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ABSTRACTABSTRACT

Institutional administrators often take an atomistic approach toInstitutional administrators often take an atomistic approach to 
student success initiatives, thereby overlooking their potentially , y g p y
compounding benefits. This study, using data from 5,905 students 
attending one of 33 institutions, tests the hypothesis that it is through 
th h i d ti f li t li i d tithe comprehensive adoption of complimentary policies and practices, 
more than any specific initiative that an institution demonstrates amore than any specific initiative, that an institution demonstrates a 
campus-wide commitment to student success and encourages p g
behaviors that make a positive contribution to student outcomes. 
Results suggest that institutions taking a comprehensive approach to 
fi t t d t lik l i i tifirst-year student success likely experience some synergistic 
advantages with students reporting higher levels of engagement andadvantages, with students reporting higher levels of engagement and 
developmental gains during their first year.p g g y

DISCUSSION

A large and growing literature on college effects documents dozens, 
perhaps hundreds, of effective educational practices in the first-year 
f ll Alth h h f th i iti ti t ib t tof college. Although each of these initiatives may contribute to 

students’ success the effects of any particular initiative are typically RESULTSstudents  success, the effects of any particular initiative are typically 
restricted to those students who participate, for example, in a first-

RESULTS
Student Self-Reported Gainsp p , p ,

year seminar or residential learning community. 
Student Self Reported Gains

The current study, however, suggests that differences in student Independent Policy Scales NSSE Gain Scores
experiences and outcomes may be attributable, at least in part, to 
differences in institution level policies As the extent of CAO or G l P l & P ti ldifferences in institution-level policies. As the extent of CAO or 
CSAO policy support for the first year increases so too do students’

General 
Education

Personal & 
Social

Practical 
CompetenceCSAO policy support for the first year increases, so, too, do students  

level of engagement and self-reported gains.  These policy effects 
Education Social Competence

% Variance at Level 2 4.6% 6.2% 3.1%g g p g p y
occur beyond those attributable to students’ background P-value of Academic

0 089 0 033 0 007
characteristics, students’ residency status, or traditional measures of 
institutional differences

Affairs Policy Variable
0.089 0.033 0.007

% Additi l Red tiinstitutional differences. % Additional Reduction 
in L2 Variance

6.6% 11.4% 26.2%

Moreover results suggest that institutions taking a comprehensive

in L2 Variance
P-value of Student

0 006 0 086 0 072Moreover, results suggest that institutions taking a comprehensive 
approach to first-year student success likely experience some Affairs Policy Variable

0.006 0.086 0.072

ddi i l d i
approach to first year student success likely experience some 
synergistic advantages. Students at institutions with multi-faceted % Additional Reduction 

in L2 Variance
17.9% 7.3% 8.8%

alignment of policies across student and academic affairs – thereby 
fl i i i i id i fi d

in L2 Variance

reflecting an institution-wide commitment to first-year student 
success report gains in excess of what would be expected from the

Combined 
CAO/CSAO S lsuccess – report gains in excess of what would be expected from the 

mere sum of independent CAO- and CSAO-specific policy effects. 
CAO/CSAO Scale NSSE Gain Scores

mere sum of independent CAO and CSAO specific policy effects. 
Thus, independent assessment of specific initiatives might not fully General Personal & Practical 

Not muchcapture the effect of an institution’s broad commitment to student 
M l h h li i l i i ll

Education Social Competence
% Variance at Level 2 4 6% 6 2% 3 1%

Not much 
institutionalsuccess. Moreover, although policy implementation typically occurs 

at the division or departmental level border crossing policy

% Variance at Level 2 4.6% 6.2% 3.1%
P-value of Additive

0 002 0 005 0 001

institutional 
varianceat the division or departmental level, border-crossing policy 

coordination appears likely to yield student gains not possible 
Policy Variable

0.002 0.005 0.001

% Additional Reduction Policies explain a coordination appears likely to yield student gains not possible 
through a patchwork of piecemeal initiatives.

% Additional Reduction 
in L2 Variance

25.0% 21.0% 35.3%
p

sizeable portion of 
P-value of Multiplicative
Policy Variable

0.001 0.007 0.002 institutional 
variancePolicy Variable

% Additional Reduction 
25.8% 19.4% 33.5%

variance

EXTERNAL FUNDING in L2 Variance
25.8% 19.4% 33.5%

With the support from the FYAP program, this line of inquiry has 
l d i d l f di F h 2011 12 h l halready received external funding. For the 2011-12 school year, the 

LIPSS project has received a $153 323 grant from the TG PublicLIPSS project has received a $153,323 grant from the TG Public 
Benefit Grants Program (http://www.tgslc.org/publicbenefit/).Benefit Grants Program (http://www.tgslc.org/publicbenefit/). 
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