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Abstract 

Assessing Effectiveness of Face-to-Face New Student Orientation toward Redesign and 

Delivery Model. Jennifer M. Awe, 2011: Applied Dissertation, Nova Southeastern 

University, Fischler School of Education and Human Services. ERIC Descriptors: 

Orientation, Blended Learning, Accountability, Assessment, Technology 

 

This study was designed to determine the effectiveness of face-to-face (F2F) new student 

orientation (NSO) programs on new or first year college students entering a small, private 

college in the southeast. Institutional data necessary to maintain current allocations and 

provide better understanding of Millennial student learning is non-existent or insufficient. 

Electronic databases were available in the college offices for information retrieval on 

student population; however, they did not contain transition program compliance 

information.  

 

The Cooperative Institutional Research Program (CIRP) Freshman Survey was used as a 

test measure of student demographic and F2F NSO program effectiveness. On the last 

day of the NSO program, new and first year students completed the electronic version of 

the CIRP Freshman Survey. Data was analyzed by the Higher Education Research 

Institute (HERI) at the University of California Los Angeles (UCLA) for the CIRP 

Freshman Survey and results were distributed back to the institution. 

 

An analysis of the test determined the effectiveness of the F2F NSO program delivered at 

the researcher‘s institution. In addition, data analysis determined whether there is a 

relationship between the F2F NSO program and successful student transition through 

participation at the college.  
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

Nature of the Problem 

United States colleges and universities nation-wide have found themselves in 

similar situations concerning matriculation, retention, economic instabilities, future 

trends, accountability factors, and the repercussions of negligence or insufficient action. 

With decreased US economic competitiveness and with recent US economic instability 

dominating the landscape, ―the pressures and opportunities of global commerce and new 

technologies are creating new definitions of change‖ (Kangas, Budros, & Yoshioka, 

2000, p. 3) where a more strategically focused and technologically savvy system is 

required. Emphasizing and demonstrating institutional progression toward institutional 

technology (IT) enhancement has become essential for not only successful matriculation 

and leaning support, but also successful competition in the strong global market.  

However, the use of IT is only one factor to consider in understanding student 

success and persistence; additionally, institutions must consider and understand the way 

students make connections to the institution, to the academic programs, and to the people 

(students, faculty, and staff) in the campus community. The foundations for a well-

rounded, well-adjusted student today are quite different from those strategies and 

techniques used in decades past. Of critical importance is the way institutions initially 

acclimate students to the campus during the first four to six crucial weeks at their 

institutions, specifically using New Student Orientation (NSO) programs.  

New Student Orientation programs have been used to support and assist new 

incoming students (first-time freshman and transfer students alike) to colleges and 

universities for over one hundred years (Daddona & Cooper, 2002). Although many 

critics of NSO programs have considered these programs of little value or influence, 
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supporters of the orientation concept have insisted that the significance and impact of 

these orientation programs is of paramount importance to the overall health and well 

being of the institution and the individual. The primary purpose of helping new students 

adjust to a foreign environment through a variety of support systems and physical 

resources may be the initial step on the path to a successful graduation (Daddona & 

Cooper, 2002).  

Many colleges and universities designed NSO programs and activities with the 

goal of easing ―the process of becoming a college student‖ (Daddona & Cooper, 2002, p. 

2) by packing the NSO week with a wide-range of functions and leisure interests to 

support acclimation and successful transition. However, given recent economic instability 

and the changing technological needs of the Millennial students, higher education 

institutions (HEIs) are being challenged to provide adequate and pertinent data 

concerning the effectiveness of these traditional types of NSO programs in an attempt to 

justify the financial investment they require (Educational Policy Institute, 2008; 

International Centre for Student Retention, 2005; Nagel, 2008). In addition to the 

financial investment, HEIs are also being challenged by institutional assessment 

committees to provide evaluative measures related to assessment and accountability 

(Mangold, 2003; Swail, 2004).  

The Research Problem 

Since the mid 1990s, the researcher‘s college has offered NSO programs. 

Presently, new students attending the researcher‘s college are encouraged but not 

required to participate fully in the entire 5–7 day program. While this current NSO 

program is thought to be effective by the researcher‘s high-level administrators, faculty, 

and staff, neither institutional goals nor student learning outcomes for the NSO program 
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have been clearly defined, assessed, or accounted for in a complete, comprehensive 

assessment.  

The problem is, given current budgetary constraints, the changing demographics 

of students and student needs, and a priority shift to provide greater emphasis on 

institutional accountability, the NSO program delivered by the college is in dire need of a 

comprehensive evaluation to provide statistical evidence and feedback regarding the 

effectiveness of its design, delivery, and desired outcomes. Given this information and 

the institutional priority of preeminence, the researcher‘s college would greatly benefit 

from the proposed comprehensive survey and analysis. By developing, integrating, and 

assessing the NSO program for first year students focused on successful engagement and 

transition into college, a more comprehensive, streamlined, and technologically 

appropriate approach to the NSO programs was identified. 

Background and Significance of the Problem 

Every day, young adults make the life altering decision to apply to, register for, 

and attend institutions of higher education. Scared, nervous, and apprehensive as to what 

this new journey will require, they sign on the dotted line and commit to join a 

prestigious alliance of educated individuals. As such, the students enter a community of 

change, experiential learning, and inclusion. To alleviate transitional tension, institutions 

of higher education typically provide these students with a NSO program to assist in the 

acclimation process (Astin, 1999; Kuh, Kinzie, Buckley, Bridges, & Hayek, 2007; 

Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005; Tinto, 1993). Long considered essential components in the 

transition process, NSO programs have comprehensively served to introduce students to 

the institution and cultivate important interpersonal connections (Astin, 1999; Kuh et al., 

2007; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005; Thornburg, Uline, & Wilson, 2006; Tinto, 1993). 
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 In 1998, the Joint Task Force on Student Learning published a cooperative report 

entitled Powerful Partnerships: A Shared Responsibility for Learning with the American 

Association for Higher Education (AAHE), the American College Personnel Association 

(ACPA), and the National Association of Student Personnel Administrators (NASPA). 

This report suggested successful engagement and authentic connections could happen 

only when strong collaboration between independent entities, such as Academic Affairs 

and Student Affairs, and individual students, were implemented (Joint Task Force on 

Student Learning, 1998). Additionally, the Joint Task Force on Student Learning stated 

three areas of focused attention that would enhance this connection to student learning 

and integration, affirming: 

Learning is fundamentally about making and maintaining connections: 

biologically through neural networks; mentally among concepts, ideas, and 

meanings; and experientially through interaction between the mind and the 

environment, self and other, generality and context, deliberation and action. (p. 3)  

 

 The recent attention to the significant impact of student connection during the 

initial student orientation and through the next four to six weeks at a higher education 

institution is staggering. According to Pascarella and Terenzini (as cited in Woosley, 

2003), the ―initial encounters with the institution and its people can have profound effects 

on subsequent levels of involvement and aspirations for intellectual achievement" (p. 4). 

These initial encounters could mean the difference between a student persisting and a 

student dropping out. Numerically articulated by the American College Testing, Inc. 

[ACT] (2009) survey, the number of students who were unable to persist at private 

institutions between the first and second year of study was 31.1%, with the vast majority 

of students leaving within the first six weeks of attendance at the institution. Although 

this separation continues to be caused by a number of factors, including improper 
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student-institution fit, medical or mental health matters, poor academic preparedness, and 

financial difficulties, a significant contributor to these high dropout rates is inadequate 

extended student orientation programs during the initial transition into the institution 

(Habley & McClanahan, 2004).  

Although a number of strategic interventions have been employed to assist with 

the initial transition process, a recurrent, preferred method is the NSO program. NSO 

programs provide new and transfer students with a better understanding of both academic 

and non-academic facets of the institution, including campus culture, academic and 

student affairs, expectations, institutional policies and procedures, supplemental student 

services, and social integration (Astin, 1999; Choy, 2002; Community College Survey of 

Student Engagement [CCSSE], 2008; Connolly, 2008; Daddona & Cooper, 2002; Tinto, 

1975). A recent study at Kaplan University estimated that more than 85% of institutions 

of higher education offer an orientation program geared to new and transfer college 

students (Connolly, 2008). Given these statistics, it is confounding that still nearly one-

third of first year students drop out of their institutions within the first few weeks.  

One possibility for these dropout statistics could be the way the NSO programs 

are structured. Traditional face-to-face (F2F) NSO programs have long been the preferred 

method of delivery, primarily because the means were not available to deliver the 

programs technologically. Additionally, according to Terenzini, Pascarella, & Blimling 

(1999), the most influential foundation of student learning seemed to be directly 

connected to students' interpersonal connections and interactions. Furthermore, the 

impact of these personal, F2F experiences was cumulative and collaborative rather than 

catalytic, suggesting sustained exposure and engagement over a period of time were more 

likely to have greater impact on the students and their successful transition (Terenzini et 
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al., 1999). Based on this information, HEIs developed intensive and substantial programs 

integrating academic information, procedural and policy-related material, and social or 

peer-related activities over a three to seven day period that incorporated the biological, 

mental, and experiential processes so critical to successful student integration and 

connection. However, more recent literature has suggested that dropout rates for 

traditional F2F courses or programs were between ten and twenty percent higher than for 

online or distance NSO programs (Carr, 2000; Diaz, 2002; Frankola, 2001).  

This process of planning, organizing, and executing an elaborate, integrated 

learning and transitional process is no small feat, nor does it come without a price. Given 

current financial concerns within institutions of higher education and the changing 

demographics of students and student needs, institutions are being challenged internally 

to provide greater emphasis on institutional accountability for these programs to explain 

the lofty financial allocation they require. Although no HEI is the same nor is the length 

of the orientation the same, a conservative estimate for a week-long orientation can range 

anywhere from $75,000 to well over $300,000, not including the cost for parent 

participation in the orientation process (Ward-Roof & Hatch, 2003). 

To demonstrate accountability and maintain accreditation, HEIs must meet or 

exceed certain performance standards. According to the Southern Associations of 

Colleges and Schools [SACS] (2009), colleges are required to:  (a) ―meet the standards 

for quality schools‖, (b) ―engage in continuous improvement‖, and (c) ―demonstrate 

quality assurance through internal and external review‖ (p. 4). These standards require 

institutions to have a clear vision, purpose, and fundamental approach to quality 

education and to identify shared visions and objectives for scholarly practice; they must 

also provide a comprehensive evaluation process, including collecting, reporting, and 
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using performance results.  In addition, institutions must assess and document student 

learning, institutional interventions, and institutional effectiveness, and they must provide 

evidence that the institution meets or exceeds the threshold standards (National 

Association of Schools of Art and Design [NASAD], 2009; SACS, 2009).  

Deficiencies in the Evidence   

Literature is replete with information regarding traditional NSO programs; 

extensive literature in this area has been published since before the 1970s, supported by a 

number of longitudinal research studies (Astin, 1999; Bean, 2009; Choy, 2002; Tinto, 

1975, 1993). However, little literature reflects the value of mandated, modulated NSO 

programs and their effect on successful student transition and engagement in college 

(Astin, 1999; Choy, 2002; CCSSE, 2008; Tinto, 1975).  Furthermore, empirical research 

on standards and effectiveness of NSO programs for first year, first time undergraduate 

students at the college is lacking. In the accreditation process used at the researcher‘s 

college, empirical research and empirical data provide the evidence needed to identify 

commendations or recommendations on part of the accreditation body.  The deficiencies 

in the evidence support the need for this research study at the researcher‘s college.  

Audience  

Findings of this study have significance in both theory and application for 

students, administrators, researchers, and faculty so as to provide these individuals with a 

better understanding of the NSO program, its delivery, and its effectiveness on new 

student transition, engagement, and learning outcomes. Individuals who supervise NSO 

programs at institutions of higher education will also learn strategies that can be 

implemented and utilized at their relative institutions to sustain excellence in the 

accreditation process and accommodate students‘ learning preferences.  
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Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to determine whether traditional, F2F NSO 

programs are favorable, valuable, effective, and structurally practical approaches to best 

serve the Millennial students in their transition and acclimation process into HEIs in the 

twenty-first century.  Additionally, a comprehensive survey gathered critical assessment 

information needed to improve the NSO program and justify the financial investment 

required.   

Definition of Terms 

 The following terms needed defining for this study. 

Digital Immigrant/Baby Boomer/Generation X. This term applies to persons 

born before 1982 who were not born into the digital age or digital world but who have, at 

some point, become captivated by and implemented many of the facets of the digital 

world, including but not limited to new technology, devices, and methods for 

communicating digitally.   

Digital Native/N[Net]-gen/D[Digital]-gen. This term refers to persons born after 

1982 who are ―native speakers‖ of digital communication, including but not limited to 

computers, the Internet, video games, and smart phones.  

Dropout Student. This term is used for students who voluntarily drop out of their 

institutions due to financial, medical, personal, technical, or other reasons.  

Face-to-face communication/learning. This term includes the interpersonal 

communication or learning that involves direct communication through the exchange of 

information, thoughts, and feelings when the participants are in the same physical space.  

E-learning. This term is the process of obtaining knowledge using electronic 

methods such as the Internet.  
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Hybrid/Blended course and/or program. This term means a course or program 

of instruction that contains both face-to-face and online/distance instructional 

fundamentals.  

Millennial/Millennial Student/Generation Y/Echo Boomer. This term refers to 

the generation succeeding Generation X; individuals who reached their ―coming-of-age‖ 

during the turn of the millennium and who have generally been marked as individuals 

with an increased use of and familiarity with digital forms of communication, media, and 

digital technology. Also see Digital Native/N[Net]-gen/D[Digital]-gen. 

