

o tried to better understand someone else's views by imagining how an issue looks 

from his or her perspective?* 

o learned something that changed the way you understand an issue or concept?* 

 

Active and collaborative learning (NSSE) 

 In your experience at your institution during the current school year, about how often have 

you 

o asked questions in class or contributed to class discussions?* 

o made a class presentation?* 

o worked with other students on projects during class?* 

o worked with classmates outside of class to prepare class assignments?* 

o tutored or taught other students?* 

o participated in a community-based project as part of a regular course?* 

o discussed ideas from your readings or classes with others outside of class (students, 

family members, coworkers, etc.)?* 

 

Academic challenge and high expectations 

Academic challenge and effort 

 During the current school year, about how often have you 

o worked harder than you thought you could to meet an instructor's standards or 

expectations?*  

o asked questions in class or contributed to class discussions?* 

o made a class presentation?* 

o prepared two or more drafts of a paper or assignment before turning it in?* 

o come to class without completing readings or assignments? (reverse coded)* 

 To what extent does your institution emphasize spending significant amounts of time 

studying and on academic work?* 

 In a typical 7-day week, how many 

o hours do you spend preparing for class (studying, reading, writing, doing homework 

or lab work, analyzing data, rehearsing, and other academic activities)?*  

o problem sets take you more than an hour to complete?* 

                                                 
19 Questions with an asterisk come from the National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE); the remaining 
questions are from the Student Experiences Survey in the Wabash National Study. 
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 To what extent during the school year did your examinations challenge you to do your best 

work?*  

 During the current school year, about how many 

o assigned textbooks, books, or book-length packs of course readings have you done?* 

o written papers or reports between 5 and 19 pages have you done?* 

 

Frequency of higher-order exams and assignments  

 How often have exams or assignments required you to 

o write essays? 

o use course content to address a problem not presented in the course?  

o compare or contrast topics or ideas from a course? 

o point out the strengths and weaknesses of a particular argument or point of view?  

o argue for or against a particular point of view and defend your argument? 

 

Challenging classes and high faculty expectations  

 How often have faculty 

o asked challenging questions in class? 

o asked you to show how a particular course concept could be applied to an actual 

problem or situation? 

o asked you to point out any fallacies in basic ideas, principles, or points of view 

presented in the course? 

o asked you to argue for or against a particular point of view?  

o challenged your ideas in class? 

 How often have students challenged each other's ideas in class?  

 

Integrating ideas, information, and experiences  

 To what extent do you agree that 

o courses have helped you understand the historical, political, and social connections 

of past events? 

o courses have helped you see the connections between your intended career and 

how it affects society? 

o your out-of-class experiences have helped you connect what you have learned in the 

classroom with life events?  

o your out-of-class experiences have helped you translate knowledge and 

understanding from the classroom into action?  

 During the current school year, about how often have you 

o worked on a paper or project that required integrating ideas or information from 

various sources?* 

o put together ideas or concepts from different courses when completing assignments 

or during class discussions?* 

o discussed ideas from your readings or classes with others outside of class (students, 

family members, co-workers, etc.)?* 
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 During the current school year, how much has your coursework emphasized 

o synthesizing and organizing ideas, information, or experiences into new, more 

complex interpretations and relationships?* 

o making judgments about the value of information, arguments, or methods, such as 

examining how others gathered and interpreted data and assessing the soundness 

of their conclusions?* 

 

Integrating ideas, information, experiences 

Part of the “Academic Challenge and High Expectations” scale, see above. 

 

Diversity experiences 

Meaningful interactions with diverse peers —I  

 During the school year, how often have you 

o attended a debate or lecture on a current political/social issue? 

o participated in a racial or cultural awareness workshop? 

o had serious discussions with student affairs staff (e.g., residence hall staff, career 

counselor, student union or campus activities staff) whose political, social, or 

religious opinions were different from your own? 

o had serious conversations with students of a different race or ethnicity than your 

own?* 

o had serious conversations with students who are very different from you in terms of 

their religious beliefs, political opinions, or personal values?* 

 To what extent does your institution emphasize encouraging contact among students from 

different economic, social, and racial or ethnic backgrounds?* 

 

Meaningful interactions with diverse peers —II  

 While attending this college, how often have you 

o had discussions regarding inter-group relations with diverse students (e.g., students 

differing from you in race, national origin, values, religion, political views)?  

o had meaningful and honest discussions with diverse students about issues related 

to social justice? 

o shared personal feelings and problems with diverse students? 

 

Diversity courses 

 During your time at this college, how many courses have you taken that 

o focused on diverse cultures and perspectives (e.g., African American Studies, Latino 

Studies)? 

o focused on women’s/gender studies? 

o focused on issues of equality and/or social justice? 

 

Community service activities 

 During the current school year, about how often have you participated in a community-

based project (e.g., service learning) as part of a regular course?* 
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 Have you done or do you plan to do community service or volunteer work before you 

graduate from your institution?* 

 

GENERAL PRACTICES 

Good teaching and high-quality interactions with faculty 

Faculty interest in teaching and student development  

 Are most faculty with whom you have had contact 

o genuinely interested in students? 

o interested in helping students grow in more than just academic areas? 

o outstanding teachers? 

o genuinely interested in teaching? 

o willing to spend time outside of class to discuss issues of interest and importance to 

students? 

 

Prompt feedback 

 How often have  

o faculty informed you of your level of performance in a timely manner? 

o faculty checked to see if you learned the material well before going on to new 

material? 

o you received prompt written or oral feedback from faculty on your academic 

performance?* 

 

Quality of non-classroom interactions with faculty 

 To what extent do you agree that 

o your non-classroom interactions with faculty have had a positive influence on your 

personal growth, values, and attitudes? 

o your non-classroom interactions with faculty have had a positive influence on your 

intellectual growth and interest in ideas? 

o your non-classroom interactions with faculty have had a positive influence on your 

career goals and aspirations?  

o you have developed a close, personal relationship with at least one faculty member 

since coming to this institution? 

o you are satisfied with the opportunities to meet and interact informally with faculty 

members? 

 

Teaching clarity and organization  

 How often did your faculty 

o give clear explanations? 

o make good use of examples and illustrations to explain difficult points? 

o effectively review and summarize the material? 

o interpret abstract ideas and theories clearly? 

o give assignments that helped in learning the course material?  

o present material in a well-organized way? 
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o come to class well prepared? 

o use class time effectively? 

o clearly explain course goals and requirements? 

o have a good command of what they were teaching? 

 

Frequency of interactions with faculty and staff 

Frequency of interactions with faculty 

 In your experience at your institution during the current school year, about how often have 

you discussed grades or assignments with an instructor?* 

 In your experience at your institution during the current school year, about how often have 

you talked about career plans with a faculty member or advisor?* 

 In your experience at your institution during the current school year, about how often have 

you discussed ideas from your readings or classes with faculty members outside of class?* 

 In your experience at your institution during the current school year, about how often have 

you worked with faculty members on activities other than coursework (committees, 

orientation, student life activities, etc.)?* 

Frequency of interactions with student affairs staff 

 How frequently have you discussed a personal problem or concern with student affairs 

professionals (e.g., residence hall staff, career counselor, student union or campus activities 

staff)? 

 How frequently have you worked on out-of-class activities (e.g., committees, orientation, 

student life activities) with student affairs professionals (e.g., residence hall staff, career 

counselor, student union or campus activities staff)? 

 How frequently have you talked about career plans with student affairs professionals (e.g., 

residence hall staff, career counselor, student union or campus activities staff)? 

 How frequently have you discussed ideas from your reading or classes with student affairs 

professionals (e.g., residence hall staff, career counselor, student union or campus activities 

staff)? 

 How frequently have you discussed grades or assignments with student affairs 

professionals (e.g., residence hall staff, career counselor, student union or campus activities 

staff)? 

 

Interactions with peers 

Cocurricular involvement 

 About how many hours in a typical week do you spend participating in cocurricular 

activities (organizations, campus publications, student government, fraternity or sorority, 

intercollegiate or intramural sports, etc.)?* 

Degree of positive peer interactions 

 The extent to which you agree that you have developed close personal relationships with 

other students since coming to this institution. 
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 The extent to which you agree that the student friendships you have developed at this 

institution have been personally satisfying. 

