Spring 2003 Student Opinion Survey 
Appendix A:

Data Collection Procedures and Sample Representativeness


The data discussed in the main body of this report were collected during the second part of the Spring 2003 term.  The survey questionnaire, which was developed early in the semester, includes questions dealing with several key campus services, as well as its special focus: current academic advising services.  The service-related questions deal with those provided by the Department of Enrollment Services and the Financial Aid and Scholarship Office, while a series of more general questions delve into students’ assessments of selected features of their instructional environment and CSUSM experience.

Data Collection Procedures


The Spring 2003 survey is the second in an annual series launched by the Office of Analytic Studies in 2001 in the hope of providing, on a regular basis, information helpful to various units assessing their academic programs or services.  In keeping with this goal, each survey investigates student views of various aspects of the curriculum and of selected campus services.  Curricular issues are investigated through a series of  core questions repeated each year (e.g., evaluation of selected course features, types of skills developed) and a special focus that changes from year to year.  Questions about campus services focus on those provided by the Academic and Student Affairs offices with which a broad cross-section of students routinely deal.  Each survey deals with two such offices on a rotating basis.


The most recent survey dealt with services offered by two units, with staff from each providing invaluable input into the shape of the items eventually used.
  The Financial Aid questions were developed during the last months of 2002, while the Enrollment Services questions were finalized in January 2003.  The questions for the survey’s special focus ─ student views of the campus’s academic 

advising services ─ were also developed during the first weeks of 2003.  A range of staff members concerned with advising issues contributed to the survey items used and students involved in the Orientation program made valuable comments during a small pretest of this section of the questionnaire.


Once all questions were in hand, a scannable version of the questionnaire was developed in early February 2003 and sent to a vendor in Minnesota for printing.  In the interim, Analytic Studies staff identified the time periods in which surveys would be distributed in selected classes.  To minimize duplication and obtain responses from a representative sample of students, we identified three such periods: early on Tuesday morning, early on Wednesday afternoon, and on Wednesday evenings.  Instructors’ permission was sought before Analytic Studies staff administered the survey in any class and no faculty member was asked to set aside time for this purpose in more than one of his/her classes.


Survey administration began in mid-March 2003 and concluded in late April, after a short interruption for Spring Break.  During this period, surveys were administered in 47 classes and 1,049 useable questionnaires were completed.  All student participants were included in an opportunity drawing for four $100 gift certificates redeemable at most stores in any one of the local Westfield malls.  The respondents represent approximately one seventh (14.5%) of all students enrolled at Cal State San Marcos in Spring 2003.


The completed questionnaires were scanned during June 2003 and the survey file was cleaned up and refined shortly thereafter.  Data analysis was undertaken  during the subsequent months.  In addition to the current report, which focuses on student views of current academic advising services, additional reports focusing on major survey topics are being prepared: the curriculum, Enrollment Services, and Financial Aid.

Representativeness of the Response Sample


Although the questionnaire for the Spring 2003 survey included only minimal background information, respondents were asked to provide their social security numbers (9% declined to do so).  As a result, it was possible to extract a range of characteristics for most respondents from the summary file prepared for the CSU Chancellor’s Office at the beginning of the Spring 2003 term and compare the response sample with the larger group of enrolled students from which it is drawn.  These comparisons permit assessment of how representative the sample is.

The first two columns of Tables A-1 and A-2 show selected characteristics of survey respondents and of students enrolled in Spring 2003.
  Comparing the columns reveals that a number of subgroups are less well represented in the response sample than among all enrolled students.  The disproportion is most evident for students seeking post-baccalaureate degrees or enrolled in the College of Education (see sections 1 and 3 of Table A-2).  In addition, respondents who are 26 or older are somewhat underrepresented in the sample (35% vs. 42%).  Finally, part-time students, especially those taking 6 or fewer units are underrepresented in the sample (see section 6 of Table A-2).


The figures in the third columns of Tables A-1 and A-2 show the percentage of all students in a given sub-group represented by the survey respondents.  Thus, for example, students who are 22 or younger represent 15% of all enrolled students in this age group.  Whether this figure, and the others shown in the tables, is high or low can be assessed by comparing it to the percentage of all Spring 2003 students included in the entire response sample.  This figure is approximately 13%, according to the first row of Table A-1.  Using this number as a benchmark indicates that students who are 22 or younger, for example, are well-represented in the sample, as are most of the other subgroups identified in the tables.  

Only three subgroups appear to be inadequately represented (i.e., the respondents constitute fewer than 7% of all students in the subgroup): post-baccalaureate and graduate students, students enrolled in the College of Education, and students taking 6 or fewer units per term.  There is considerable overlap between the three underrepresented groups, since 77% of all graduate students enrolled in Spring 2003 are seeking education degrees or credentials and 46% are enrolled for 6 or fewer units per term.  Further, 44% of all education students enrolled in Spring 2003 took no more than 6 units.


In the light of the above discussion, it seems fair to conclude that the students responding to the Spring 2003 survey are fully representative of those students in the Colleges of Business and Arts and Sciences who enrolled for 7 or more units in Spring 2003; they constitute the bulk of all students enrolled at CSUSM during that term (72% to be exact).  The fact that part-time students are less well represented in the sample is not surprising, since students taking only one or two courses per term were less likely than those taking more courses to be enrolled in a class in which surveys were distributed.  This sample deficiency was compensated for by consistently distinguishing between the responses of full- and part-time students during data analysis.

	� Special thanks are due to Gerrie Hatten of the Financial Aid Office for her expert assistance and guidance during the development of the questions for her unit.  We are also grateful for the similarly expert counsel that was provided by Richard Riehl, Cherine Heckman, Carmen Villa, and Misty Haney during the development of the Enrollment Services questions.


	� Andreas Favela and Juliet Wright deserve special thanks for their assistance with the advising part of the survey questionnaire.


	� Of the 136 respondents who had to be dropped from some of the comparisons presented here, 97 declined to provide their social security numbers.  The numbers provided by the remaining 39 students could not be matched with any of the ERSS records for students enrolled in Spring 2003.