New Student Orientation program. This term refers to a program of instruction, 

of any form, designed in part to assist and enhance success of new entering students (first 

year or transfer) in their transition from a previous environment into a college or 

university environment. 

Online/Distance/Virtual educational environment. This term refers to 

educational courses or programs taught entirely through the use and aid of a digital or 

online environment.  

Online New Student Orientation (NSO) program. This refers to a program of 

instruction presented solely through the use or aid of a digital or online environment, 

which is designed in part to assist and enhance success of new entering students (first 

year or transfer) in their transition from a previous environment into a college or 

university environment. 

Student Persistence/Retention. This term means a measure of student endurance 

at the initially enrolled college or university based on continued enrollment from term-to-

term in an academic year. 
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 

Organization of Literature 

The review of literature provides a more detailed focus of four distinct subject 

areas. The first subject area, History of NSO Programs, presents a comprehensive 

overview of the formation of orientation programs in the United States. The second 

subject area, Role of Academic and Student Affairs Departments, provides insight into the 

responsibility and function academic and student affairs play in the transition process 

during the orientation program. The third subject area, Methods of NSO Program 

Delivery, describes information on the three ways NSO programs are delivered in the 

college environment. The fourth subject area, NSO Standards, Evaluation, and 

Assessment, provides information and substantial research on the ways these programs 

are appraised and designed for HEIs.  Additionally, all sections outlined provide key 

fundamentals that contribute to and can reinforce successful student transition and 

persistence in institutions of higher education. 

Historical Overview of NSO Programs 

Dating back to the 1800s, almost as long as the inception of formalized 

postsecondary education in the United States, Harvard University was the first institution 

to formalize the way students and faculty interacted outside the traditional classroom 

setting (Upcraft, 1993). According to Upcraft (1993), the faculty at Harvard created a 

personal student support system in which entering students were welcomed into the 

campus community and treated as more than just students. Although there were certain 

flaws in the initial orientation process, including certain ―rites of passage‖ (Upcraft, 

1993, p. 37) similar to what might now be deemed hazing, it was the first step to a 

formalized orientation process. As word spread of Harvard‘s success with this model, 
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other higher education institutions soon followed suit and started developing new 

student-specific programs, including Boston University in 1888 (Drake, 1966). 

The basic foundation of these early orientation initiatives was based largely in the 

philosophy of in loco partentis, meaning ―in the place of the parent‖ (Dannells, 1993, p. 

21). Given that much of the early education delivered by colonial and early federal 

institutions was based on the teachings of moral and religious astuteness, and many of the 

students of that time period were much younger than students enrolled in higher 

education institutions of today, the institutions saw their primary responsibility as 

teaching classical discipline and self-discipline, much like that of family, church, and 

society, during the orientation period and beyond (Dannells, 1993). Although the 

assumption of parental authority and the presumption that ―father knows best‖ soon 

became extinct, during these early years this mentality was very much a part of the 

collegial experience.  

By January 1925, the National Research Council Division of Anthropology met 

with fourteen represented institutions to discuss problems related to guidance and 

mentorship within their institutions (American Council on Education [ACE]), 1937). 

Resultant of the meeting was the Intercollegiate Council on Personnel Methods (ICPM), 

which was the catalyst for institutions to begin thinking of their students as individuals 

(ACE, 1937). Additionally, the ICPM challenged the American Council on Education 

(ACE) to provide sponsorship for a study to further advance personnel practices in HEIs 

(ACE, 1937). In response to the request, the Committee on Personnel Methods (CPM) 

was developed, led by H. E. Hawkes as chairman, and surveyed by L. B. Hopkins, who 

provided substantial statistical data relevant to institutional compliance and institutional 

initiatives, furthering the development of students as individuals (ACE, 1937).  
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On April 16 and 17, 1937, the CPM met in Washington, DC to provide a final 

summation of their findings and to report on the areas the committee found merit in 

preserving and enriching as a means to educate students (ACE, 1937). The committee 

strongly embraced the philosophy that guided the purpose of higher education in the 

United States and furthermore proposed and accepted the following philosophical 

statement: 

One of the basic purposes of higher education is the preservation, transmission,  

and enrichment of the important elements of culture: the product of scholarship,  

research, creative imagination, and human experience. It is the task of the college  

and universities to vitalize this and other educational purposes as to assist the  

student in developing to the limits of his potentialities and in making his  

contribution to the betterment of society. 

 

This philosophy imposes upon educational institutions the obligation to consider  

the student as a whole–his intellectual capacity and achievement, his emotional  

make up, his physical condition, his social relationship, his vocational aptitudes 

and skills, his moral and religious values, his economic resources, and his 

aesthetic appreciations. It puts emphasis, in brief, upon the development of the 

student as a person rather than upon his intellectual training alone. (ACE, 1937,  

p. 3) 

 

 Although the philosophy developed by ACE was clearly ―service delivery 

oriented‖ (ACE, 1937, p. 3), it was also clearly grounded in the whole student 

development theories based on the principles of holistic, individual, and humanistic 

psychology and philosophy (Creamer, 1990).  As time progressed, increased research 

supporting the notions of sociological and psychological theories about student 

development became more the focus of institutions of higher education, especially during 

the pivotal transition period from high school to college (Dannells, 1993). 

Post World War II, the demographics of the new entering student changed (Astin, 

1999; Choy, 2002; Daddona & Cooper, 2002; Tinto, 1975; Upcraft, 1993). Due in part by 

government-established programs such as the President‘s Commission on Higher 
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Education and the Serviceman‘s Readjustment Act of 1944 (GI Bill), individuals who 

might not have had the opportunity to attend postsecondary institutions were now 

enrolling as full-time students across the nation (Kuh et al., 2007; Mangold, 2003; 

Upcraft, 1993).  Additionally, during this time, HEIs went through more fundamental 

changes that allowed institutions to grow larger, become more secular, and provide 

education for older more non-traditional students (Dannells, 1993). This shift 

dramatically impacted the way NSO programs were delivered. 

As enrollment and a new diversity of students grew, institutions began to reap the 

success of these newly established programs; however, the original purpose of Harvard‘s 

personalized student support systems meant to provide individualized attention to new 

students was consequently in jeopardy as human resources were stretched thin (Upcraft, 

1993). Furthermore, given that institutions were basing their education more soundly in 

the professional and scientific approach to education to accommodate the needs of the 

newly enrolled students, the idea of in loco parentis, similar to the idea of the 

personalized student support systems, became less justifiable and less suitable as a means 

of meeting the needs of their incoming students (Dannells, 1993; Upcraft, 1993). As 

such, it became evident that a dramatic shift in the orientation program and transition 

archetype was required. 

During the 1960s and the 1970s, research pertaining to NSO programs 

concentrated on providing a more intellectualized orientation, operationally outfitted with 

several significant characteristics tailored to a more ―holistic‖ approach (Fitzgerald & 

Busch, 1963; Schaffer, 1962). These approaches included, but were not limited to, 

cognitive expansion and development (Sax, Gilmartin, Keup, DiCrisi, & Bryant, 2000); 

instructional delivery methods (Drake, 1966); student transition and adjustment concerns 
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(Sax et al., 2000); and attitudes, beliefs, and values (Warnath & Fordyce, 1961). Built on 

the work of Erikson (1950, 1968) and Sanford (1962, 1967), institutions and social 

scientists alike sought to answer questions pertaining to the personal growth and 

development, individual influences, environmental factors, and other variables affecting 

successful student development and healthy transition from high school to college for this 

newly diverse population of students (Dannells, 1993).  

By the late 1970s and 1980s, institutional orientation staff and programs faced 

additional challenges including an increasing number of older adults with poor academic 

backgrounds and an increasing number of first generation college students (Cross, 1971; 

O‘Banion, 1994). Of great concern and importance to institutional professionals was that 

the materialization of poor academic backgrounds and poor academic performance, as 

studies showed, was often grounded in the student‘s inability or difficulty in adjusting to 

the college environment (Murtaugh, Burns, & Schuster, 1999). Given a student‘s inability 

to maintain neither grades nor social adjustment factors, the institutions faced an even 

more threatening consequence: student attrition. As such, academics once again turned to 

the research from the study conducted by ACT (1937) and developed a new approach to 

successful student transition and orientation for this new student body, hoping it would 

effectively combat the erosion of the student population. Administrative personnel came 

to the realization that effective institutions needed to, at all times, engage collaborative 

efforts of the  faculty, staff, and students to address the individuality of each student, 

including characteristics and experiences, rather than stratifying significant personality 

and performance facets alone (ACT, 1937; Howard & Jones, 2000). Such realization 

gave birth to what is now known as the College Seminar or Freshman Seminar (Starke, 

Harth, & Sirianni, 2001).  
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The College Seminar or Freshman Seminar gained national merit in 1986, 

although several institutions nationwide had already been instituting similar programs 

since the mid 1940s (Doeringer, 2010). Fashioned as a comprehensive way to further 

develop the skills of inadequately prepared first generation students and institutionally 

improve the retention rate (Dannells, 1993; Doeringer, 2010; Erikson, 1950, 1968; 

Howard & Jones, 2000; Sanford, 1967; Starke et al., 2001), the College Seminar course 

was designed to emphasize the psychosocial cluster [college students and their 

surroundings or grouping] (Sanford, 1967); the cognitive-structural cluster [process-

oriented rather than change-oriented development; intellectual and ethical scheme] 

(Perry, 1970; Piaget, 1964); and the typological cluster [differences among individuals] 

(Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991, 2005). The early College Seminar programs focused on 

cultivating deep-seeded relationships between the institution and the student, as well as 

sustainable progress in academic skill sets. Astin‘s (1993, 1999) Theory of Student 

Involvement and Tinto‘s (1993) Theory of Student Departure was also at the center of this 

monumental shift in student-centered learning programs.  

According to Astin (1993, 1999), for student growth and development to take 

place, a student must actively engage in their environment and subsequently, the amount 

of physical and psychological energy the student devotes to the academic and social 

experience will directly impact the quality of the student‘s experience and ability to adapt 

to the new environment. Essentially, the amount of student learning and personal 

development associated with any educational program is directly proportional to the 

quality and quantity of student involvement in that program. Additionally, Tinto (1975, 

1993) adds that the ability for a student to be successful and persist at an institution is 

contingent upon the student‘s ability to achieve integration and student-to-institution 
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assimilation from both an academic and social perspective. Tinto (1993) goes on to 

suggest that the process of integration and student-to-institution assimilation should occur 

in three distinct stages: (a) separation, in which students disassociate from their former 

community; (b) transition, in which students bridge former experiences and associations 

to new experiences and associations; and (c) incorporation, in which students embrace 

new academic and social communities at the college as fully invested members. 

Furthermore, during the late 1980s and early 1990s the concept of University 101 

programs also was incorporated as a means of integrating the new student to the 

university in both academic and social capacities. The University 101 program was 

essentially a freshman seminar course; although originally started at the University of 

South Carolina (USC) as an ―educational experiment‖ in 1972, it wasn‘t until after 

Astin‘s (1993, 1999) Theory of Student Involvement and Tinto‘s (1993) Theory of Student 

Departure became widely accepted that the incorporation of the University 101 program 

was acknowledged as credible. Success of the University 101 program came in the form 

of recruiting and training faculty to teach these freshmen seminar courses that 

incorporated both academic curricula and information about the institution (e.g. history 

and relationship of the institution, technology, functionality)—effectively allowing the 

student to appreciate the value of a higher education from that specific institution 

(Hodum & Martin, 1994; Jewler, 1989).   

Since the late 1980s and early 1990s, these varied NSO programs in essence 

became the quintessential method by which HEIs prepared new students for the 

experiences and challenges facing student transition. However, over the past two decades, 

the method by which education is disseminated and the approach by which information is 

learned has changed considerably. Since the incorporation of the Internet and digital 
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forms of communication, the ways information is delivered, exchanged, and processed by 

the student is significantly different and subsequently has been the catalyst for the 

transform of NSO programs. According to Prensky (2001), the methodology by which 

educators need to learn to communicate with the Millennial students (i.e. faster, more in 

parallel, more access to information, and less step-by-step) needs to be applied to all 

aspects of the student learning process, including NSO programs. 

As such, since the late 1990s, NSO programs have transformed from more 

primitive methods of F2F delivery to more technologically enhanced forms of virtual 

information delivery, including asynchronous online NSO programs (learning not 

constrained by time or place), synchronous (learning at the same time and place) Web 

feeds and live discussions, and live multiplayer games. Although questions about the 

effectiveness of these online orientation programs exist, a recent study published by 

Allen and Seaman (2009) at the Sloan Consortium reports that when chief academic 

officers (CAOs) were asked to compare learning outcomes for F2F versus online learning 

modalities, they ranked online education and programs eleven percent higher at 68% in 

the ―Superior‖ category than for F2F education and programs at 57% in the ―Superior‖ 

category. Additionally, colleges and universities began to select the online NSO program 

as a method of choice to accommodate a number of institutional recruitment and 

retention strategies pertaining to new students, including: (a) fiscal prudence—online 

NSO programs cost less to deliver than traditional F2F programs in terms of personnel 

required, time commitment of personnel, facilities and space rental fees, etc.; (b) 

accessibility—given the expanded college recruitment areas, the online method allows 

students from distant states and other countries to access information from any location at 

any time; (c) retention and application of information—online NSO programs give 
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students advanced access to institutional information from one to two months prior to the 

student arriving on campus, and online NSO material can be accessed throughout the 

student‘s career at the institutions. Significantly, since the more theoretical and 

intellectual information is delivered virtually, institutions are now able to invest more 

quality time for social and emotional integration of the student to campus life.  