 The extent to which you agree that your interpersonal relationships with other students 

have had a positive influence on your personal growth, attitudes, and values. 

 The extent to which you agree that your interpersonal relationships with other students 

have had a positive influence on your intellectual growth and interest in ideas. 

 The extent to which the quality of your relationships with other students at your institution 

has been friendly, supportive, and given you a sense of belonging?* 

 The extent to which you agree that it has been difficult for you to meet and make friends 

with other students. (reverse-coded) 

 The extent to which you agree that few of the students you know would be willing to listen 

to you and help you if you had a personal problem. (reverse-coded) 

 The extent to which you agree that most students at your institution have values and 

attitudes different from your own. (reverse-coded) 

Cooperative learning 

 In your classes, how often did students teach each other in addition to faculty teaching? 

 How often did faculty encourage you to participate in study groups outside of class? 

 How often have you participated in one or more study group(s) outside of class? 

 In your experience at your institution during the current school year, about how often have 

you worked with classmates outside of class to prepare class assignments?* 
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AAppppeennddiixx  DD..  DDEETTAAIILLEEDD  DDAATTAA  TTAABBLLEESS  FFOORR  CCHHAAPPTTEERR  11::  
AARREE  SSTTUUDDEENNTTSS  MMAAKKIINNGG  GGAAIINNSS  OONN  PPEERRSSOONNAALL  AANNDD  SSOOCCIIAALL  RREESSPPOONNSSIIBBIILLIITTYY  OOUUTTCCOOMMEESS??  

  
 

Table 1. Student perceptions of growth in work ethic, for themselves and for students generally 

PSRI Item 
 

All Students 
First-year 
Students 

Seniors 

“My experiences at this 
campus have helped me 

to further develop my 
work ethic” 

Strongly agree 42.4% 40.7% 43.9% 

Agree somewhat 40.7% 45.8% 37.5% 

Disagree somewhat 11.3% 8.2% 12.9% 

Strongly disagree 5.5% 5.4% 5.7% 
 

“Students have a 
stronger work ethic at 
the end of their studies 

here” 

Strongly agree 35.9% 40.8% 31.1% 

Agree somewhat 48.1% 49.9% 48.0% 
Disagree somewhat 13.1% 7.3% 16.3% 

Strongly disagree 2.8% 2.1% 4.6% 
Source: Data from the 2007 administration of the Personal and Social Responsibility Inventory (PSRI) 
provided by Dr. Robert Reason, pers. comm. 2011. Not all columns total 100% due to rounding. 

 
 

Table 2. Change in Habits of Mind in the First College Year 

 
Beginning of first year  

(TFS Score) 
End of first year  

(YFCY Score) 
Percentage 

Change  

High 24.2%* 21.5%  -2.7% 

Average 40.8%* 27.4% -13.4% 

Low 35.1%* 51.1% +16.0% 

Source: HERI, nationally weighted longitudinal data on first-year students, 2008. TFS=The Freshman Survey; 
YFCY=the Your First College Year survey. Brown shading highlights the percentage change in high, average, 
and low scores at the end of the first year. The cut-off points for the groups are based on the scaled mean 
scores from the TFS. “High” represents students who scored one-half standard deviation or more above the 
mean (higher than 55). “Average” represents students who scored within one-half standard deviation of the 
mean (45 to 55). “Low” represents students who scored one-half standard deviation or more below the mean 

(less than 45). * Rounding error. 
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Table 3. Change in habits of mind across high, average, and low categories in the first college year 

 

End of First Year Habits of 
Minds 

(YFCY Scores) 

Total High Average Low 
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 High  

(24.2% of all entering students) 
54.5% 30.5% 15.0% 100.0% 

Average  
(40.8% of all entering students) 16.9% 36.5% 46.6% 100.0% 

Low 
(35.1% of all entering students) 

4.2% 14.6% 81.2% 100.0% 

Total 21.5% 27.4% 51.1% 100.0% 

Source: HERI, nationally weighted longitudinal data on first-year students, 2008. TFS=The Freshman 
Survey; YFCY=the Your First College Year survey. Blue shading indicates students who maintained high 
scores or moved into the high score category by the end of the first year. Brown shading indicates 
students who moved down in scores or maintained low scores at the end of the first year. The cut-off 
points for the groups are based on the scaled mean scores from the TFS. “High” represents students who 
scored one-half standard deviation or more above the mean (higher than 55). “Average” represents 
students who scored within one-half standard deviation of the mean (45 to 55). “Low” represents 
students who scored one-half standard deviation or more below the mean (less than 45). 

 

 

Table 4. Average change in need for cognition and academic motivation over four years 

Outcome measure 
Change in 

Mean 
Effect 
Size* 

Average score at start of 
1st year 

Average score at end of 
4th year 

Need for Cognition Scale 
Scale:  
5 = Extremely characteristic  
4 = Somewhat characteristic  
3 = Uncertain 
2 = Somewhat uncharacteristic  
1 = Extremely uncharacteristic 

0.19 0.31 

3.54  
(Average score is between 

“uncertain” and 
“somewhat 

characteristic”) 

3.72  
(Average score is a little 

closer to “somewhat 
characteristic” after four 

years) 

Academic Motivation Scale 
Scale: 
5 = Strongly agree 
4 = Agree 
3 = Neutral 
2 = Disagree 
1 = Strongly disagree 

-0.20 -0.37 
3.61  

(Average score is between 
“neutral” and “agree”) 

3.41  
(Average score is a little 
closer to “neutral” after 

four years) 

Source: Wabash National Study. *Wabash researchers determined effect sizes using Cohen’s d in order to 
compare students’ change on different outcome measures (e.g., Academic Motivation vs. Need for 
Cognition). The researchers determined effect sizes by calculating the mean at the end of the fourth year 
minus the mean at the beginning of the first year divided by the standard deviation at the beginning of the 
first year. They then used the National Survey of Student Engagement conventions for interpreting effect 
sizes, where 0.1 = small, 0.3 = medium, 0.5 = large, and 0.7 = very large (see National Survey of Student 
Engagement n.d.). 
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Table 5. Effect size* change in top and bottom quartile over four years, need for 
cognition and academic motivation 

Outcome Measures 25th Percentile 75th Percentile 

Need for Cognition -0.19 0.85 

Academic Motivation -1.16 0.46 

Source: Wabash National Study. *Wabash researchers determined effect sizes using Cohen’s d 
in order to compare students’ change on different outcome measures (e.g., Academic 
Motivation vs. Need for Cognition). The researchers determined effect sizes by calculating the 
mean at the end of the fourth year minus the mean at the beginning of the first year divided by 
the standard deviation at the beginning of the first year. They then used the National Survey of 
Student Engagement conventions for interpreting effect sizes, where 0.1 = small, 0.3 = medium, 
0.5 = large, and 0.7 = very large (see National Survey of Student Engagement n.d.). 

 

 
Table 6. Student perceptions of growth in awareness, skills, and commitment toward 
contributing to community 

PSRI Item 
 All 

Students 
First-year 
Students 

Seniors 

“I came to college aware of the 
importance of contributing to the 

greater good through my community 
involvement”  

Strongly agree 46.1% 48.5% 44.4% 
Agree somewhat 42.6% 44.0% 43.9% 

Disagree somewhat 9.4% 5.7% 9.5% 
Strongly disagree 1.9% 1.8% 2.2% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 
 

“This campus has helped me expand 
my own awareness of the importance 

of being involved in the community 
and contributing to the greater good” 

Strongly agree 32.9% 37.0% 31.2% 
Agree somewhat 41.7% 40.2% 41.9% 

Disagree somewhat 18.3% 16.3% 19.3% 

Strongly disagree 7.1% 6.5% 7.6% 
 

“This campus has helped me learn the 
skills necessary to effectively change 

society for the better” 

Strongly agree 31.5% 32.1% 30.9% 
Agree somewhat 42.6% 41.3% 42.0% 

Disagree somewhat 18.6% 21.2% 19.1% 
Strongly disagree 7.3% 5.4% 8.0% 

 

“My commitment to change society for 
the better has grown during my time 

on campus” 

Strongly agree 36.4% 36.5% 38.5% 
Agree somewhat 40.5% 39.7% 40.2% 

Disagree somewhat 16.0% 16.4% 13.8% 
Strongly disagree 7.2% 7.4% 7.5% 

Source: Data from the 2007 administration of the Personal and Social Responsibility Inventory (PSRI) 
provided by Dr. Robert Reason, pers. comm. 2011. Not all columns total 100% due to rounding. 
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Table 7. Change in social agency in the first college year 

 
Beginning of first year  

(TFS Scores) 
End of first year  

(YFCY Scores) 
Percentage 

Change  

High Score 24.2% 35.0% +10.8% 

Average Score 44.7% 42.9% -1.8% 

Low Score 31.1% 22.1% -9.0% 

Source: HERI nationally weighted longitudinal data on first-year students, 2008. TFS=The 
Freshman Survey; YFCY=the Your First College Year survey. The cut-off points for the groups are 
based on the scaled mean scores from the TFS. “High” represents students who scored one-half 
standard deviation or more above the mean (higher than 55). “Average” represents students who 
scored within one-half standard deviation of the mean (45 to 55). “Low” represents students who 
scored one-half standard deviation or more below the mean (less than 45). 

 
 

 

Table 8. Change in social agency across high, average, and low categories in the first college 
year 

 

End of First Year Social Agency 
(YFCY Scores)  

Total High Average Low 
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 High 

(24.2% of all entering students) 
74.5% 23.2% 2.3% 100.0% 

Average 
 (44.7% of all entering students) 32.7% 55.1% 12.2% 100.0% 

Low  
(31.1% of all entering students) 7.5% 40.7% 51.8% 100.0% 

Total 35.0% 42.9% 22.1% 100.0% 

Source: HERI nationally weighted longitudinal data on first-year students, 2008. TFS=The Freshman 
Survey; YFCY=the Your First College Year survey. Blue shading indicates students who maintained 
high scores or moved into the high score category by the end of the first year. Brown shading 
indicates students who moved down in scores or maintained low scores at the end of the first year. 
The cut-off points for the groups are based on the scaled mean scores from the TFS. “High” 
represents students who scored one-half standard deviation or more above the mean (higher than 
55). “Average” represents students who scored within one-half standard deviation of the mean (45 
to 55). “Low” represents students who scored one-half standard deviation or more below the mean 
(less than 45). 

 

Table 9. Change in social agency first year to senior year in college 

 
Beginning of first year  

(TFS Scores) 
Senior Year  
(CSS Scores) 

Percentage 
Change  

High Score 27.1% 39.7% +12.6% 

Average Score 44.9% 41.8% -3.1% 

Low Score 28.0% 18.5% -9.5% 

Source: HERI longitudinal data on seniors, 2006 (TFS) to 2010 (CSS). TFS=The Freshman Survey; 
CSS=College Senior Survey. The cut-off points for the groups are based on the scaled mean scores 
from the TFS. “High” represents students who scored one-half standard deviation or more above 
the mean (higher than 55). “Average” represents students who scored within one-half standard 
deviation of the mean (45 to 55). “Low” represents students who scored one-half standard 
deviation or more below the mean (less than 45). 
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Table 10. Change in social agency across high, average, and low categories, first year to senior 
year 

 

Senior Year Social Agency (CSS 
Scores)  

Total High Average Low 
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High 
(27.1% of all entering students) 

68.5% 27.8% 3.7% 100.0% 

Average 
 (44.9% of all entering students) 37.8% 48.2% 13.9% 100.0% 

Low  
(28.0% of all entering students) 15.1% 44.9% 40.0% 100.0% 

Total 39.7% 41.8% 18.5% 100.0% 

Source: HERI longitudinal data on seniors, 2006 (TFS) to 2010 (CSS). TFS=The Freshman Survey; 
CSS=College Senior Survey. Blue shading indicates students who maintained high scores or moved 
into the high score category by the end of the first year. Brown shading indicates students who 
moved down in scores or maintained low scores at the end of the first year. The cut-off points for the 
groups are based on the scaled mean scores from the TFS. “High” represents students who scored 
one-half standard deviation or more above the mean (higher than 55). “Average” represents 
students who scored within one-half standard deviation of the mean (45 to 55). “Low” represents 
students who scored one-half standard deviation or more below the mean (less than 45). 

 
Table 11. End of first year and senior year  scores in civic awareness 

 
End of First Year Civic Awareness  

(YFCY Scores) 
Senior Year Civic Awareness 

(CSS Scores) 

High 19.3% 34.7%* 

Average 44.7% 44.9%* 

Low 36.0% 20.3%* 

Source: HERI, nationally weighted cross-sectional data on first-year students, 2008, and cross-sectional 
data on college seniors, 2010. YFCY=the Your First College Year survey. CSS = College Senior Survey. The 
cut-off points for the groups are based on the scaled mean scores from the TFS. “High” represents 
students who scored one-half standard deviation or more above the mean (higher than 55). “Average” 
represents students who scored within one-half standard deviation of the mean (45 to 55). “Low” 
represents students who scored one-half standard deviation or more below the mean (less than 45).  
*Rounding error. 
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Table 13. Effect size* change in top and bottom quartile over four years, socially responsible 
leadership and political and social involvement 

Outcome measures 25th percentile 75th percentile 

Socially Responsible Leadership  -0.15 0.85 

Political and Social Involvement -0.73 0.55 

Source: Wabash National Study. *Wabash researchers determined effect sizes using Cohen’s d in order to 
compare students’ change on different outcome measures (e.g., Socially Responsible Leadership vs. 
Political and Social Involvement). The researchers determined effect sizes by calculating the mean at the 
end of the fourth year minus the mean at the beginning of the first year divided by the standard deviation 
at the beginning of the first year. They then used the National Survey of Student Engagement conventions 
for interpreting effect sizes, where 0.1 = small, 0.3 = medium, 0.5 = large, and 0.7 = very large (see National 
Survey of Student Engagement n.d.). 

 

Table 12. Average change in socially responsible leadership and political and social involvement over 
four years 

Outcome measure 
Change 
in Mean 

Effect 
Size* 

Average score at 
start of first year 

Average score at end of 
fourth year 

Socially Responsible Leadership 
Scale, Revised II  
Scale:  
5=Strongly agree  
4=Agree 
3=Neither agree nor disagree  
2=Disagree 
1=Strongly disagree 

0.15 0.37 

4.01 
(On average, students 

agreed with these 
statements) 

4.16 
(Students agreed a little 
more after four years) 

Political and Social Involvement Scale 
Scale: 
4=Essential 
3=Very important 
2=Somewhat important 
1=Not important 

-0.06 -0.13 

2.69 
(Average score is 

between “somewhat 
important” and “very 

important”) 

2.63 
(Essentially no change 

after four years ) 

Source: Wabash National Study. *Wabash researchers determined effect sizes using Cohen’s d in order 
to compare students’ change on different outcome measures (e.g., Socially Responsible Leadership vs. 
Political and Social Involvement). The researchers determined effect sizes by calculating the mean at the 
end of the fourth year minus the mean at the beginning of the first year divided by the standard 
deviation at the beginning of the first year. They then used the National Survey of Student Engagement 
conventions for interpreting effect sizes, where 0.1 = small, 0.3 = medium, 0.5 = large, and 0.7 = very 
large (see National Survey of Student Engagement n.d.). 
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Table 14. Student perceptions of growth in perspective-taking 

PSRI Item 
 

All 
Students 

First-
year 

Students 
Seniors 

“I have developed an increased ability to 
learn from diverse perspectives during the 

time I have been in college” 

Strongly agree 52.6% 51.2% 56.9% 
Agree somewhat 37.1% 39.3% 33.4% 

Disagree somewhat 7.1% 6.8% 6.9% 

Strongly disagree 3.1% 2.7% 2.8% 
 

“I have developed an increased ability to 
gather and thoughtfully use evidence to 
support my own ideas during the time I 

have 
been in college” 

Strongly agree 56.1% 45.4% 64.3% 
Agree somewhat 37.6% 46.5% 30.5% 

Disagree somewhat 4.5% 5.5% 4.0% 

Strongly disagree 1.9% 2.6% 1.2% 

 

“I have developed an increased ability 
during 

college to understand the evidence, 
analysis, 

and perspectives of others, even when I 
disagree with them” 

Strongly agree 56.1% 46.5% 62.4% 
Agree somewhat 36.8% 43.5% 32.0% 

Disagree somewhat 5.3% 7.6% 4.1% 

Strongly disagree 1.8% 2.4% 1.5% 

Source: Data from the 2007 administration of the Personal and Social Responsibility Inventory (PSRI) 
provided by Robert Reason, pers. comm. 2011. Not all columns total 100% due to rounding. 