Role of Academic and Student Affairs Departments in NSO Programs  

In the colonial era, academic faculty was responsible for the intellectual or 

scholarly development as well as the social, spiritual, and moral development of the 

students they served (Kellogg, 1999). In essence, these faculty educators provided whole 

student development through the uniting of curricular and co-curricular or extracurricular 

activities. However, by the late 1800s faculty found less time available to focus on the 

personal and social development of the students they served as the emphasis on research 

grew, in addition to their academic teaching loads, and schedules became more 

constricted (Bloland, Stamatakos, & Rogers, 1994; Kellogg, 1999). As such, institutions 

found the need to hire additional non-academic personnel to assume the co-curricular 

components of the students‘ social and character development (Bloland et al., 1994; 

Kellogg, 1999).  

Prompted largely by societal changes post Civil War including increasing 

population, budding industrialization, and broadening higher educational goals (i.e. 

responsible citizenship and vocational guidance), student affairs professionals were 

instituted full time by their respective HEIs (Bloland et al., 1994). Although historically 

there has been much misunderstanding between faculty and student affairs professionals 

in terms of their roles and responsibilities (i.e. lack of understanding of each other's jobs, 

preconceived yet incorrect perceptions, disaffective and complicated argot, increased 
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field specialization, institutional financial competitiveness), recent attempts to change the 

philosophy of education and learning from separatist to seamless have encouraged these 

two professional areas to focusing more on opportunities for collaboration and support 

(Bloland et al., 1994). This need for collaboration between faculty and student affairs 

professionals is especially important in NSO programs.  

In recent years, the American College Personnel Association (ACPA) and the 

National Association for Student Personnel Administrators (NASPA) formed a joint task 

force on student learning and collectively produced a joint document entitled Learning 

Reconsidered: A Campus-Wide Focus on the Student Experience (2004). This document 

expressed the importance ―of understanding and supporting learning and development as 

intertwined, inseparable elements of the student experience‖ and additionally advocated 

for ―transformative education–a holistic process of learning that places the student at the 

center of the learning experience‖ (ACPA & NASPA, 2004, para. 1). Appendix A 

exhibits the areas of significance and importance as defined by measureable learning 

outcomes associated with the document. 

More recently, the ACPA and NASPA in association with several additional 

student affairs and academic affairs associations produced an accompanying document 

entitled Learning Reconsidered 2: A Practical Guide to Implementing a Campus-Wide 

Focus on the Student Experience (ACPA; Association of College and University Housing 

Officers-International [ACUHO-I]; Association of College Unions-International [ACUI]; 

National Academic Advising Association [NACADA]; National Association for Campus 

Activities [NACA]; NASPA; & National Intramural-Recreational Sports Association 

[NIRSA], 2006) that provides a comprehensive guide that unites academic learning and 

student development equally. Strengthening the original publication, Learning 
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Reconsidered 2: A Practical Guide to Implementing a Campus-Wide Focus on the 

Student Experience focuses on two substantial improvements to the original document: 

…first, by reporting the actual experience of student affairs educators who have 

developed and assessed learning outcomes, found points of collaboration across 

campus, or identified new ways to link their work to learning activities, and 

second, by exploring in greater depth how the ideas and concepts in Learning 

Reconsidered can support all campus educators in finding ways to use all the 

resources in the education and preparation of the whole student. (ACPA; 

ACUHO-I; ACUI; NACA; NACADA; NASPA; & NIRSA; 2006, p. 9)   

 

As such, the goals and focus of academic and student affairs departments on 

college campuses have subsequently changed since the initial conception of student 

affairs post Civil War. The acknowledgement of a collaborative union is of significant 

consequence and importance, especially when discussing the requirements of both groups 

for successful student transition and beneficial NSO programs.  

In his seminal work, What Matters in College, Astin (1993) described the findings 

of an inclusive, four-year longitudinal study that engaged approximately 500,000 college-

aged students from 1,300 HEIs; of the sample, 24,000 were freshman students from 309 

four-year institutions. Of the 192 environmental measures surveyed, taking into account 

57 measures of student involvement, the study indicated that active student involvement 

or engagement in both curricular and co-curricular areas alike significantly influence a 

broad range of cognitive and affective student learning outcomes (Astin, 1993). 

Moreover, Astin (1993) narrowed the types of student involvement with the most impact 

to three areas: (a) involvement with student peer groups; (b) connection and involvement 

with faculty; and (c) academic participation. He found that ―the student‘s peer group is 

the single most potent source of influence on growth and development during the 

undergraduate years‖ (Astin, 1993, p. 398); as his findings suggest, it is evident that the 

connection between academic and student affairs departments and services provided to 
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students is essential to the successful transition during NSO programs and persistence 

within the institution over the student‘s college career.  However, the debate still 

continues as to which of these two divisions makes a more consequential impact and how 

the distribution of duties, roles, and responsibilities within NSO programs exists. 

The roles of academic and student affairs professionals in present day orientation 

programs have evolved from their humble beginnings of personalized student support to 

multifaceted and comprehensive systems of engagement (Haring, 1997; Pascarella & 

Terenzini, 2005; Swail, 2004; Upcraft, 1993). In an attempt to address important 

transitional issues and a multitude of diverse student needs, NSO programs have 

developed into all-inclusive and highly valued priority institutional programs. However, 

there are still skeptics who question the importance of F2F NSO programs, especially 

given the significant financial requirements (Roblyer, 2006). 

Although some individuals and institutions alike perceive NSO programs as 

luxury programs with little value (real or perceived) and no real benefit to the campus 

community or the new student, the greater majority of individuals and institutions 

maintain that meaningful, well-designed, and comprehensive orientation programs 

requiring participation from both academic and student affairs departments provide the 

greatest opportunity for successful transition and integration of college students to the 

institution (Haring, 1997; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005; Swail, 2004; Tinto, 1993; 

Upcraft, 1993; Walker & Taub, 2001). Although logistically, most NSO programs are 

spearheaded by student affairs divisions and supported by academic affairs offices, the 

perception that student affairs offices offer adequate and complete cerebral stimulation is 

considered by some to be a farce. According to Mullendore and Banahan (2005), to avoid 

a purely social context that emphasizes meaningless games and uncomfortable 
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icebreakers, campus activities, and ridiculous antics to engage new students, credit-based 

First Year Experience (FYE) programs are gaining personal and institutional support, 

thus shifting resources to a more ―productive‖ academic-based initiative. This across-the-

board reach on policies, procedures, expectations, and outcomes that academic affairs 

departments encourage is considered by some to be a more purposeful use of human 

resources and financial allocations (Mullendore & Banahan, 2005). 

As trivial as some critics feel these social and activities programs are, there are 

many more supporters who feel these social games and engagement activities are 

necessary to ease the transition into the college environment (Daddona & Cooper, 2002). 

Although institutional goals and objectives are relative to each campus, overarching 

themes can still be identified in most institutions‘ NSO programs. As theorists postulate, 

student learning and student retention have a positive correlation with student 

engagement (CCSSE, 2008; EPI, 2008; ICSR, 2005). According to the CCSSE (2008), 

the more actively engaged students are with the institution, the administration, and the 

other students on campus, the more likely they will be to acclimate, transition, persist, 

and achieve higher levels of learning at their selected institution. Although college 

administrators would be imprudent to assume it only takes amusement and entertainment 

to successfully transition new students into their campus community, it is difficult to 

argue that there is not credible evidence to support the inclusion of these sorts of 

activities into a comprehensive NSO program. Ultimately, the cooperative partnerships 

between academic and student affairs are a means to a greater good in creating a seamless 

marriage of curricular and co-curricular learning and in so doing connecting new student 

experiences with effective student learning. 
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Illustrated by Tinto (1993), HEIs are comprised of both academic and social 

systems, in which the academic component relates to the formally prescribed curriculum 

and method of classroom learning predominately lead by institutional faculty, while the 

social component relates to both formal and informal mechanisms of learning and 

addresses student character development, social expansion, and relationship building 

through individual work with staff or faculty or in peer-group settings. The result is that 

both the academic and student affairs departments work toward the common goal of 

producing academically sturdy, socially responsible, and developmentally mature 

students. As such, from an institutional standpoint, early access to and early integration of 

these two areas of student learning and development is critical to the success and 

retention of a student. Essentially, this early access and integration is where the NSO 

program is so beneficial for new or first year students. 

According to Fox, Zakley, Morris, and Jundt (1993), effective means of aiding 

students in their initial academic and social development process at an unfamiliar HEI is 

subsequently enhanced and assisted by the use of a well-designed NSO program. 

Additionally, NSO programs combined with meaningful academic advising programs 

have been shown to substantially increase student adjustment, retention, and graduation 

rates in students as cited in Fox et al. (1993). As such, it can be concluded that the 

connection between academic and student affairs and the purposeful integration of those 

two areas into a successful and well-designed NSO program have a significant impact on 

the students‘ ability to amalgamate and persist at the institution. Furthermore, it can then 

be deduced that NSO programs act as a catalyst that prompts students to better 

understand and, ideally, fully-invest themselves into both academic and social programs 

offered at the institution.   
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Methods of NSO Program Delivery 

In addition to the content and structural components involved in a comprehensive 

NSO program, there is also the debate as to the most effective and efficient method of 

delivery. As such, there are three distinctly different means by which to deliver the 

content of NSO programs: (a) exclusively F2F, (b) exclusively online or virtually, or (c) 

blended using components of both F2F and online delivery. This section provides 

information about the design of NSO programs and considers how the various methods of 

NSO program delivery apply to new or first year students. 

Recognized as successful transition, engagement, and retention strategies by a 

variety of university and collegiate personnel, F2F NSO programs have been used since 

the formation of the program itself (Bozarth, Chapman, & LaMonica, 2004; Kanuka & 

Jugdev, 2006; Wojciechowski & Palmer, 2005). According to Scagnoli (2001), F2F NSO 

programs work to initiate social and academic connections with personal contact, 

cultivate individuality within student involvement opportunities, encourage and 

strengthen the assimilation of students to the learning and living community, and aid in 

student retention. What‘s more, F2F NSO programs provide opportunities to personally 

manage student expectations and prepare them for professional networking opportunities 

and experiences. Delivered in a well-constructed and developed method, F2F NSO 

programs provide positive acclimation and information transfer to new students.  

Conversely, F2F NSO programs solely deliver material in a synchronous 

environment, making it difficult to replicate the information delivered in a standardized 

way. Moreover, given the increasing number of students who travel from different states 

or different countries to attend HEIs, F2F NSO programs are unable to be accessed in 

advance of the synchronous meeting and important information is unable to be retrieved 
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subsequent to the initial session. Consequently, F2F meetings may severely limit the 

opportunities for these students to obtain information missed due to travel or other 

personal factors. Furthermore, in order to accommodate large student and family 

participation numbers, F2F NSO programs must be held in facilities equal or larger in 

space and volume, which can pose problems for some institutions. Finally, the amount of 

institutional personnel and financial investment required to successfully deliver a F2F 

NSO program is substantial and may include individuals from housekeeping or facilities 

through Vice Presidents or Presidents of the institution.  

Given the recent changes in the student demographic, many institutions have 

found F2F NSO programs to be more difficult to organize and successfully implement 

than newer methods of online or virtual NSO programs. As the next Millennial 

generation of students is entering postsecondary institutions across the nation, the fact 

that the educational system is unprepared to handle their sophisticated technical skills and 

learning preferences has traditionally-minded educators worried (Prensky, 2001). 

Second, digital immigrants, or those individuals born prior to 1980, which include 

the majority of educators, administrators, and staff at institutions of higher education, 

lack the technological fluency and digital skills possessed by the Millennial students and 

find themselves in an almost entirely foreign environment (Bennett, Maton, & Kervin, 

2008; Prensky, 2001).  Cognizant of this fact, HEIs have started to comprehensively 

evaluate and reevaluate the way information is delivered to and understood by these 

students; as such, this evaluation process in meant to effectively bridge the gap between 

digital natives and digital immigrants—with the goal of successfully engaging the digital 

natives at their institution (Connolly, 2008).  
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According to Prensky (2001) digital natives, the generation of young people born 

after 1980, use information communication and technology (ICT) differently from 

previous generations of students and teachers. As the student demographic radically 

changes and today‘s new students are ―no longer the people our educational system was 

designed to teach‖ (Prensky, 2001, p. 1), traditional lecture style NSO programs have 

been under severe scrutiny regarding the effectiveness and efficiency in their delivery of 

critical information. These young people, described as living their lives absorbed by 

technology, are surrounded by instruments providing instant information and instant 

feedback to them; computers, smart phones, and other digital tools of today are of 

substantial importance in understanding the way new students integrate and learn best 

(Bennett et al., 2008; Prensky, 2001).   

Coined ―digital natives‖ or the ―net generation‖ according to Bennett, Maton, and 

Kervin (2008), these youthful students are said to have been engrossed in and by 

technology since childhood and have come to know and understand the world in terms of 

technological availability and application. In order to respond to the needs of this new 

era, institutions must recognize the relationship between undergraduate students and 

epistemological growths aided by technology and, as such, HEIs have turned to online or 

virtual methods by which to deliver the NSO program. 

 Reassigning traditional relationships developed through F2F NSO programs to an 

online atmosphere has been anticipated to generate a more appealing setting for learning 

and interface by these Millennial students (Zhao & Kuh, 2004). Online NSO programs, 

by their nature, distribute the greater part of the content online and in this manner reduce 

the necessity for students to come to campus. Asynchronous in nature, online NSO 

programs are flexible, accommodate the independent learning preferred by Millennial 
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students, and are convenient because they may be accessed at anytime from any location 

(Carnevale, 2000; Dutton, Dutton, & Perry, 2002). Studies have shown that students 

engaging in NSO programs prior to their arrival on the campus may foster a higher 

degree of student-to-institution connection, a greater sense of student inclusion, and an 

increase in student persistence (Kanuka & Jugdev, 2006; Nitsch, 2003; Stanford-Bowers, 

2008). Additionally, online NSO programs may accommodate the increasing number of 

students who travel from different states or different countries to attend by providing 

opportunities and options for students to receive the same information when physical 

engagement is not feasible (Carnevale, 2000; Dutton et al., 2002; Kanuka & Jugdev, 

2006; Nitsch, 2003; Stanford-Bowers, 2008). 

Bridging the gap, the third option or the blended method, takes components from 

both the F2F and online NSO programs and combines them into a hybrid approach to 

transitioning students on campus. Although one might assume the delivery of a blended 

NSO program is automatically more beneficial than just one of the methods previously 

listed, conversely much more thoughtful decision making, prior planning, and design 

must go into this process (Yelon, 2006). Among one of the first challenges is the method 

by which to select which components to deliver F2F and which to deliver online. 

According to Rowley and Cole (2002), to deliver a profitable teaching and learning 

course for the new students, ―careful thought must be given to the correct blend of 

technology, face-to-face instruction and strategies/techniques. It is vital to ensure that the 

different learning media are employed appropriately and in the right mix‖ (p. 36). From a 

performance standpoint, design technologists express the need for a systematic protocol 

to be initially established based on the NSO instructional design that will act to guide the 

development of the correct blend of resources (Yelon, 2006).  
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In a blended NSO program, the effectiveness of the programs is less dependent on 

the medium used and more on the instructional methods that produce learning (Yelon, 

2006). As such the first step in designing a blended program requires the selection of 

sources to be utilized; these methods include group discussions, group lectures, readings, 

videos, simulations, interactive experiments, games, and more (Yelon, 2006); 

additionally, the purpose of each method selected must be considered.  

Next, the motive for restructuring the NSO and the means by which to deliver the 

information in a F2F or online environment must be considered. For many institutions, 

the idea of providing the heavy theoretical or curricular content in an online format is 

much more appealing as it allows the students to access the information asynchronously 

in the privacy of their own home at any time they choose. Additionally, students can 

access these more cerebral sections multiple times to reinforce any complicated or 

confusing areas and thereby gain a better understanding of the material and the campus 

community (Carnevale, 2000; Dutton et al., 2002; Kanuka & Jugdev, 2006; Nitsch, 2003; 

Prensky, 2001; Stanford-Bowers, 2008). 

In view of the fact that students have advanced knowledge of the important 

content from an online perspective, once the student arrives, the F2F component of the 

NSO can take place in an anticipatedly more effective and efficient manner. These F2F 

components may include a more practical and physically applied perspective of the 

information learned in the online program. For example, a new student might engage in a 

comprehensive online study of the academic structure of the institution including 

academic policy and procedure for registration and withdrawal, requirements for grading, 

major selection, curricular components necessary for graduation, etc. Given that this 

information is copious and multifaceted, time is required to successfully understand it, 
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and online delivery is more reasonable. However, once a student arrives on campus, the 

online components successfully reviewed by the student prior to their arrival will then be 

reinforced through academic advisor meetings, faculty reviews and lectures, and peer-to-

peer activities (i.e. tours of the academic areas on campus, discussion of majors, etc.) to 

further enhance the intellectual and emotional support needed by the transitioning student 

(Yelon, 2006). 

At this time during the F2F portion of the blended NSO program, students are 

provided with opportunities to meet instructors, staff, and students and apply a more 

personal feel and connection to the online material. As such, new students are able to 

focus more on the interactions of the F2F experience and less on the copious amounts of 

information disseminated during these F2F meetings. According to Yelon (2006), these 

previous virtual student sessions become more experiential, supportive, and encouraging 

when the student is able to establish connection in the physical realm and, as such, create 

greater opportunities for student connectivity. 

When selecting the method by which to deliver a NSO program, the institution 

should weigh the cost and the benefit of each one of the three methods described. 

Essentially, the selection for the way in which the program is delivered should accentuate 

areas in which the institution performs well while working tirelessly to improve the areas 

in which the institution lacks. Once these areas have been identified, goals are 

established, and the NSO program is developed and delivered to the new students, the 

institution must then evaluate its effectiveness so as to modify the content and or 

structure for subsequent years. To do this, HEIs must understand NSO standards, 

evaluation criteria, and assessment techniques so as to provide the theoretical 
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underpinnings necessary for successful transition of their new students (Council for the 

Advancement of Standards in Higher Education [CAS], 2005). 

NSO Standards, Evaluation, and Assessment 

NSO programs in the twenty-first century have evolved from simply supplying 

individualized curricular and social development information by academic faculty to new 

students to a comprehensive system of whole student development comprised by a 

multitude of institutional personnel on a variety of critical academic and social subjects. 

Most NSO programs seek to provide a comprehensible and logical introduction to the 

campus and its community and are therefore viewed by most individuals and institutions 

to be a valuable channel for continued student recruitment, transition, and retention 

(CAS, 2005). As such, HEIs responding to an increasing shift in institutional 

accountability, educators and their stakeholders are intensifying their attention and 

enhancing the means by which they gather standards, benchmark their programs, track 

student learning outcomes, and assess the overall effectiveness of the programs they 

provide. Essentially, HEIs are evaluating the causality between the program and the 

outcome (Burke, 2005).  

 The legal undertones that seamlessly flow through all aspects of higher education 

standards are unavoidable. From aspects of institutional governance to accreditation to 

fiduciary responsibility, it is seemingly impossible to separate causalities from higher 

education. The landscape of higher education is changing, growing, and developing new 

strategies to meet the new challenges posed by changes required given the current themes 

and trends in higher education (Diamond, Gardiner, & Wheeler, 2002).  As such, for 

HEIs to strengthen and optimize efforts and outcomes in their institutional programs and 
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standards, such as the NSO program, they are incorporating the use of strategic plans, 

evaluations, and assessment practices into their everyday practice (Burke, 2005).  

 When developing a strategic plan for a NSO program, the amount and depth of 

internal and external input needed is relative to the level of appropriate action desired by 

the plan, access to and familiarity with the information defining the issues or problems 

being addressed, and individual alignment from those contributing leaders (Rowley, 

Lujan, & Dolence, 1997). Strategic planning focuses largely on managing and forecasting 

interactions within the institutions as they relate to the environmental forces acting on the 

institution.  Given this information, it is of particular importance that members identified 

to serve on the strategic planning committee clearly understand their own position and 

contribution within the context of the plan (Rowley et al., 1997). 

 As an institution starts the process of developing a strategic plan for a NSO 

program, clearly defining the mission, philosophy, objectives, goals, and outcomes 

becomes critical to selecting the members of the committee who will provide the most 

insight and benefit (Diamond et al., 2002).  A great deal of time and energy is required to 

successfully establish this strong foundation of which to build the NSO strategic plan. For 

each institution, the amount and depth of internal and external input can vary; there is not 

a one-size-fits-all approach. Considerations in market competition; regional, national, 

global economic trends; technological developments; populations; and governmental 

legislation all contribute to this plan (Rowley et al., 1997). As such, it is suggested ―. . . at 

least one full year is needed to develop parameters for the initial plan, to implement early 

strategies and related tactics, and to analyze initial outcomes‖ (Rowley et al., 1997, p. 

179). This year time frame is just a starting point and is subject to change given the 

complexity of the institution‘s strategic plan and NSO program. 
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 A number of these internal and external factors need to be considered when 

developing a strategic plan and anticipating its impact on the internal NSO program and 

external image of the institution. Internally, input can and does come from all directions 

(Diamond et al., 2002), from the students who utilize the services, to faculty who teach 

the curriculum, to staff, senior level administration, and trustees who direct the operations 

of the facility. Externally, input can and does comes from stakeholders in the local 

community, recruiter or potential employers of graduating student, and alumni who 

provide financial contributions specifically allocated to a particular project (Burke, 2005; 

Rowley et al., 1997). If implemented correctly, gradually positive and deliberate change 

will come, not only enhancing the services provided by the institution but also perceived 

by the community at large (Burke, 2005; Diamond et al., 2002; Rowley et al., 1997). 

Additionally, Rowley et al. (1997) articulates, ―…new ideas and a new vocabulary come 

with change. Accountability, efficiency, and planning are among the trigger words 

creeping steadily from the outside world into the mainstream of discussions about today‘s 

colleges and universities‖ (p. 19). 

 As colleges and universities compete against each other and strive for a more 

entrepreneurial and autonomous position within the global business market, the ability to 

accurately predict and monitor trends within higher education becomes a critical yet 

artful science (Burke, 2005; Diamond et al., 2002).  Monitoring NSO trends and 

forecasting future opportunities and threats allows administrative leaders to define current 

position and future direction within the market (Diamond et al., 2002).  The key to 

planning lies within a comprehensive historical analysis of strengths and weakness paired 

against future societal and institutional directions (Rowley et al., 1997).  This can be 
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accomplished by implementing strategic planning, strategic management, and measures 

of assessment. 

 Although no one can precisely predict the future, implementing strategic planning 

as a means of informed decision making for colleges and universities requires sound 

architecture and critical elements necessary for a successful NSO program; as Rowley et 

al. (1997) suggest, including but not limited to: alignment of organization and 

environment, direction avoiding too much specificity, focus on long-term stability and 

survival, and time-relatedness emphasizing on-going process‘ versus single session 

initiatives. By defining the nature of the issues, as well as successes and failures in past 

and present initiatives, and identifying appropriate future responses necessary to secure a 

fundamental alignment with the institution‘s strategic plan, a strong position for future 

success is probable (Diamond et al., 2002; Rowley et al., 1997). 

 The ability to accurately identify and monitor trends is critical to this forecast and 

sets the tone for the strategic plan and management of such as related to the NSO 

program.  Equally critical are the elements of creativity and flexibility within the plan, as 

well as by administration, so that unexpected hiccups can be effectively addressed and 

work can resume as usual even if the path is modified slightly (Diamond et al., 2002).  

Strong administrative support and decisive, transparent direction will allow all members 

of the institutions to develop ownership in the future direction of the institution—vital is 

the buy-in (Diamond et al., 2002). Overall, the value of accurate plan analysis within the 

institution‘s current arena and strategic planning for the future of institutional success is 

of great benefit and significant impact for future sustainability of a successful NSO 

program (Burke, 2005; Diamond et al., 2002).  
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 Once standards and strategic plans have been developed and future trends 

identified, then institutions can focus their attention on the evaluation and assessment of 

their programs—including NSO programs. As such, CAS (2005) has developed a set of 

standards and guidelines (evaluation and assessment items) for utility in national and 

international HEIs, and has provided specific and measureable criteria ―by which to 

evaluate the quality and appropriateness of orientation programs (OP)‖ (CAS, 2005, p. 3). 

The following fourteen items have been included by CAS (2005) for evaluation:  

1. Institutional mission statement; 

2. Educational program components—both curricular and co-curricular; 

3. Leadership—both effective and ethical; 

4. Human resources or appropriate staffing personnel; 

5. Ethics and high institutional or personal principles;  

6. Legal responsibilities—knowledgeable and responsive to regulations and laws; 

7. Equality and access—NSO programs must provide a ―fair, equitable, and non-

discriminatory‖ (CAS, 2005, p. 10) work and educational environment; 

8. Diversity must be nurtured and promoted within the NSO environment; 

9. Organization and management—NSO programs must develop and promote 

developmental and student learning outcomes (SLO);  

10. Campus and external relationships—―establish, maintain, and promote 

effective relations; disseminate information about their own and other related programs 

and services; coordinate and collaborate, where appropriate, in offering programs and 

services. . . ; meet the needs of students and promote their achievement‖ (CAS, 2005, p. 

11) of development and SLOs; 
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11. Financial resources—NSO programs must have sufficient funding to complete 

their strategic plan, mission, and goals; 

12. Technology used must adequately support the NSO program‘s mission by 

providing ―access to policies that are clear, easy to understand, and available to all 

students; access to instruction or training on how to use the technology; access to 

information on the legal and ethical implications of misuse . . . ‖ (CAS, 2005, p. 12); 

13. Facilities and equipment—NSO programs must provide ―adequate, accessible, 

suitably located facilities and equipment to support their mission and goals‖ (CAS, 2005, 

p. 13); 

14. Processes, assessment, and evaluation plans to meet:  

. . . internal and external accountability expectations with regard to program as 

well as student learning and development outcomes. OP must conduct regular 

assessment and evaluations. Assessments must include qualitative and 

quantitative methodologies as appropriate, to determine whether and to what 

degree the stated mission, goals, and student learning and development outcomes 

are being met. The process must employ sufficient and sound measures to ensure 

comprehensiveness. Data collected must include responses from students and 

other affected constituencies. (CAS, 2005, p. 13) 

 

Research Questions 

Through conducting this study, the researcher sought answers to the following 

research questions: 

1. Does the present F2F NSO program at the researcher‘s institution effectively 

communicate academic and social competencies in a manner consistent with the way the 

Millennial student learns? 

2. Does the present F2F NSO program support successful student transition into 

the college evidenced by higher student satisfaction rates by those students who have 
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completed the NSO program compared to those who have not completed the NSO 

program? 