 

 
Table 15. End of first year scores in pluralistic orientation 

 
End of First Year Pluralistic Orientation  

(YFCY Scores) 

High 24.8% 

Average 46.0% 

Low 29.2% 

Source: HERI, nationally weighted cross-sectional data on first-year students, 2008. YFCY=the 
Your First College Year survey. The cut-off points for the groups are based on the scaled mean 
scores from the TFS. “High” represents students who scored one-half standard deviation or more 
above the mean (higher than 55). “Average” represents students who scored within one-half 
standard deviation of the mean (45 to 55). “Low” represents students who scored one-half 
standard deviation or more below the mean (less than 45). 
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Table 17. Effect size* change in top and bottom quartile over four years, universality-
diversity and openness to diversity and challenge 

Outcome measures 25th percentile 75th percentile 

Universality-Diversity  -0.42 0.64 

Openness to Diversity and Challenge -0.69 0.46 

Source: Wabash National Study. *Wabash researchers determined effect sizes using Cohen’s 
d in order to compare students’ change on different outcome measures (e.g., Universality-
Diversity vs. Openness to Diversity and Challenge). The researchers determined effect sizes 
by calculating the mean at the end of the fourth year minus the mean at the beginning of the 
first year divided by the standard deviation at the beginning of the first year. They then used 
the National Survey of Student Engagement conventions for interpreting effect sizes, where 
0.1 = small, 0.3 = medium, 0.5 = large, and 0.7 = very large (see National Survey of Student 
Engagement n.d.). 

 

Table 16. Average change in universality-diversity and openness to diversity and challenge 
over four years 

Outcome measures 
Change in 

Mean 
Effect 
Size* 

Average score at start 
of 1st year 

Average score at end 
of 4th year 

Miville-Guzman 
Universality-Diversity Scale 
(Short Form)  
Scale:  
6=Strongly agree 
5=Agree 
4=Agree a little bit 
3=Disagree a little bit 
2=Disagree 
1=Strongly disagree 

0.08 0.13 

4.64  
(Average score is 

between “agree a little 
bit” and “agree”) 

4.72  
(Essentially no change 

after four years) 

Openness to Diversity and 
Challenge Scale 
Scale: 
5=Strongly agree 
4=Agree 
3=Neutral 
2=Disagree 
1=Strongly disagree 

-0.08 -0.13 

3.94  
(On average, students 

agree with item 
statements) 

3.86 
(Essentially no change 

after four years) 

Source: Wabash National Study. *Wabash researchers determined effect sizes using Cohen’s d in 
order to compare students’ change on different outcome measures (e.g., Universality-Diversity vs. 
Openness to Diversity and Challenge). The researchers determined effect sizes by calculating the 
mean at the end of the fourth year minus the mean at the beginning of the first year divided by the 
standard deviation at the beginning of the first year. They then used the National Survey of 
Student Engagement conventions for interpreting effect sizes, where 0.1 = small, 0.3 = medium, 
0.5 = large, and 0.7 = very large (see National Survey of Student Engagement n.d.). 



92 

 

AAppppeennddiixx  EE..  DDEETTAAIILLEEDD  DDAATTAA  TTAABBLLEESS  FFOORR  CCHHAAPPTTEERR  22::  
DDIIVVEERRSSIITTYY  AANNDD  PPEERRSSPPEECCTTIIVVEE--TTAAKKIINNGG  PPRRAACCTTIICCEESS  

 
Table 1. Meaningful and honest discussions about race/ethnic relations with students of other 
races/ethnicities outside of class: impact on Habits of Mind behaviors in the first year 

 Had meaningful and honest 
discussions about 

race/ethnic relations with 
students of other 

races/ethnicities outside of 
class 

End of First Year Habits of Mind  
(YFCY Scores) 

Total High Average Low 
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High 
(24.2% of all 

entering students) 

Very Often 64.5% 25.4% 10.1% 100.0% 
Never 46.3% 33.3% 20.4% 100.0% 
Total 54.5% 30.5% 15.0% 100.0% 

 

Average  
(40.8% of all 

entering students) 

Very Often 28.8% 38.2% 33.0% 100.0% 
Never 11.0% 31.6% 57.4% 100.0% 
Total 16.9% 36.5% 46.6% 100.0% 

 

Low 
(35.1% of all 

entering 
students) 

Very Often 13.7% 20.7% 65.6% 100.0% 
Never 1.0% 11.2% 87.8% 100.0% 
Total 

4.2% 14.6% 81.2% 100.0% 

Source: HERI, nationally weighted longitudinal data on first-year students, 2008. TFS=The Freshman 
Survey; YFCY=the Your First College Year survey. The cut-off points for the groups are based on the scaled 
mean scores from the TFS. “High” represents students who scored one-half standard deviation or more 
above the mean (higher than 55). “Average” represents students who scored within one-half standard 
deviation of the mean (45 to 55). “Low” represents students who scored one-half standard deviation or 
more below the mean (less than 45). 
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Table 2. Intellectual discussions with students of other races/ethnicities outside of class: 
impact on Habits of Mind in the first year 

 Had intellectual 
discussions with 
students of other 
races/ethnicities 
outside of class 

End of First Year Habits of 
Mind  

(YFCY Scores) 

Total High Average Low 
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High 
(24.2% of all 

entering students) 

Very Often 67.2% 25.2% 7.6% 100.0% 
Never 41.9% 30.5% 27.6% 100.0% 
Total 54.5% 30.5% 15.0% 100.0% 

 
Average  

(40.8% of all 
entering students) 

Very Often 32.1% 39.1% 28.8% 100.0% 
Never 10.2% 29.2% 60.6% 100.0% 
Total 16.9% 36.5% 46.6% 100.0% 

 
Low  

(35.1% of all 
entering students) 

Very Often 16.4% 18.2% 65.4% 100.0% 
Never 1.7% 9.3% 89.0% 100.0% 
Total 4.2% 14.6% 81.2% 100.0% 

Source: HERI, nationally weighted longitudinal data on first-year students, 2008. TFS=The 
Freshman Survey; YFCY=the Your First College Year survey. The cut-off points for the groups are 
based on the scaled mean scores from the TFS. “High” represents students who scored one-half 
standard deviation or more above the mean (higher than 55). “Average” represents students who 
scored within one-half standard deviation of the mean (45 to 55). “Low” represents students who 
scored one-half standard deviation or more below the mean (less than 45). 

 

 
Table 3. Impact of frequency of meaningful cross-racial discussions on the development of 
Habits of Mind in students with low entering scores in the first year 

 End of First Year Habits of 
Mind (YFCY Scores) 

Total High Average Low 
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Had intellectual 
discussions with 
students of other 

races/ethnicities outside 
of class 

Very Often 16.4% 18.2% 65.4% 100.0% 
Often 6.8% 20.5% 72.7% 100.0% 

Sometimes 2.5% 15.6% 81.9% 100.0% 
Seldom 3.7% 13.2% 83.1% 100.0% 
Never 1.7% 9.3% 89.0% 100.0% 
Total 4.2% 14.6% 81.2% 100.0% 

 

Had meaningful 
discussions about 

race/ethnic relations 
with students of other 

races/ethnicities outside 
of class 

Very Often 13.7% 20.7% 65.6% 100.0% 

Often 8.5% 16.0% 75.5% 100.0% 

Sometimes 3.5% 15.5% 81.0% 100.0% 
Seldom 3.3% 14.7% 82.0% 100.0% 
Never 1.0% 11.2% 87.8% 100.0% 
Total 4.2% 14.6% 81.2% 100.0% 