3. What aspects of the present F2F NSO program do the students report as being 

the most useful and effective in the transition process? 

4. What technical improvements or modifications to the current F2F NSO 

program do the students report as being the most beneficial and useful if the NSO 

program were to be technologically redesigned? 

Summary 

NSO programs of the twenty-first century have transformed the way in which 

learning transpires. They are increasingly multifaceted and present major uncertainties 

yet exhilarating opportunities to dramatically impact new students‘ transition, 

acclimation, and persistence at the college level.  Responding to the escalating attention 

to and focus on NSO programs, HEI stakeholders and educators alike are addressing 

essential techniques that will ensure a comprehensive understanding of the programs, 

roles of academic and student affairs offices, and assessment; furthermore, student 

learning outcomes that demonstrate whether instructional standards for these programs 

have been met or exceeded as set by governing and accrediting agencies are also being 

addressed (NASAD, 2009; SACS, 2009). By shifting one‘s thinking about NSO 

programs from isolated, ancillary fragments of learning to integrated, principle 

experiences that mirror and fully represent the institutions, students transitioning into 

college will have the opportunity to engage and fully invest themselves into academic 

and social experiences that act as vehicles to promote positive outcomes for successful 

persistence at the college or university level.   
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Chapter 3: Methodology 

This chapter describes and details the research design and methodological 

underpinnings utilized to determine the whether traditional F2F NSO programs are 

favorable, valuable, effective, and structurally practical approaches to best serve 

Millennial students in their transition and acclimation process into HEIs in the twenty-

first century. Specifically, this study sought to effectively evaluate the needs and 

experiences of first year students and determine if the means by which information is 

disseminated during the NSO program and the way students optimally learn and retain 

information during the NSO program are congruent. Given that a comprehensive 

evaluation of the NSO program has never been completed before at this institution, it was 

this researcher‘s goal that the information gained by conducting this survey provide a 

baseline of the effectiveness of the current F2F NSO program, offer deeper insight as to 

the technological needs of the Millennial student, and present relevant information 

specific to Millennial student priorities and learning needs to provide the institution with 

hard data to drive organizational change in the area of NSO toward redesign and delivery. 

Participants 

The researcher‘s college attracts over 1,300 undergraduate students from forty-

three states and twenty-three countries annually. As such, the population identified is 

undergraduate students at a private, not-for-profit four year college with a total student 

enrollment count of less than two thousand individuals. The target population is first year 

students, and the sample of participants was drawn from first-time, traditionally aged (18-

24 years) students that were enrolled full-time at the college starting in the fall semester 

of 2010.  
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A list of eligible participants was obtained from the Office of Admissions and the 

Registrar‘s Office to verify eligibility status. After reviewing information from the Office 

of Admissions and the Registrar‘s Office from fall semester 2009, it was estimated that 

the list of eligible participants would be approximately four hundred students or more for 

the fall semester of 2010, representing at least thirty-five states and twenty countries. 

  Convenience sampling, which is a method of selecting participants to include in 

a study because they are available and willing to be studied, was used to select the 

sample. Because the researcher had direct access to the population, the use of 

convenience sampling allowed the researcher to select participants who were convenient, 

available, and upon consent, willing to be studied (Creswell, 2008). Given that 

convenience sampling is a type of nonprobability sampling, the researcher cannot 

guarantee that the participants in the sample population are representative of the 

population; however, this method was beneficial given the size, scope, and method by 

which the researcher gathered the information.  

Instruments 

The independent variable, NSO program, was measured using the Cooperative 

Institutional Research Program (CIRP) Freshman Survey. Developed by the Higher 

Education Research Institute (HERI) at the University of California Los Angeles (UCLA) 

in 1973, the CIRP Freshman Survey was and is ―the nation‘s largest and oldest empirical 

study of higher education, involving data on some 1,900 institutions, over 13 million 

students, and more than 300,000 faculty‖ (HERI, 2009, para. 2).  Reliability and validity 

of the CIRP Freshman Survey were determined using forty years of empirical data and a 

―scale reliability coefficients in excess of .70‖ (HERI, 2006, p. 2).   
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The CIRP Freshman Survey (Appendix B) is a sixty-three-item assessment 

comprised of forty-three standard questions developed by HERI, and space for twenty 

additional questions developed by the researcher and/or research institution (Appendix 

E). It was estimated that students would complete the survey in twenty-five minutes. The 

survey provides relevant information, according to HERI (2009) on: 

entering students‘ financial needs, aspirations and preparations for college . . . as a 

baseline for future research on entering college students . . . and is ‗benchmarked‘ 

against similar schools‘ results . . . and trends‖ reports provide valuable data to 

empirically demonstrate change in students over time (para. 4).  

 

Since the responses of the sample were collected through an online survey and stored by 

UCLA, there was no risk of potential bias or issues with validity. 

Procedures 

Design. A cross-sectional survey research design was utilized to answer the 

aforementioned research questions. A cross-sectional survey research design was suitable 

for this study because, as Creswell (2008) states, ―…cross-sectional design can measure 

community needs of educational services as they relate to programs, courses, school 

facilities projects, or involvement in the schools or in community planning‖ (p. 390).  

The problem is lack of comprehensive data relative to the new, first year students 

entering the college in 2010 and lack of comprehensive data as to the effectiveness of the 

F2F NSO program at the college. Thus, a cross-sectional survey designed to evaluate the 

NSO program will ―provide useful information to decision makers‖ (Creswell, 2008, p. 

391) at the college. Although the CIRP survey has been used at the college in previous 

years, the space for the additional twenty modifiable questions had previously been 

directed at gathering information pertinent to institutional marketing, library services, 

gallery services, and public safety. As such, this researcher rewrote the twenty modifiable 
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questions to gain information relevant to the effectiveness of the F2F NSO, including the 

method of delivery of the NSO program, student understanding and application of the 

information gained during the NSO program, and the uses and understanding of 

technology-aided learning for new Millennial students entering into the college.  

The study was conducted at the end of the NSO program, in the fall 2010 

semester, following written permission to conduct the research from the Vice President of 

Student Affairs and the Vice President of Academic Affairs at the college, as well as the 

Institutional Review Board (IRB) at the researcher‘s college and Nova Southeastern 

University (NSU). The study was conducted according to the following timetable and 

chronological events.  

 The procedures for this cross-sectional survey study involved two phases: the 

implementation of the F2F NSO program and the administration of the CIRP Freshman 

Survey via a Web-based assessment that gathered both student demographics and F2F 

NSO effectiveness. Each of these phases addressed one or more of the research questions.  

  During the first phase, the F2F NSO program was implemented. Starting in fall 

2010, all new students, after being admitted and accepted to the college were assigned a 

user name, password, and school email address. All students received an informational 

email outlining the details of the NSO program, modules, and the Freshman Survey 

Invitation form letter that included information on their rights, responsibilities, and 

participatory protection and confidentiality, as well as additional information about the 

CIRP Freshman Survey (Appendix C).  

 During the third week of August 2010, all new, first year students were 

encouraged to participate in the NSO program at the college. International students will 

began the orientation program on Monday, August 16, 2010, and all US students began 
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the orientation program on Wednesday, August 18, 2010. As evidenced by the NSO 

program schedule (Appendix D), students were exposed to a variety of academic and 

social programs including lectures, activities, and exercises pertaining to and enhancing 

their knowledge of the Office of Academic Affairs, the Office of Student Affairs, the 

Office of Institutional Technology, the Library, Environmental Health & Safety, and 

Public Safety & Security. Programs were held both on the campus proper and off 

campus. Given that the fall 2010 method of the NSO program was delivered in a F2F 

format, students listened to an explanation of each area relevant to student success and 

transition into the college presented orally by appointed college administration. Time 

allotted for each module varied relative to topic and event.   

 During the second phase, at the end of the 5–7 day program and once all modules 

in the NSO program had been completed, the students were directed to attend a campus-

wide meeting on Sunday, August 22, 2010, the Sunday night prior to the first day of 

classes; information about the CIRP Freshman Survey was detailed and discussed at this 

time. Once IRB approval was granted by Nova Southeastern University, the subjects 

received an electronic invitation to participate in the CIRP Freshman Survey via the 

Internet in fall 2010. Each student was instructed to bring their school-administered 

MacBook Pro computer to the survey meeting and through the institution‘s wireless 

network the students individually completed the CIRP Freshman Survey, after a series of 

directions have been given (Appendix E).  

Data Analysis. The Higher Education Research Institute (HERI) at the University 

of California Los Angeles (UCLA) collected and stored the data submitted for the CIRP 

Freshman Survey. The researcher accessed the stored data, analyzed and interpreted the 

information, and reported the findings of the survey specific to the effectiveness of the 
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F2F NSO program at the institution. The survey information collected was kept for 

record purposes, and used to describe Millennial students trends, examine individual 

attitudes, identify important beliefs, and to make recommendations for redesign regarding 

the F2F NSO program at the college. 

Given that the college utilized a Web-based survey, information gathered by the 

students participating could be accessed each night and on an ongoing basis while the 

survey was considered live (HERI, 2010). As a means to comparatively assess the 

researcher‘s institution, UCLA-provided Institutional Profile Reports (IPRs) provided 

summary data  or comparing the college to national normative data for transfer, part-time, 

and all other students at the institution (HERI, 2010). This researcher used the IPRs to 

offer more significant information as to the trends of this researcher‘s institution 

compared to like-institutions nationwide.  

As of fall 2010, for the CIRP Freshman Survey, UCLA‘s reporting also included 

two new reports: CIRP Constructs and CIRP Themes. 

CIRP Constructs are global measures of academic and educational outcomes of 

interest to institutions: Habits of Mind, Academic Disengagement, Academic 

Self- Concept, Social Self-Concept, Pluralistic Orientation, Social Agency, 

College Reputation Orientation, and Likelihood of College Involvement. Included 

in the CIRP Construct reports are: means, standard deviation, statistical 

significance, effect size and percentiles for your institution and comparison 

groups. Additionally, scores on each construct have been calculated for each 

respondent and are included in your dataset. 

 

CIRP Themes are collections of related items grouped together for easy access 

(e.g. Health and Wellness). Included in the Theme reports are: summarized 

frequencies, means, standard deviation, statistical significance, and effect size for 

your institution and comparison groups. (HERI, 2010, para. 6) 

 

Supplemental Evaluative Research Questions 

As previously stated, the CIRP survey provides area for an additional twenty 

questions from the researcher and/or research institution to be supplemented in the 
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freshman survey. As such, a set of twenty evaluative questions was developed in order to 

assess the effectiveness of the F2F NSO program presented to first year students in the 

fall of 2010. The survey questions formulated were based on the critical assessment areas 

where hard, statistical data pertinent to the NSO program was void. Question 

development was also aided by the information presented in Chapter 2, which denoted 

current trends in Millennial student learning and acquisition of information by Millennial 

students. Accordingly, a quantitative approach to attaining this information proved to be 

the most beneficial and effective method by which to accurately obtain credible data in 

satisfying the research questions: 

1. Does the present F2F NSO program at the researcher‘s institution effectively 

communicate academic and social competencies in a manner consistent with the way the 

Millennial student learns? 

2. Does the present F2F NSO program support successful student transition into 

the college evidenced by higher student satisfaction rates by those students who have 

completed the NSO program compared to those who have not completed the NSO 

program? 

3. What aspects of the present F2F NSO program do the students report as being 

the most useful and effective in the transition process? 

4. What technical improvements or modifications to the current F2F NSO 

program do the students report as being the most beneficial and useful if the NSO 

program were to be technologically redesigned? 

 The proposed twenty evaluative questions developed by the researcher utilized a 

five-point Likert scale to record the student responses: 1 (strongly agree); 2 (agree); 3 

(neutral, neither agree nor disagree); 4 (disagree); and 5 (strongly disagree). In this 
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section participants were asked to select the number that most appropriately described 

their preference. A comprehensive list of the questions supplemented in the CIRP 

Freshman Survey is located in Appendix E.  

Limitations 

Although collaboration in academic and student affairs is common practice during 

orientation programs as well as during the academic year, little literature reflects the 

successful coupling effects of these two typically independent variables on successful 

student transition and engagement in college. Moreover, lack of consensus across 

disciplines in the efficacy of NSO programs exists.  Additionally, a substantial amount of 

research on NSO programs has been focused on retrospective, correlation design studies; 

therefore, additional research needs to be conducted to develop a survey and program 

evaluation approach to NSO programs and student success. Lastly, the effectiveness a 

web-based CIRP Freshman Survey has never been effectively conducted. 
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Chapter 4: Results 

Introduction and Overview 

The purpose of this quantitative research study was to determine whether the 

traditional, F2F NSO program at this researcher‘s institutions was favorable, valuable, 

effective, and delivered in a structurally practical way so as to best serve the Millennial 

students in their transition and acclimation to HEIs in the twenty-first century.  

Furthermore, this study was to provide valuable assessment data needed to effectively 

analyze, improve, and justify the NSO program offered at the institution. This chapter 

provides the results of the research study, which are presented and organized by the 

initial four research questions so as to provide a more structurally cohesive and coherent 

conceptual guide to the research study. The following four research questions were the 

basis for the evaluative survey questions and include the following:   

1. Does the present F2F NSO program at the researcher‘s institution effectively 

communicate academic and social competencies in a manner consistent with the way the 

Millennial student learns? 

2. Does the present F2F NSO program support successful student transition into 

the college evidenced by higher student satisfaction rates by those students who have 

completed the NSO program compared to those who have not completed the NSO 

program? 

3. What aspects of the present F2F NSO program do the students report as being 

the most useful and effective in the transition process? 

4. What technical improvements or modifications to the current F2F NSO 

program do the students report as being the most beneficial and useful if the NSO 

program were to be technologically redesigned? 
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Data Analysis Results 

 The data analyzed for this study was gathered using the 2010 CIRP Freshman 

Survey and was administered via electronic means during the fall 2010 semester to all 

first year students who participated in the NSO program. Of the possible 402 first year 

students who participated in the NSO program offered at the institution, 112 individuals, 

or 27.9%, participated in CIRP Freshman Survey for this study (n=112), of which 

twenty-nine individuals were male and eighty-three individuals were female.  

 The information obtained by the survey and the additional twenty evaluative 

questions provided descriptive data that was used to form conclusions about the NSO 

program and will be used to provide recommendations by the researcher for 

modifications to future orientation programs provided to new students at the institution. 

The data obtained by the additional twenty evaluative questions directly related to the 

four initial research questions, and was broken down into four key areas of interest, 

including: (a) communication, (b) institutional support for the students, (c) useful or 

effective components of the current NSO program, and (d) technical improvements or 

modifications that would benefit future students participating in the NSO program. 

Research Question 1 

Research Question 1 was ―Does the present F2F NSO program at the researcher‘s 

institution effectively communicate academic and social competencies in a manner 

consistent with the way in which the Millennial student learns?‖ After conducting an 

extensive review of literature as to how Millennial students‘ best learn, the researcher‘s 

goal was to confirm or disaffirm the literature as it related to the researcher‘s subjects. As 

such, the researcher developed five evaluative questions and added them to the CIRP 
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Freshman Survey; the evaluative questions that directly correlated to Research Question 

1 include questions 47, 56, 57, and 62. 

Student learning has been defined by a myriad of theoretical frameworks that 

include both the concepts of operational learning and conceptual learning that allow the 

student to demonstrate transferrable skills and knowledge acquired within a specified 

time frame (Mayhew, Vanderlinden, & Kim, 2009). The information that constitutes 

student learning, for purposes of this study, was directly correlated with the specificity of 

information delivered (i.e. policies, procedures, and student learning outcomes) and the 

student‘s ability to understand and intellectually integrate this academic information into 

the college environment.  

Evaluative Question 47 was ―I feel the academic programs in the face-to-face 

(F2F) NSO sessions (Academic Overview, Department Conversations) were important to 

help me understand the requirements of the institution.‖ Based on the data depicted in 

Figure 1, 67% of the students strongly agreed or agreed the F2F NSO program delivered 

by the college was an important tool in helping them to understand the policies, 

procedures, and students learning outcomes of the institution; 4.4% of the students 

disagreed or strongly disagreed and did not believe the F2F NSO was important to 

helping them understand the requirements of the institution; and 27.7% of the students 

neither agreed nor disagreed with the importance of the F2F NSO program. Although a 

strong majority of student who participated in the F2F NSO program expressed the 

importance of understanding the requirements of the institution and felt that the program 

contributed to their understanding, over one-third of students could not, with any matter 

of confidence or conviction, contribute a better understanding of the institutional 

requirements to the F2F NSO program by itself. 



48 

 

 

 
Figure 1. Distribution of students (n=112) who felt the F2F NSO helped them understand the requirements 

of the institution. 

 

Evaluative Question 56 was, ―College expectations were reinforced during the 

NSO program.‖ Orientation programs delivered by college campuses are developed and 

implemented to focus on clarifying the didactic information and expectations of the 

college in a manner that successfully reinforces key messages to the new students while 

integrating them into the college community (Barefoot, 2005). As such, it is critically 

important that expectations are made explicitly clear to each of the students during the 

initial transition period into college. Based on the data, depicted in Figure 2, 81.8% of 

students strongly agreed or agreed the F2F NSO reinforced college expectations; 5.4% of 

students disagreed or strongly disagreed that college expectations were reinforced by the 

college during the F2F NSO; and 13.4% of students neither agreed nor disagreed that the 

college expectations were reinforced during the F2F NSO program. 
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Figure 2: Distribution of students (n=112) who felt the college expectations were reinforced. 

 

Evaluative Question 57 was, ―I understand the Student Learning Outcomes 

associated with the NSO program.‖ Student Learning Outcomes (SLOs), as associated 

with the NSO program, consisted of clearly communicated expectations about the 

program that consistently and transparently supported the core competencies, which 

included: understanding and personally connecting institutional knowledge from a wide 

array of disciplines; transferring personal knowledge, experiences, and ideas into the 

transition process within the institution; utilizing critical thinking, creativity, and 

effective reasoning throughout the transition and matriculation process within the 

institution; communicating effectively through written and verbal methods; and 

understanding, empathizing, and appreciating the humanistic and cultural differences 

though civic and global engagement (CAS, 2009).  

According to the data obtained in the survey, 72% of the students strongly agreed 

or agreed the F2F NSO program assisted in their understanding of the SLOs; 7.2% of the 

students disagreed or strongly disagreed the orientation program assisted them in 
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understanding the SLOs; and 20.7% of the students were neutral and neither agreed nor 

disagreed that the F2F NSO assisted them in understanding the SLOs of the program 

(Figure 3).  

 
Figure 3: Distribution of students (n=112) who felt they understood the SLOs of the NSO program. 

 

Evaluative Question 62 was, ―The most effective way to communicate with me 

about important information from the school is through email or online.‖ According to 

CAS (2009), NSO programs must maintain adequate methods of communication, 

including technology, to effectively communicate the information that supports the 

mission of the institution and the program. Keeping in mind that the instructional 

methods of communication and active participation in the reception of information by 

students is fundamental to their successful transition at the institution, the author felt it 

necessary to identify and consider the way the Millennial students most effectively 

communicate. Based on the data obtained (Figure 4), 54.5% of students either strongly 

agreed or agreed that the most effective way to communicate with them about important 

information was through email or online; 12.5% of students disagreed or strongly 
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disagreed; and 33% of students were neutral and neither agreed nor disagreed that the 

most effective means to communicate with them was either online or through email.  

 
Figure 4: Distribution of students (n=112) who felt email or online was the most effective means of 

communicating with them. 

 

Research Question 2 

 

Research Question 2 was, ―Does the present F2F NSO program support 

successful student transition into the college evidenced by higher student satisfaction 

rates by those students who have completed the NSO program compared to those who 

have not completed the NSO program?‖ As research on successful transition for 

Millennial students into the college environment continues to be an area of high 

importance and investigation for HEIs, the use of orientation programs and their impact 

on overall student satisfaction and success as linked to retention is critical (Barefoot, 

2005). Although it is evident HEIs are aware of the impact and importance of the 

orientation program by the number of colleges and universities (96%) who report using 

some form of NSO program at their campuses, gathering data associated with the efficacy 



52 

 

 

of the orientation programs has rarely been the focal point of research (Barefoot, 2005). 

As such, the researcher developed a series of seven evaluative questions to examine 

student satisfaction in and ancillary benefits of easing the transition process as related to 

their participation in the NSO program at the institution, and added them to the CIRP 

Freshman Survey; the evaluative questions that directly correlated to Research Question 

2 include questions 44, 45, 46, 54, 55, 61, 63. 

Evaluative Question 44 was, ―As a new student, I feel that participating in the 

New Student Orientation (NSO) program was beneficial in my transition into Ringling 

College of Art and Design.‖ The transition from high school to college represents a 

significant milestone in the life of a young adult and the transition process can be a 

determining factor in the student‘s successful matriculation through their college career 

until graduation. This transition necessitates understanding, support, and bona fide 

research that enables professionals within the field to create a process that essentially 

eases the student‘s transition and creates an accommodating environment. As such, when 

the researcher inquired as to the benefit of the F2F NSO related to the student‘s transition 

process, 83.1% of students strongly agreed or agreed the orientation program provided 

by the institution was beneficial; 7.2% of students disagreed or strongly disagreed; and 

9.8% of students neither agreed nor disagreed as to the transitional benefits of the F2F 

NSO program offered by the institution (Figure 5).  
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Figure 5: Distribution of students (n=112) who felt the NSO program was transitionally beneficial. 

 

Evaluative Question 45 was, ―I feel the social programs included in the NSO 

program contributed to my acclimation at the college.‖  According to the Joint Task 

Force on Student Learning (1998), the sponsorship of social constructivism provides an 

idyllic means to encourage individuals to intrinsically enhance and approach learning 

through the sharing of cultural commonalities or personal histories. As such, acting as 

collaborators or competitors, encouraging a climate that precipitates the feeling of an 

inclusive community, and creates opportunities for increased social consciousness and 

social transformation through social engagement that can encourage ―informal and 

incidental learning‖ (Task Force on Student Learning, 1998, p. 8),  which leads to 

personal growth, development, and student learning. Based on the data collected, 69.7% 

of students strongly agreed or agreed the social programs included in the F2F NSO 

program at the college contributed to their acclimation process; 6.3% of students 

disagreed or strongly disagreed; and 24.1% of students felt neutrally, neither agreed nor 
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disagreed, about the inclusion of the social programs contributing to their acclimation at 

the institution (Figure 6).  

 
Figure 6: Distribution of students (n=112) who felt the social programs contributed to their acclimation. 

 

Evaluative Question 46 was, ―I was able to easily meet other new students during 

the NSO program.‖ Creating opportunities to enrich learning experience through 

environments that enable students to meet other students and make connections can have 

a significant impact and influence on the way students cope with the transition process 

(Joint Task Force on Student Learning, 1998; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). 

Additionally, the initial social relationships developed during orientation programs can 

provide students with resultant behaviors (i.e. expectations, obligations, and social 

norms) that can dramatically influence their individual behaviors, attitudes, and outlooks 

about the institution and college community (Barefoot, 2005; Joint Task Force on Student 

Learning, 1998; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). Based on the data collected, 68.8% of 

students surveyed strongly agreed or agreed they were able to easily meet other students 

during the NSO program; 7.2% of students surveyed disagreed or strongly disagreed; 
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and 24.1% of students surveyed neither agreed nor disagreed the NSO program provided 

ways to easily meet other new students (Figure 7).  

 
Figure 7: Distribution of students (n=112) who felt it was easy to meet other new students during the NSO 

program.  

 

Evaluative Question 54 was, ―Participation in the NSO program has eased my 

nervousness about attending Ringling College of Art and Design.‖ Preparation prior to 

the first day of classes by means of a transition or orientation program assists students 

with the expectations of the institution and provides them with an overall idea of what to 

expect when classes start (Kelly, Kendrick, Newgent, & Lucas, 2007). These preparation 

programs aid students in developing general coping mechanisms, developing a better 

understanding of themselves within the community around them, ensuring cognitive 

development, and easing the tension and anxiety associated with a milestone transition 

(Kelly et al., 2007). Based on the data, 59.8% of students surveyed strongly agreed or 

agreed participation in the NSO program eased their nervousness about attending the 

institution; 7.2% disagreed or strongly disagreed; and 24.1% of students were neutral 
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and neither agreed nor disagreed their nervousness was eased by the NSO program 

(Figure 8). 

 
Figure 8: Distribution of students (n=112) who felt their nervousness was eased by the NSO program. 

 

Evaluative Question 55 was, ―I benefited from my interactions with the upper 

class students, including Resident Assistants (RAs), Orientation Leaders (OLs), and 

Smile Staff.‖ Accentuating intergroup relationships with upper classmen, acting as peer 

mentors, greatly enhances the quality and significance of the orientation program (Budge, 

2006). Furthermore, the benefit of spontaneous, informal mentoring as created by peer 

mentors during orientation programs provides new students with significant opportunities 

for advice, individual support, and guidance through the matriculation process (Eby & 

Lockwood, 2005).  Based on the data obtained by the survey (Figure 9), 74.1% of 

students strongly agreed or agreed they benefited from their interactions with the upper 

class students during the NSO program; 5.4% disagreed or strongly disagreed their 

interactions with the upper class students were beneficial; and 20.5% of students were 

neither agreed nor disagreed.  
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Figure 9: Distribution of students (n=112) who felt they benefited from upper classmen interaction. 

 

Evaluative Question 61 was, ―The length of time for the NSO program delivery 

(5–7 days) was optimal for my transition into the college.‖ Although orientation 

programs can vary greatly in length of time dedicated toward the transition of new 

students, most typically range from 3–5 days. The benefits of accrued time can produce 

positive adjustment benefits, significant and effective peer relationships, and provide a 

smoother transition for students (Barefoot, 2005; Saunders & Serna, 2004). Given that 

literature is inadequate in this area, the researcher sought additional data as to the 

appropriate length of time dedicated to a NSO program. As such, data from the survey 

indicated 60.7% of students strongly agreed or agreed the 5–7 day NSO program was 

optimal for their transition; 13.4% of students disagreed or strongly disagreed with the 

5–7 day length; and 25.9% of students were neutral and neither agreed nor disagreed 

with the length of the NSO program (Figure 10).  
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Figure 10: Distribution of students (n=112) who felt the 5–7 day NSO program was optimal for their 

transition. 