Source: HERI, nationally weighted longitudinal data on first-year students, 2008. TFS=The 
Freshman Survey; YFCY=the Your First College Year survey. The cut-off points for the groups are 
based on the scaled mean scores from the TFS. “High” represents students who scored one-half 
standard deviation or more above the mean (higher than 55). “Average” represents students who 
scored within one-half standard deviation of the mean (45 to 55). “Low” represents students who 
scored one-half standard deviation or more below the mean (less than 45). 
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Table 4. Meaningful and honest discussions about race/ethnic relations with students of 
other races/ethnicities outside of class: impact on Social Agency in the first year 

 Had meaningful and honest 
discussions about race/ethnic 

relations with students of 
other races/ethnicities 

outside of class 

End of First Year 
Social Agency  
(YFCY Scores) 

Total High Average  Low 
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High   
(24.2% of all entering 

students) 

Very often 82.6% 15.9% 1.5% 100.0% 
Never 60.0% 35.1% 4.9% 100.0% 
Total 74.5% 23.2% 2.3% 100.0% 

 

Average  
(44.7% of all entering 

students) 

Very often 54.5% 39.7% 5.8% 100.0% 
Never 22.8% 56.5% 20.7% 100.0% 
Total 32.7% 55.1% 12.2% 100.0% 

 

Low 
(31.1% of all entering 

students) 

Very often 22.1% 41.4% 36.5% 100.0% 
Never 3.3% 30.4% 66.3% 100.0% 
Total 7.5% 40.7% 51.8% 100.0% 

Source: HERI, nationally weighted longitudinal data on first-year students, 2008. TFS=The 
Freshman Survey; YFCY=the Your First College Year survey. The cut-off points for the groups are 
based on the scaled mean scores from the TFS. “High” represents students who scored one-half 
standard deviation or more above the mean (higher than 55). “Average” represents students who 
scored within one-half standard deviation of the mean (45 to 55). “Low” represents students who 
scored one-half standard deviation or more below the mean (less than 45). 

 
Table 5. Intellectual discussions with students of other races/ethnicities outside of class: 
impact on Social Agency in the first year 

 Had intellectual  
discussions outside of 

class with students from 
racial/ethnic groups 
other than your own 

End of First Year 
Social Agency  
(YFCY Scores) 

Total High Average Low 
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High 
(24.2% of all 

entering students) 

Very often 83.3% 15.9% .8% 100.0% 
Never 54.3% 40.8% 4.9% 100.0% 
Total 74.5% 23.2% 2.3% 100.0% 

 

Average  
(44.7% of all 

entering students) 

Very often 51.3% 41.2% 7.5% 100.0% 
Never 22.3% 57.7% 20.0% 100.0% 
Total 32.7% 55.1% 12.2% 100.0% 

 

Low 
(31.1% of all 

entering 
students) 

Very often 15.8% 43.3% 40.9% 100.0% 
Never 3.0% 32.6% 64.4% 100.0% 
Total 7.5% 40.7% 51.8% 100.0% 

Source: HERI, nationally weighted longitudinal data on first-year students, 2008. TFS=The Freshman 
Survey; YFCY=the Your First College Year survey. The cut-off points for the groups are based on the 
scaled mean scores from the TFS. “High” represents students who scored one-half standard 
deviation or more above the mean (higher than 55). “Average” represents students who scored 
within one-half standard deviation of the mean (45 to 55). “Low” represents students who scored 
one-half standard deviation or more below the mean (less than 45). 
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Table 6. Meaningful and honest discussions about race/ethnic relations with students of 
other races/ethnicities outside of class: impact on Social Agency in the senior year 

 Had meaningful and 
honest discussions 
about race/ethnic 

relations with students 
of other 

races/ethnicities 
outside of class 

Senior Year  
Social Agency  
(CSS Scores) 

Total High Average Low 
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High 
(27.1% of all entering 

students) 

Very often 82.1% 15.9% 2.0% 100.0% 
Never 47.9% 39.6% 12.5% 100.0% 
Total 68.5% 27.8% 3.7% 100.0% 

 

Average  
(44.9% of all entering 

students) 

Very often 52.3% 38.2% 9.5% 100.0% 
Never 23.4% 48.3% 28.3% 100.0% 
Total 37.8% 48.3% 13.9% 100.0% 

 

Low 
(28.0% of all entering 

students) 

Very often 31.0% 44.3% 24.7% 100.0% 
Never 5.2% 30.7% 64.1% 100.0% 
Total 15.1% 44.9% 40.0% 100.0% 

Source: HERI, longitudinal data on college seniors, 2006 (TFS) to 2010 (CSS). TFS=The Freshman 
Survey; CSS=College Senior Survey. The cut-off points for the groups are based on the scaled mean 
scores from the TFS. “High” represents students who scored one-half standard deviation or more 
above the mean (higher than 55). “Average” represents students who scored within one-half 
standard deviation of the mean (45 to 55). “Low” represents students who scored one-half standard 
deviation or more below the mean (less than 45). 

 

 
Table 7. Intellectual discussions with students of other races/ethnicities outside of class: 
impact on Social Agency in the senior year 

 Had intellectual  
discussions outside of 

class with students from 
racial/ethnic groups 
other than your own 

Senior Year  
Social Agency  
(CSS Scores) 

Total High Average Low 
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High 
(27.1% of all 

entering students) 

Very often 81.5% 16.2% 2.3% 100.0% 
Never 50.9% 40.6% 8.5% 100.0% 
Total 68.5% 27.8% 3.7% 100.0% 

 

Average 
(44.9% of all 

entering students) 

Very often 51.2% 39.1% 9.7% 100.0% 
Never 22.6% 51.5% 25.9% 100.0% 
Total 37.8% 48.3% 13.9% 100.0% 

 

Low 
(28.0% of all 

entering 
students) 

Very often 26.9% 42.9% 30.2% 100.0% 
Never 7.1% 31.6% 61.3% 100.0% 
Total 15.1% 44.9% 40.0% 100.0% 

Source: HERI, longitudinal data on college seniors, 2006 (TFS) to 2010 (CSS). TFS=The Freshman 
Survey; CSS=College Senior Survey. The cut-off points for the groups are based on the scaled mean 
scores from the TFS. “High” represents students who scored one-half standard deviation or more 
above the mean (higher than 55). “Average” represents students who scored within one-half 
standard deviation of the mean (45 to 55). “Low” represents students who scored one-half 
standard deviation or more below the mean (less than 45). 
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Table 8. Impact of frequency of meaningful cross-racial discussions on the development of 
Social Agency in students with low entering scores in the first year 

 End of First Year Social Agency 
(YFCY Scores) 

Total High Average Low 

S
o

ci
a

l 
A

g
e

n
cy

, 
L

o
w

-E
n

te
ri

n
g

 G
ro

u
p

 O
n

ly
  

(T
F

S
 S

co
re

s)
 

Had meaningful 
discussions about 

race/ethnic relations 
with students of other 

races/ethnicities 
outside of class 

Very often 22.1% 41.4% 36.5% 100.0% 
Often 12.7% 48.4% 38.9% 100.0% 

Sometimes 8.6% 47.5% 43.9% 100.0% 
Seldom 4.9% 41.3% 53.8% 100.0% 
Never 3.3% 30.4% 66.3% 100.0% 
Total 7.5% 40.7% 51.8% 100.0% 

 

Had intellectual 
discussions with 
students of other 
races/ethnicities 
outside of class 

Very often 15.8% 43.3% 40.9% 100.0% 

Often 11.0% 47.7% 41.3% 100.0% 

Sometimes 7.9% 45.0% 47.1% 100.0% 

Seldom 5.6% 36.2% 58.2% 100.0% 

Never 3.0% 32.6% 64.4% 100.0% 

Total 7.5% 40.7% 51.8% 100.0% 

Source: HERI, nationally weighted longitudinal data on first-year students, 2008. TFS=The 
Freshman Survey; YFCY=the Your First College Year survey. The cut-off points for the groups are 
based on the scaled mean scores from the TFS. “High” represents students who scored one-half 
standard deviation or more above the mean (higher than 55). “Average” represents students who 
scored within one-half standard deviation of the mean (45 to 55). “Low” represents students who 
scored one-half standard deviation or more below the mean (less than 45). 