 

Evaluative Question 63 was, ―I feel the face-to-face (F2F) NSO program prepared 

me to enter Ringling College of Art and Design through providing pertinent and realistic 

information during the week.‖ Orientation programs are fundamentally about experiential 

learning, establishing and maintaining interpersonal connections, exposing students to 

culturally diverse and worldly views, and generating an overall comprehensive 

perspective and associative meaning relative to the student‘s cognitive and environmental 

reality (Joint Task Force on Student Learning, 1998). As such, designing an experiential 

learning opportunity that prepares new students for their collegiate experience at the 

institution prior to their start is an important part of the transition process (Joint Task 

Force on Student Learning, 1998). Based on the data gathered, 71.4% of students 

surveyed strongly agreed or agreed the F2F NSO at the institution prepared them to enter 

college; 5.4% of students disagreed or strongly disagreed; and 23.2% of students neither 

agreed nor disagreed the F2F NSO program provided pertinent and realistic information 

to help prepare them enter the institution (Figure 11).  
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Figure 11: Distribution of students (n=112) who felt the F2F NSO prepared them to enter the college. 

 

Research Question 3 

 

Research Question 3 was, ―What aspects of the present F2F NSO program do the 

students report as being the most useful and effective in the transition process?‖ 

Literature is replete with information regarding traditional NSO programs, given 

extensive literature has been published since before the 1970s (Astin, 1999; Bean, 2009; 

Choy, 2002; Tinto, 1975, 1993); however, little literature reflects the perceived or real 

value of orientation programs as expressed by students and how the programs influence 

the transition process into the college community (Smith & Zhang, 2009). Effective and 

useful aspects of the transition process within the context of the NSO program require 

active engagement and constructing individualistic associations to collective, shared 

knowledge on behalf of the student learner rather than just passively acquiring it (Joint 

Task Force on Student Learning, 1998). As such, the researcher developed a series of five 

evaluative questions to examine what aspects of the F2F NSO program where thought to 

be most the useful and effective by the students during their transition process. Evaluative 
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questions 49, 51, 52, 58, 59 were added to the CIRP Freshman Survey and directly 

correlated to Research Question 3. 

Evaluative Question 49 was, ―I actively participated in all the academic and social 

programs during the NSO week.‖ Student participation within educational learning 

opportunities has high correlative relationships to student satisfaction, individual or group 

progress and accomplishment, and progress toward learning success and integration 

within the community or environment (Ochoa, Gottschall, & Stuart, 2004). When 

students feel included, embraced, and think they have contributed positively to the overall 

program objectives, successful learning has occurred (Ochoa et al., 2004). As such, the 

data obtained by the survey indicated 71.4% of students strongly agreed or agreed they 

actively participated in the academic and social programs offered during the NSO 

program; 8.0% of students disagreed or strongly disagreed; and 20.5% were neutral in 

their active participation during the NSO program (Figure 12).  

 
Figure 12: Distribution of students (n=112) who actively participated in all NSO programs.  
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Evaluative Question 51 was, ―The lecture style delivery of the NSO program is 

optimal for my learning.‖ The goal of assessment within the context of higher education 

is to obtain pertinent and statically significant data representative of strengths, threats, 

limitations, or opportunities for improvement. As such, when assessing the learning styles 

of Millennial students and the means by which they learn best during a NSO program, it 

is critical to consider current delivery methods, ways to improve or make delivery more 

effective, and specific knowledge on current processes in learning and future 

opportunities for increased success. As such, when students were asked if the lecture 

style format of the NSO program was optimal for their learning, the data indicated that 

47.4% of students strongly agreed or agreed; 10.7% of students disagreed or strongly 

disagreed; and 42.0% of students were neutral and neither agreed nor disagreed the 

lecture style format was optimal for their learning (Figure 13).  

 
Figure 13: Distribution of students (n=112) who felt the lecture style NSO was optimal for their learning.  

 

Evaluative Question 52 was, ―I easily found information about the NSO program 

online before I arrived on campus.‖ Higher education is a business and as such, HEIs use 
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publications and websites to effectively sell their product (education) to consumers 

(potential students, parents) in an effort to gain clients (enrolled students) for their 

institution. Given the highly informed consumer of the twenty-first century, successful 

use of Web publication and virtual information is only effective if it is engaged by the 

target population. The consequences of low readership or low utilization of online 

material can be linked to frustration and premature disengagement from the institution, 

low levels of satisfaction or negative perception about the institution based on the 

information provided online, selective or incomplete acquisition of information—which 

only reinforces preexisting mentalities (positively or negatively) about the institution, or 

biased evaluations void of dependent decision making information limited by the 

institution (Jiang, Chan, Y Tan, & Chua, 2010). As such, by evaluating the percentage of 

students who access and utilize the information provided online assists the institution in 

identifying whether the current online material is useful to new students. Based on the 

data obtained by the survey, 50.0% of students strongly agreed or agreed they easily 

found information about the NSO program online before arriving on campus; 19.7% of 

students disagreed or strongly disagreed; and 30.4% of students were neutral and neither 

agreed nor disagreed NSO program information was easily found online prior to their 

arrival (Figure 14). 
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Figure 14: Distribution of students (n=112) who easily found NSO information online prior to arriving on 

campus.  

 

Evaluative Question 58 was, ―The locations used during the NSO programs 

(campus, Van Wezel) accommodated my learning.‖ Learning environments, both 

physical and virtual, are environments in which active learning takes place. Active 

learning, or learning-by-doing, can be defined by a fundamental framework that 

encompasses five key aspects, including: contact between teacher and student, contact 

between and among peers, experiential and pragmatic learning, value for individualistic 

methods of learning, and time on task (Huerta-Wong & Schoech, 2010). Additionally, 

according to Huerta-Wong and Schoech (2010), learning environments that are well 

maintained, appropriate for the function and fit of the learners, and better quality increase 

the learners‘ experience, levels of satisfaction, and perceived rate of learning and 

retention. Based on the data obtained by the survey, 67.0% of students surveyed strongly 

agreed or agreed the locations used for the NSO program accommodated their learning; 

6.3% of students disagreed or strongly disagreed the locations accommodated their 
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learning; and 26.8% of students were neutral and neither agreed nor disagreed (Figure 

15).  

 
Figure 15: Distribution of students (n=112) who thought the locations accommodated their learning. 

 

Evaluative Question 59 was, ―I would recommend other new students participate 

in the F2F NSO program.‖ The importance of word-of-mouth recommendations about 

products or services (i.e. NSO programs) often indicates measures of satisfaction, value, 

relevance, and credibility while providing important indicators that drive consumer (i.e. 

student, parent) behavior (Godes & Mayzlin, 2004). A high quality experience will 

positively affect word-of-mouth recommendations while an unfavorable experience will 

negatively affect or negate recommendations. As such, based on the data obtained by the 

survey, 75.9% of students strongly agreed or agreed they would recommend other new 

students participate in the F2F NSO program at the institution; 3.6% of students 

disagreed or strongly disagreed they would recommend the F2F NSO program to other 

new students; and 20.5% of students were neutral and neither agreed nor disagreed they 

would recommend the program (Figure 16).  
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Figure 16: Distribution of students (n=112) who would recommend the NSO program to others.  

 

Research Question 4 

Research Question 4 was, ―What technical improvements or modifications to the 

current F2F NSO program do the students report as being the most beneficial and useful 

if the NSO program were to be technologically redesigned?‖ The majority of students 

entering HEIs today represent Generation X (1961-1981) or the Millennial generation 

(1982-2002) and, as such, are believed to have a common set of values, behaviors, 

beliefs, and distinguishing characteristics that separate these generations from other 

generations (Elam, Stratton, & Gibson, 2007). In addition to being considered 

hardworking, relentlessly engaged in various academic pursuits, extracurricular activities, 

and civic or service interests, and both practical in thought and generous with time and 

talent, latent Generation X students and Millennial students are also seen as being deeply 

invested in multi-tasking and using technology more readily than previous generations 

(Elam et al., 2007).  With the emergence and development of a more technologically-

driven culture and incorporation of technology into most facets of higher education 
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(Braun, 2008), the researcher sought to establish what impact technology may contribute 

to the benefits and usefulness of the NSO program. 

As such, the researcher developed a series of four evaluative questions to examine 

what aspects of technology, including technical improvements or modifications, were 

deemed to be the most useful and beneficial by students during their transition process. 

Evaluative questions 48, 50, 53, 60 were added to the CIRP Freshman Survey and 

directly correlated to Research Question 4. 

Evaluative Question 48 was, ―If I would have the opportunity to access the 

information provided in the F2F NSO program prior to coming on campus during 

orientation week, it would enhance my understanding of the college and ease my 

transition at the institution.‖ Research and literature reflect that students who are 

comfortable and confident with technology agreeably perform well in environments in 

which technology is utilized (Koroghlanian & Brinkerhoff, 2008). As such, providing 

Generation X or Millennial students with environments or learning platforms that are 

concentrated toward technology utilization might not only enhance their understanding of 

information provided by the institution, but also decrease the time needed to assimilate 

and understand new materials, and facilitate a smoother transition and connection to the 

college community (Gregory, 2009). Based on the survey, the data indicates 54.0% of 

students strongly agreed or agreed if given the opportunity to access NSO program 

information online prior to attending the NSO program it would enhance understanding 

and ease the transition process; 9.8% of students disagreed or strongly disagreed; and 

35.7% of students were neutral and neither agreed nor disagreed accessing information 

online prior to attending the NSO program would enhance understanding and ease the 

transition process (Figure 17).  
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Figure 17: Distribution of students (n=112) who felt online access to information about the NSO program 

would enhance their understanding and ease their transition to campus.  

 

Evaluative Question 50 was, ―I felt that the F2F NSO program helped me 

understand the campus culture at Ringling College of Art and Design more than if the 

information would have been presented online.‖ Although technology is positioned at the 

heart of societal and cultural life in the twenty-first century, it is also a paradoxical 

consequence. While most Generation X and Millennial students rely on and utilize 

technology on a daily basis and have become well-versed at multi-tasking, they are also 

partial to team-oriented, group tasks that are organized to evoke socialization, 

networking, and mobilization (Elam et al., 2007).  As such, based on the data obtained 

from the survey, 71.4% of students strongly agreed or agreed the F2F NSO program 

helped them understand the campus culture more than if it would have been presented in 

an online format; 6.3% of students disagreed or strongly disagreed; and 22.3% of 

students were neutral and neither agreed nor disagreed an online presentation of the 

NSO program would have helped them understand the campus culture (Figure 18).  
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Figure 18: Distribution of students (n=112) who felt the F2F NSO helped them understand the campus 

culture more than if it were online.  

 

Evaluative Question 53 was, ―If the NSO program was delivered online, I would 

more likely participate.‖ Given the paradoxical characteristics marked as traits of 

Millennial students, including their skills at multi-tasking and technology coupled with 

their intense fidelity and affinity for working in groups and accomplishing team-oriented 

tasks (Elam et al., 2007), the researcher sought to understand whether Millennial students 

would be more likely to participate in the NSO program if they were given the chance to 

do so in an online format. As such, based on the data collected, 27.7% of students 

strongly agreed or agreed they would be more likely to participate in the NSO program if 

it were offered online; 27.6% of students disagreed or strongly disagreed; and 44.6% of 

students were neutral and neither agreed nor disagreed they would be more likely to 

participate in the NSO if it were offered online (Figure 19).  



69 

 

 

 
Figure 19: Distribution of students (n=112) who would be more likely to participate in the NSO if it were 

offered online.  

 

Evaluative Question 60 was, ―I would prefer to access the information delivered 

during the F2F NSO program online, on my own schedule verses attending scheduled 

sessions.‖ Literature on the Millennial generation expresses a need for flexibility and the 

ability to multi-task within the learning and working environments. According to Prensky 

(2004), Millennial students prefer to engage in learning activities that are highly 

complex; are accompanied by short, medium, and long-term goal setting possibilities; 

provide continuous opportunities to make decisions and receive feedback in an 

immediate context; are accessible from a variety of settings; are available synchronously 

and asynchronously; and provide the opportunity to collaborate and form communities 

with other individuals.  Furthermore, individuals predisposed to technological and 

independent learning, flexibility, and multi-tasking perform more effectively and 

efficiently when given the opportunity to exercise the ability to successfully complete 

assigned tasks under their own volition and by their own schedules (Seok, Dacosta, 

Kinsell, & Tung, 2010). As such, based on the data obtained through the survey, 29.5% 
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of students strongly agreed or agreed they would prefer to access information provided 

during the NSO online within the parameters of their own schedule; 23.2% of students 

disagreed or strongly disagreed they would prefer this method of obtaining information; 

and 47.3% of students were neutral and neither agreed nor disagreed they would prefer 

to access information online, on their own schedule (Figure 20).  

 
Figure 20: Distribution of students (n=112) who would access NSO information online, on their own time 

schedule. 

 

Summary of Results 

The purpose of this research study was to effectively evaluate the needs and 

experiences of first year students and determine if the information disseminated during 

the NSO program was optimally learned and retained. Additionally, the research study 

was used to determine whether traditional, F2F NSO programs were favorable, valuable, 

effective, and structurally practical approaches to best serve the millennial students in 

their transition and acclimation process into HEIs in the twenty-first century.  

Furthermore, the study sought to establish a baseline of the effectiveness of the current 
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F2F NSO program for students, provide deeper insight as to the technological needs of 

the Millennial student, and understand relevant information specific to Millennial student 

priorities and learning needs. The data obtained through this research study will provide 

the institution with markers to drive organizational change in the area of NSO toward 

redesign and delivery. 

 Four research questions were identified and guided the development of an 

additional twenty evaluative questions that focused on four specific areas of interest, 

including: (a) communication, (b) institutional support for the students, (c) useful or 

effective components of the current NSO program, and (d) technical improvements or 

modifications that would benefit future students participating in the NSO program. Data 

was collected in conjunction with the CIRP Freshman Survey, which was delivered via 

electronic means during the fall 2010 semester at the institution. Of the possible 402 

students eligible to participate in the research study, 112 students (27.9%) completed the 

survey in full.  