 

 

 
Table 9. Meaningful and honest discussions about race/ethnic relations with students of 
other races/ethnicities outside of class: relationship to Civic Awareness scores in the 
senior year  

 

Senior Year Civic Awareness 
(CSS Scores) 

Total High Average Low 

Had meaningful and honest discussions 
about race/ethnic relations with 

students of other races/ethnicities 
outside of class 

Very 
often 49.4% 35.1% 15.5% 100.0% 

Never 21.3% 44.2% 34.5% 100.0% 

Total 34.8% 44.9% 20.3% 100.0% 

Source: HERI, cross-sectional data on college seniors, 2010. Note: CSS=the College Senior 
Survey.  
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Table 10. Meaningful and honest discussions about race/ethnic relations with students of 
other races/ethnicities outside of class: relationship to Pluralistic Orientation scores at the 
end of the first year 

  End of First Year Pluralistic 
Orientation (YFCY Scores) 

Total High  Average Low 

Had intellectual discussions outside of 
class with students from a racial/ethnic 

group other than my own 

Very Often 49.3% 39.1% 11.6% 100.0% 

Never 15.4% 40.0% 44.6% 100% 

 Total 24.8% 46.0% 29.2% 100% 

 

Had meaningful and honest discussions 
about race/ethnic relations outside of 

class with students from a racial/ethnic 
group other than my own 

Very Often 47.0% 41.6% 11.4% 100.0% 

Never 16.3% 40.9% 42.8% 100% 

 Total 24.8% 46.0% 29.2% 100% 

Source: HERI, nationally weighted cross-sectional data on first-year students, 2008. Note: YFCY=the 
Your First College Year survey.  

 

 
Table 11. Impact of diversity experiences, diversity courses, and reflective learning on six personal and 
social responsibility outcome measures (shown in standardized betas)* 

Practice** 

Academic 
Motivation 

Need for 
Cognition 

Socially 
Responsible 
Leadership 

Political/ 
Social 

Inv. 

Universality-
Diversity 

Openness to 
Diversity/ 
Challenge 

Diversity 
experiences 

0.14 0.14 0.18 0.29 0.30 0.39 

Diversity 
courses 

0.08 0.05 0.08 0.21 0.14 0.23 

Reflective 
Learning 

0.13 0.20 0.20 0.26 0.22 0.31 

Source: Wabash National Study. *Wabash Study researchers used standardized betas to measure the 
strength of the relationship between different educational practices and outcome measures used in the 
study. They used the following conventions to interpret effect sizes: small = 0.05, medium = 0.15, large = 
0.24, and very large = 0.33. **The scales comprising these practices are drawn from the National Survey of 
Student Engagement and the Student Experiences Survey in the Wabash National Study. See appendix C 
for the survey items making up the scales. 
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Appendix F. DETAILED DATA TABLES FOR CHAPTER 3: 
SERVICE LEARNING AND VOLUNTEERING 

 
 

Table 1. Performing community service as part of a class since entering college: impact on 
Habits of Mind in the first year 

 Performed 
community 

service as part of a 
class 

End of First Year Habits of Mind  
(YFCY Scores) 

Total High Average Low 
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High  
(24.2% of all 

entering students) 

Frequently 65.8% 20.6% 13.6% 100.0% 
Not at all 52.2% 32.7% 15.1% 100.0% 

Total 54.5% 30.5% 15.0% 100.0% 
 

Average  
(40.8% of all 

entering students) 

Frequently 35.6% 27.7% 36.7% 100.0% 
Not at all 14.8% 37.4% 47.8% 100.0% 

Total 16.9% 36.5% 46.6% 100.0% 
 

Low 
(35.1% of all 

entering 
students) 

Frequently 15.4% 14.5% 70.1% 100.0% 
Not at all 3.0% 13.6% 83.4% 100.0% 

Total 4.2% 14.6% 81.2% 100.0% 

Source: HERI, nationally weighted longitudinal data on first-year students, 2008. TFS=The 
Freshman Survey; YFCY=the Your First College Year survey. The cut-off points for the groups are 
based on the scaled mean score from the TFS. “High” represents students who scored one-half 
standard deviation or more above the mean (higher than 55). “Average” represents students who 
scored within one-half standard deviation of the mean (45 to 55). “Low” represents students who 
scored one-half standard deviation or more below the mean (less than 45). 

 
 

Table 2. Impact of frequency of course-based community service on Habits of Mind in the first 
year, students with low entering scores only  

 End of First Year Habits of Mind 
(YFCY Scores)  

High Average Low Total 
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Performed 
community service as 

part 
of class 

Frequently 15.4% 14.5% 70.1% 100.0% 

Occasionally  5.8% 17.8% 76.4% 100.0% 

Not at all 3.0% 13.6% 83.4% 100.0% 

Total 4.2% 14.6% 81.2% 100.0% 

Source: HERI, nationally weighted longitudinal data on first-year students, 2008. Note: TFS=The 
Freshman Survey; YFCY=the Your First College Year survey. The cut-off points for the groups are based 
on the scaled mean scores from the TFS. “High” represents students who scored one-half standard 
deviation or more above the mean (higher than 55). “Average” represents students who scored within 
one-half standard deviation of the mean (45 to 55). “Low” represents students who scored one-half 
standard deviation or more below the mean (less than 45). 
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Table 3. Performing community service as part of a class since entering college: impact on Social 
Agency in the first year 

 Performed 
community 

service as part 
of a class 

End of First Year Social Agency 
(YFCY Scores) 

Total High Average Low 
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High  
(24.2% of all 

entering students) 

Frequently 86.8% 10.8% 2.4% 100.0% 

Not at all 71.3% 26.3% 2.4% 100.0% 

Total 74.5% 23.2% 2.3% 100.0% 
 

Average  
(44.7% of all 

entering students) 

Frequently 51.2% 42.4% 6.4% 100.0% 

Not at all 29.6% 56.2% 14.2% 100.0% 

Total 32.8%* 55.1%* 12.2%* 100.0%* 
 

Low 
(31.1% of all 

entering students) 

Frequently 19.2% 53.0% 27.8% 100.0% 

Not at all 6.3% 38.2% 55.5% 100.0% 

Total 7.5% 40.7% 51.8% 100.0% 

Source: HERI, nationally weighted longitudinal data on first-year students, 2008. Note: TFS=The Freshman 
Survey; YFCY=the Your First College Year survey. The cut-off points for the groups are based on the scaled 
mean score from the TFS. “High” represents students who scored one-half standard deviation or more 
above the mean (higher than 55). “Average” represents students who scored within one-half standard 
deviation of the mean (45 to 55). “Low” represents students who scored one-half standard deviation or 

more below the mean (less than 45). *Rounding error. 

 
 

Table 4. Performing volunteer work: impact on Social Agency in the first year 
 Performed 

volunteer 
work 

End of First Year Social Agency 
(YFCY Scores) 

Total High Average Low 
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High  
(24.2% of all 

entering 
students) 

Frequently 84.3% 14.9% .8% 100.0% 
Not at all 63.0% 32.9% 4.1% 100.0% 

Total 
74.5% 23.2% 2.3% 100.0% 

 
Average  

(44.7% of all 
entering 
students) 

Frequently 47.8% 46.4% 5.8% 100.0% 
Not at all 22.2%* 59.4%* 18.5%* 100.0%* 

Total 
32.8%* 55.1%* 12.2%* 100.0%* 

 
Low 

(31.1% of all 
entering 
students) 

Frequently 15.3% 48.3% 36.4% 100.0% 

Not at all 5.4%* 34.6%* 60.1%* 100.0%* 
Total 7.5% 40.7% 51.8% 100.0% 

Source: HERI, nationally weighted longitudinal data on first-year students, 2008. Note: TFS=The 
Freshman Survey; YFCY=the Your First College Year survey. The cut-off points for the groups are 
based on the scaled mean score from the TFS. “High” represents students who scored one-half 
standard deviation or more above the mean (higher than 55). “Average” represents students who 
scored within one-half standard deviation of the mean (45 to 55). “Low” represents students who 
scored one-half standard deviation or more below the mean (less than 45). *Rounding error. 
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Table 5. Impact of frequency of course-based community service on Social Agency in the 
first year, students with low entering scores only  

 End of First Year Social Agency 
(YFCY Scores)  

High Average Low Total 
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Performed community 
service as part of class 

Frequently 19.2% 53.0% 27.8% 100.0% 

Occasionally  11.3% 50.0% 38.7% 100.0% 

Not at all 6.3% 38.2% 55.5% 100.0% 

Total 7.5% 40.7% 51.8% 100.0% 

Source: HERI, nationally weighted longitudinal data on first-year students, 2008. Note: TFS=The 
Freshman Survey; YFCY=the Your First College Year survey. The cut-off points for the groups are 
based on the scaled mean scores from the TFS. “High” represents students who scored one-half 
standard deviation or more above the mean (higher than 55). “Average” represents students who 
scored within one-half standard deviation of the mean (45 to 55). “Low” represents students who 
scored one-half standard deviation or more below the mean (less than 45). 

 
 

Table 6. Performing community service as part of a class in the past year: impact on Social 
Agency in the senior year 
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 Performed 
community service as 

part of a class 

Senior Year Social Agency  
(CSS Scores) 

Total High Average Low 

High 
(24.2% of all 

entering students) 

Frequently 80.7% 17.3% 2.0% 100.0% 

Not at all 61.0% 32.8% 6.2% 100.0% 

Total 68.5% 27.8% 3.7% 100.0% 
 

Average 
(44.7% of all 

entering students) 

Frequently 54.8% 38.6% 6.6% 100.0% 

Not at all 30.5% 50.9% 18.6% 100.0% 

Total 37.7% 48.3% 14.0% 100.0% 
 

Low 
(31.1% of all 

entering students) 

Frequently 35.7% 45.1% 19.2% 100.0% 

Not at all 10.5% 40.4% 49.1% 100.0% 

Total 15.1% 44.9% 40.0% 100.0% 

Source: HERI, longitudinal data on college seniors, 2006 (TFS) to 2010 (CSS). Note: TFS=The 
Freshman Survey; CSS=College Senior Survey. The cut-off points for the groups are based on the 
scaled mean scores from the TFS. “High” represents students who scored one-half standard deviation 
or more above the mean (higher than 55). “Average” represents students who scored within one-half 
standard deviation of the mean (45 to 55). “Low” represents students who scored one-half standard 
deviation or more below the mean (less than 45). 
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Table 7. Performing volunteer or community service work in the past year: impact on Social 
Agency in the senior year 
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 Performed 

volunteer or 
community service 

work 

Senior Year Social Agency  
(CSS Scores) 

Total High Average Low 

High 
(24.2% of all 

entering students) 

Frequently 84.0%* 14.4%* 1.7%* 100.0%* 

Not at all 46.8%* 43.1%* 10.0%* 100.0%* 

Total 68.5% 27.8% 3.7% 100.0% 
 

Average 
(44.7% of all 

entering students) 

Frequently 56.5%* 37.7%* 5.7%* 100.0%* 

Not at all 24.3% 50.7% 25.0% 100.0% 

Total 37.8%* 48.2%* 13.9%* 100.0%* 
 

Low 
(31.1% of all 

entering students) 

Frequently 32.4%* 44.3%* 23.4%* 100.0%* 

Not at all 8.0% 35.8% 56.2% 100.0% 

Total 15.1% 44.9% 40.0% 100.0% 

Source: HERI, longitudinal data on college seniors, 2006 (TFS) to 2010 (CSS). Note: TFS=The 
Freshman Survey; CSS=College Senior Survey. The cut-off points for the groups are based on the 
scaled mean scores from the TFS. “High” represents students who scored one-half standard deviation 
or more above the mean (higher than 55). “Average” represents students who scored within one-half 
standard deviation of the mean (45 to 55). “Low” represents students who scored one-half standard 
deviation or more below the mean (less than 45). *Rounding error. 

 

 
Table 8. Impact of frequency of course-based community service and volunteer work on 
Social Agency in the senior year, students with low entering scores only  

 Senior Year Social Agency  
(CSS Scores)  

High Average Low Total 
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Performed community 
service as part of class 

Frequently 35.7%* 45.1%* 19.1%* 100.0%* 

Occasionally  16.1% 50.1% 33.8% 100.0% 

Not at all 10.6%* 40.4%* 49.1%* 100.0%* 

Total 15.1% 44.9% 40.0% 100.0% 

 

Performed volunteer 
work 

Frequently 32.4%* 44.3%* 23.4%* 100.0%* 

Occasionally  16.5%* 51.4%* 32.0%* 100.0%* 

Not at all 8.0% 35.8% 56.2% 100.0% 

Total 15.1% 44.9% 40.0% 100.0% 

Source: HERI, longitudinal data on college seniors, 2006 (TFS) to 2010 (CSS). Note: TFS=The 
Freshman Survey; CSS=College Senior Survey. The cut-off points for the groups are based on the 
scaled mean scores from the TFS. “High” represents students who scored one-half standard 
deviation or more above the mean (higher than 55). “Average” represents students who scored 
within one-half standard deviation of the mean (45 to 55). “Low” represents students who scored 
one-half standard deviation or more below the mean (less than 45). * Rounding error. 
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Table 9. Contributing to the community in the past year: relationship to Civic Awareness 
scores in the senior year 

 Senior Year Civic Awareness  
(CSS Scores) 

Total High  Average Low 

Perform community service as part 
of a class 

Frequently 48.3% 37.1% 14.6% 100.0% 

Occasionally 35.9% 46.2% 17.9% 100.0% 

Not at all 29.1% 46.0% 24.9% 100.0% 

Total 34.7% 44.9% 20.3% 100.0% 
 

Perform volunteer work 

Frequently 45.2% 38.7% 16.1% 100.0% 

Occasionally 34.8% 46.5% 18.7% 100.0% 

Not at all 28.1% 45.8% 26.1% 100.0% 

Total 34.7% 44.9% 20.3% 100.0% 

Source: HERI, cross-sectional data on college seniors, 2010. Note: CSS=the College Senior Survey. 

 

 

Table 10. Contributing to community since entering college: relationship to Pluralistic 
Orientation scores at the end of the first year 

  End of First Year Pluralistic 
Orientation  

(YFCY Scores) 

Total High  Average Low 

Perform community service as 
part of a class 

Frequently 37.9% 40.2% 21.9% 100.0% 

Occasionally 22.5% 47.2% 30.3% 100.0% 

Not at all 24.5% 46.0% 29.5% 100% 

Total 24.8% 46.0% 29.2% 100% 

 

Perform volunteer work 

Frequently 34.7% 43.8% 21.5% 100.0% 

Occasionally 25.3% 47.3% 27.4% 100.0% 

Not at all 21.6% 45.2% 33.2% 100% 

Total 24.8% 46.0% 29.2% 100% 

Source: HERI, nationally weighted cross-sectional data on first-year students, 2008. Note: YFCY=the 
Your First College Year survey.  
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Table 11. Impact of course embedded community-based projects and community service/volunteer work 
on six personal and social responsibility outcomes (shown in standardized betas)* 

Practices 

Academic 
Motivation 

Need for 
Cognition 

Socially 
Responsible 
Leadership 

Political/ 
Social Inv. 

Universality-
Diversity 

Openness to 
Diversity/ 
Challenge 

Participated in a 
community-based 
project as part of a 

regular course 
(e.g., service 

learning) 

0.07 ns 0.10 0.16 0.06 0.07 

Performed 
community 

service/volunteer 
work 

ns ns 0.08 0.14 0.06 0.06 

Source: Wabash National Study. *Wabash Study researchers used standardized betas to measure the strength 
of the relationship between different educational practices and outcome measures used in the study. They 
used the following conventions to interpret effect sizes: small = 0.05, medium = 0.15, large = 0.24, and very 
large = 0.33. “ns” indicates the practice did not have a significant impact on the outcome. 
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Appendix G. Detailed Data Tables for Chapter 4: 
OTHER ENGAGED LEARNING EXPERIENCES 

 
Table 1. Discussed course content with students outside of class: impact on Habits of Mind 
behaviors in the first year 

 
Discussed course 

content with students 
outside of class 

End of First Year  
Habits of Mind  
(YFCY Scores) 

Total High Average Low 
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High 
(24.2% of all 

entering students) 

Frequently 63.9% 28.5% 7.6% 100.0% 
Never 35.4% 22.3% 42.4% 100.0% 
Total 54.5% 30.5% 15.0% 100.0% 

 

Average  
(40.8% of all 

entering students) 

Frequently 25.4% 42.2% 32.3% 100.0% 
Never 7.3% 19.1% 73.6% 100.0% 
Total 16.9% 36.5% 46.6% 100.0% 

 

Low 
(35.1% of all 

entering students) 

Frequently 8.5% 22.1% 69.4% 100.0% 
Never 2.7% 6.5% 90.9% 100.0% 
Total 4.2% 14.6% 81.2% 100.0% 

Source: 2008 nationally weighted HERI data on first-year students. Note: TFS=The Freshman 
Survey; YFCY=the Your First College Year survey. The cut-off points for the groups are based on the 
scaled mean scores from the TFS. “High” represents students who scored one-half standard 
deviation or more above the mean (higher than 55). “Average” represents students who scored 
within one-half standard deviation of the mean (45 to 55). “Low” represents students who scored 
one-half standard deviation or more below the mean (less than 45). 

 

 

Table 2. Communicated regularly with professors: impact on Habits of Mind behaviors in the 
first year 

 
Communicated 
regularly with 

professors 

End of First Year  
Habits of Mind  
(YFCY Scores) 

Total High Average Low 
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High 
(24.2% of all entering 

students) 

Yes 62.2% 28.6% 9.3% 100.0% 
No 36.8% 34.9% 28.3% 100.0% 

Total 54.5% 30.5% 15.0% 100.0% 
 

Average  
(40.8% of all entering 

students) 

Yes 22.6% 40.0% 37.4% 100.0% 
No 9.0% 31.8% 59.2% 100.0% 

Total 16.9% 36.5% 46.6% 100.0% 

 
Low 

(35.1% of all entering 
students) 

Yes 7.7% 20.8% 71.5% 100.0% 
No 1.5% 9.7% 88.8% 100.0% 

Total 4.2% 14.5% 81.3% 100.0% 

Source: 2008 nationally weighted HERI data on first-year students. Note: TFS=The Freshman 
Survey; YFCY=the Your First College Year survey. The cut-off points for the groups are based on the 
scaled mean scores from the TFS. “High” represents students who scored one-half standard 
deviation or more above the mean (higher than 55). “Average” represents students who scored 
within one-half standard deviation of the mean (45 to 55). “Low” represents students who scored 
one-half standard deviation or more below the mean (less than 45). 
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Table 3. Impact of frequency of discussing course content with students outside of class on 
the development of Habits of Mind in the first year, students with low entering scores only 

 End of First Year Habits of 
Mind (YFCY Scores) 

Total High Average Low 
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 Discussed 
course 

content with 
students 

outside of 
class 

Frequently 8.5% 22.1% 69.4% 100.0% 

Occasionally 2.7% 12.5% 84.8% 100.0% 

Never 2.7%* 6.5%* 90.9%* 100.0%* 

Total 4.2% 14.6% 81.2% 100.0% 

Source: 2008 nationally weighted HERI data on first-year students. Note: TFS=The Freshman 
Survey; YFCY=the Your First College Year survey. The cut-off points for the groups are based on the 
scaled mean scores from the TFS. “High” represents students who scored one-half standard 
deviation or more above the mean (higher than 55). “Average” represents students who scored 
within one-half standard deviation of the mean (45 to 55). “Low” represents students who scored 
one-half standard deviation or more below the mean (less than 45). * Rounding error. 

 

 

 

Table 4. Discussed course content with students outside of class: relationship to Pluralistic 
Orientation scores at the end of the first year 

  End of First Year Pluralistic 
Orientation  

(YFCY Scores) 

Total High  Average Low 

Discussed course content with students 
outside of class 

Frequently 32.7%* 45.5%* 21.7%* 100.0%* 

Occasionally 19.1%* 47.1%* 33.9%* 100.0%* 

Not at all 16.7% 37.6% 45.7% 100% 

 Total 24.8% 46.0% 29.2% 100% 

Source: 2008 nationally weighted HERI data on first-year students. Note: YFCY=the Your First College Year 
survey. *Rounding error. 
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Table 5. Impact of engaged learning practices on six personal and social responsibility outcome 
measures  (shown in standardized betas)* 

Practice** 

Academic 
Motivation 

Need for 
Cognition 

Socially 
Responsible 
Leadership 

Political/ 
Social 

Inv. 

Universality–
Diversity 

Openness to 
Diversity/ 
Challenge 

Active and 
collaborative 
learning 

0.25 0.18 0.24 0.20 0.14 0.15 

Academic 
challenge & high 
expectations 

0.37 0.17 0.29 0.27 0.21 0.27 

Integrating 
ideas, 
information, and 
experiences 

0.33 0.25 0.29 0.29 0.22 0.26 

Source: Wabash National Study. *Wabash Study researchers used standardized betas to measure the 
strength of the relationship between different educational practices and outcome measures used in the 
study. They used the following conventions to interpret effect sizes: small = 0.05, medium = 0.15, large = 
0.24, and very large = 0.33.  **The scales comprising these practices are drawn from the National Survey 
of Student Engagement and the Student Experiences Survey in the Wabash National Study. See appendix C 
for the survey items making up the scales. 
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Appendix H. DETAILED DATA TABLES FOR CHAPTER 5: 
HOW OFTEN ARE STUDENTS PARTICIPATING IN THESE PRACTICES? 

 
Table 1. Participation in three clusters of practices: first-year students and seniors  
 First-year 

Students 
(YFCY) 

Seniors 
(CSS) 

Diversity and Perspective-Taking Practices 

Had meaningful and honest discussions 
about race/ethnic relations outside of 

class with students of other 
races/ethnicities 

     Very Often 12.1% 15.5% 
     Often 15.8% 19.5% 
     Sometimes 28.1% 30.6% 
     Seldom 24.8% 22.5% 
     Never 19.1% 11.9% 

 

Had intellectual discussions outside of 
class with students of other 

races/ethnicities 

     Very Often 13.9% 18.0% 
     Often 21.8% 23.7% 
     Sometimes 30.3% 29.5% 
     Seldom 17.3% 17.1% 
     Never 16.8% 11.8% 

Service Learning and Volunteer Experiences 

Performed community service as part of a 
class 

     Frequently 5.7% 11.2% 
     Occasionally 23.0% 43.0% 
     Not at All 71.3% 45.8% 

 

Performed volunteer work 
     Frequently 11.1% 16.6% 
     Occasionally 46.4% 51.2% 
     Not at All 42.5% 32.2% 

General Engaged Learning Practices 

Communicated regularly with professors 
     Yes 55.7% n/a 
     No 44.3% n/a 

 

Discussed course content with students 
outside of class 

     Frequently 42.5% 68.2% 
     Occasionally 53.3% 30.2% 
     Not at All 4.2% 1.6% 

Source: HERI, nationally weighted data on first-year students, 2008, and data on college seniors, 2010. 
YFCY=the Your First College Year survey; CSS=College Senior Survey. 
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Table 2. Participation in personal and social responsibility-related practices 

Practice** 

Average 
Score 

Range 
% of students with 

high levels of 
participation* 

Integrating ideas, information, and experiences 73 19.4–100.0 49% 
 

Academic challenge and high expectations 66 24.7–94.9 24% 
 

Reflective learning 63 0.0–100.0 33% 
 

Active and collaborative learning 52 9.5–100.0 8% 
 

Diversity experiences 46 0.0–100.0 8% 

Source: Wabash National Study. Scores are based on a 100-point scale, with higher scores indicating 
that students participate in the activity more frequently. A score of “0” would indicate that students 
answered the lowest value (e.g., “never”) for every survey item related to the practice, while a score of 
“100” would indicate that students answered the highest value (e.g., “very often”) for every survey item 
related to the practice. *Based on their analyses, Wabash researchers considered a score of 75 or above 
to indicate high levels of participation. **The scales comprising these practices are drawn from the 
National Survey of Student Engagement and the Student Experiences Survey in the Wabash National 
Study. See appendix C for the survey items making up the scales. 

 
 

Table 3. Number of diversity courses taken by students 
 

0 courses 1–2 courses 
3 or more 

courses 
Courses focused on diverse cultures and perspectives 16% 50% 34% 
Courses focused on issues of equality and/or social justice 27% 51% 22% 
Courses focused on women’s/gender studies 54% 37% 9% 
Source: Wabash National Study. 
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