 The findings from this research study indicated that the current design of the F2F 

NSO program was effective in delivering information about the institution and student 

learning outcomes, however, students did indicate they would additionally benefit from 

information delivered in an online format. In addition, students indicated that the 

traditional F2F NSO program did assist their transition into the institution, and the social 

aspects of the NSO program eased their nervousness by providing them with 

opportunities to interact with the upper class students. The length of the NSO program, 

however, may not be preferred in its current 5–7 day format.  

Moreover, the data indicated that although the various locations were agreeable to 

the students, the method of information delivery (lecture style) was neither excellent nor 
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inadequate for their optimal learning style. Nevertheless, the data indicated that students 

would recommend the NSO program to others attending the institution. Furthermore, the 

data indicated students would prefer to have online access to information about the NSO 

program as it would enhance their understanding and ease the transition to campus; 

however, students were neutral as to whether or not they would be more likely to 

participate if the NSO program were delivered in an online format. 
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Chapter 5: Discussion 

Summary 

 The purpose of this research study and applied dissertation was to determine 

whether traditional, F2F NSO programs were favorable, valuable, effective, and 

structurally practical approaches to best serve Millennial students in their transition and 

acclimation process into HEIs in the twenty-first century.  Additionally, the research 

study sought to gather critical assessment information needed to improve the NSO 

program and justify the financial investment required. The goal of the research study was 

to determine if the current NSO program delivered by the institution was successful in 

meeting the students‘ expectations of effective communication and supporting the student 

transition processes, as well as to identify which components of the NSO students found 

to be the most useful or effective, and to understand any technical improvements or 

modifications that would assist students during their transition.  

 In an effort to address the lack of statistical data available concerning the 

institution‘s NSO program, the researcher assessed 112 new, first year male and female 

students between the ages of 18–24 in the fall of 2010. The specific institution was 

selected given the researcher‘s current employment at the site and responsibilities related 

to the institutional NSO program. Furthermore, the researcher could use convenient-

sampling to obtain access to this specific population. The research was performed in 

conjunction with the CIRP Freshman Survey and was administered online.  

Discussion and Interpretation of Results 

The following four research questions were the basis for the evaluative questions 

and the research study.    
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Research Question 1 was, ―Does the present F2F NSO program at the researcher‘s 

institution effectively communicate academic and social competencies in a manner 

consistent with the way the Millennial student learns?‖ According to Edmunds and 

Turner (2002), social theorist Karl Mannheim defined generational groups in the 1950s as 

individuals who shared commonalities, culture, habits, beliefs, or other communal 

recollections that functioned to integrate individuals toward the collective. Stemming 

from the period of time or birth period when the individuals were born, the individuals 

collectively shared significant attitudes, emotions, viewpoints, and perceptions that only 

further cemented this group together by worldly events that occurred within that time 

period (Edmunds & Turner, 2002); this united view also influenced the perspectives and 

group attitudes related to individuals of differing generational groups and the standard of 

life those generations sought. 

As is characteristic of most stereotypes, problems with inconsistency can be 

present for most generational sorting. For instance, Generation X was defined early in the 

1980s as ambitious, career-minded, determined, planners; however, by the 1990s this 

generation was defined as drifters, cynics, slackers, and whiners (Wolburg & 

Pokrywczynski, 2001); though the descriptors used to represent the same generation 

depicted above were diametrically opposed, there is merit in the assumptions. Although 

generational differences are often overlooked, the benefit of understanding the dynamic 

influences of a specific generation, broad generalizations specific to that generation, and 

the positive opportunities or negative implications based on generational interaction can 

provide the theoretical underpinnings essential for constructive and intergenerational 

discourse, understanding, and communication (Arsenault, 2004; Edmunds & Turner, 

2002).  
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The Millennial generation is most often defined as individuals born in the United 

States after 1980 and is estimated to grow to three times the overall population of 

Generation X (Prensky, 2001). During their formative years, this generation was exposed 

to such consequential events as the Murrah Federal Building bombing in Oklahoma City 

on April 19, 1995; the mass school shooting at Columbine High School in Colorado on 

April 20, 1999; and the attack on the World Trade Center in New York City on 

September 11, 2001 (Horwath, & Williamson, 2009). Such events precipitated highly 

emotional responses to violence, heroism, and nationalism, but also lead this generation 

to consider the meaning of ethics, moral responsibility, social responsibility, and civic 

engagement (Horwath, & Williamson, 2009). Additionally, the Millennial generation is 

described as being considerably more intelligent, more culturally and racially diverse, 

more empathic toward diversity and globalism, more collaborative, more achievement-

oriented, and much more well-versed in and well-adapted to technology than its 

Generation X predecessors (Bennett, et al., 2008; Horwath, & Williamson, 2009). 

However, although this generation is stereotyped as growing up completely engrossed by 

technology, there are also a substantial number of Millennial individuals who were not 

privy to technology. 

The Digital Divide, described by Wolburg and Pokrywczynski (2001), is the gap 

between those Millennials that had open access to technology and readily engaged it and 

those who did not. According to Wolburg and Pokrywczynski (2001) the digital divide 

between those who had access to technology and those who did not is larger than ever 

before and it is estimated that 16% of Millennials have been without technological 

access. As such, when questioning the effectiveness of an online NSO program, one 

needs to consider the number of student affected by the digital divide and how this divide 
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will impact their ability to navigate and comprehend the information presented in a 

virtual format. 

Research Question 2 was, ―Does the present F2F NSO program support 

successful student transition into the college evidenced by higher student satisfaction 

rates by those students who have completed the NSO program compared to those who 

have not completed the NSO program?‖ Measuring the level of student satisfaction 

within a program can act as an indicator for successful student transition and student 

retention. Additionally, levels of student satisfaction can deductively indicate areas of 

strength or areas for improvement. As twenty-first century HEIs ponder the effectiveness 

of traditional, F2F NSO programs verses online NSO programs, student satisfaction and 

measures of program effectiveness have become critically important justifications for the 

financial allocations required to support such programming. 

According to Lim, Kim, Chen, and Ryder (2008), findings from research studies 

specifically comparing the effectiveness and satisfaction of traditional, F2F orientation 

programs and online orientation programs are noticeably mixed. A considerable number 

of published research studies showed nominal differences in student effectiveness and 

student satisfaction regardless of the delivery platform utilized, whereas other published 

research studies indicated specific advantages for traditional, F2F orientations and online 

orientations respectfully (Lim et al., 2008). 

In one case, McFarland and Hamilton (2005/2006) noted students were divided 

evenly between F2F and online program delivery; they received the same educational 

material and exams, and were instructed by the same professor, yet indicated no 

significant differences in either student performance or student satisfaction for either of 

the delivery platforms. In another case, Kartha (2006) studied and noted the differences 
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between sixty-four students who participated in a traditional, F2F class and thirty-eight 

students who participated in an online class over the course of two semesters; the study 

indicated substantial differences in student satisfaction: students who participated in an 

online format were less satisfied (Kartha, 2006). Research assumptions relative to 

students participating in the online format, according to Kartha (2006), revealed student 

satisfaction was directly related to high levels of student independence, student focus, and 

student organization in habits of study. In other research studies, it was identified that 

students who participated in online instruction attained higher student performance rates 

and levels of student satisfaction than those who participated in a traditional, F2F 

program (Zhang, Perris, & Yeung, 2005). 

As illustrated in the previous three examples, the literature examining the levels 

of student satisfaction relative to the way the information is delivered is rather 

inconsistent and dependent on varying factors of student independence, student 

organizational skills, and student predisposition for online learning. However, when 

considering the level of satisfaction students who participated in a NSO program 

experienced verses the level of satisfaction that students who had not participated in the 

NSO program experienced, the literature is overwhelmingly consistent and predisposed 

to reflect high levels of student satisfaction for those students who participate. 

 Research indicates the necessity for new and transfer students to be more 

acclimated to the campus culture, to the expectations and services of academic and 

student affairs, to institutional policies and procedures, and to their peers; acclimation is 

critically important in the student transition process and has acted as the catalyst 

influencing NSO programs‘ persistence and significant contribution to student success 

and retention within the institution (Astin, 1999; CAS, 2009; Choy, 2002; CCSSE, 2008; 
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Connolly, 2008; Daddona & Cooper, 2002; Tinto, 1975; Dannells, 1993; Fox et al., 1993; 

Mayhew et al., 2009). Research has also shown that new and transfer students who 

participate in NSO program are more successful, more connected to the institution, and 

have a much easier time adjusting to the transition than those who do not participate 

(Astin, 1993, 1999; Barefoot, 2005; Dannells, 1993; Doeringer, 2010; Erikson, 1950, 

1968; Howard & Jones, 2000; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991, 2005; Sanford, 1967; Starke 

et al., 2001; Tinto, 1975, 1987, 1993).  

As indicated by the findings of this study, an overwhelming majority of students 

indicated participation in the NSO program provided an easier adjustment and transition 

into the institution, an enhanced connection to the institution, and a greater sense of 

community. Additionally, 75.9% of students were satisfied with the NSO program 

sufficiently to recommend participation to other new students. According to Hallowell 

(1996), ―recommendation (word of mouth advertising) results from customers‘ beliefs 

that the quantity of value received from one supplier is greater than that available from 

other suppliers‖ (p. 28). As such, these student recommendations are valuable and 

significant evaluative measures of the NSO program success.  

Research Question 3 was, ―What aspects of the present F2F NSO program do the 

students report as being the most useful and effective in the transition process?‖ Effective 

and useful aspects of the transition process within the context of the NSO program 

require active engagement and constructing individualistic associations to collective, 

shared knowledge on behalf of the student learner, rather than just passively acquiring it 

(Joint Task Force on Student Learning, 1998). Based on the data obtained regarding the 

areas of the NSO program the students reported as being the most useful and effective, 

the researcher assumed concentration on these areas would allow for improved 
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instruction, content, and delivery of the program materials for both the current F2F 

format and for any subsequent online methods.  

 Based on the data collected, 71.4% of students indicated they actively participated 

in all programs offered during the NSO program. Founded in the notion that students will 

participate in a program if they find it to be validating to self, beneficial to learning, and 

encouraging of co-collaborative experiences (Etgar, 2008), this researcher found these 

results to indicate a high level need for students to be active contributors in their own 

learning process regardless of the platform of delivery.  

 In regards to the platform of delivery, which in this study was F2F, data indicated 

only 47.4% of students felt as though the lecture style format was optimal for their 

learning. This research indicates that although some students prefer the oral dictation of 

information during the NSO program, the majority of students find it an inadequate 

method of information delivery based on their learning styles. As such, the usefulness 

and effectiveness of oral delivery many not be the best means by which to communicate 

critical, institutional information to the students who participated in the program; 

however, this data does indicate a number of students who might still benefit from both 

oral and online communication.  

 Additionally, given the high volume of students who indicated they accessed 

information online prior to their arrival on campus, the researcher recognized the need to 

provide continuous and accurate information on the institution‘s website throughout the 

students‘ transition period. Furthermore, as indicated by the high volume of students who 

denoted the accommodations were acceptable for their needs, the researcher 

acknowledged the necessity of providing a venue that is customized and able to be 
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adapted to meet the needs of the incoming students either by way of size or overall 

presentation.  

Research Question 4 was, ―What technical improvements or modifications to the 

current F2F NSO program do the students report as being the most beneficial and useful 

if the NSO program were to be technologically redesigned?‖ According to Allen and 

Seaman (2009) in accordance with a report by the Sloan Consortium, it is estimated that 

4.6 million students were registered for at least one course delivered in an online manner 

in 2008, which accounted for a 17% increase in the number of students from the previous 

year. Additionally, Allen and Seaman (2009) discovered that one in four postsecondary 

students was taking at least one online class in 2008. As such, with evidence of this 

dramatic increase, one may consider that as technology becomes more significant in 

everyday life and in everyday education, HEIs need to construct learning platforms that 

mirror the technical requirements of today‘s student.  

Based on the data obtained during this research study, 54.5% of students indicated 

that being able to access information online would enhance their understanding of the 

institution and ease their transition into the campus community, while 35.7% of students 

were neither for nor against online access to information about the NSO program. One 

may assume, based on these statistics, although students are acquainted with accessing 

information from an online platform, they may not be willing or wanting to access it in 

this manner. 

Additionally, when the research participants were asked if the F2F NSO was more 

helpful than an online NSO in helping them to understand the campus, an overwhelming 

majority of students, 71.4%, felt the F2F would be more helpful than an online platform. 

Although this information is important in regards to the students‘ benefits from the 
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current F2F platform, it inadequately provides actual data (verses perceived data) relative 

to the students‘ participation in an online orientation, given an online version is not 

currently available at the institution.  

Furthermore, only 27.7% of students expressed a positive response to 

participation in an online NSO program, and 29.5% of students articulated they would 

access NSO information in an online format on their own time schedule. Although the 

intent of these questions was to gain information regarding the favorability of an online 

NSO program being implemented at the researcher‘s institution, and the technical 

modifications needed to make it successful, the questions ended up providing student 

perception data rather than actually data.  Given the strong implication that the student 

participants found significant benefit in the social, F2F interactions between and among 

the individuals attending the NSO program, the results encourage further study and 

explanation as to the degree of student motivation toward independent learning in an 

online platform and blended learning and its application at the institution.   

Limitations 

 Throughout the progression of the applied dissertation, a number of limitations 

and obstacles were encountered. The initial processes of selecting an applicable and 

relevant research topic, collecting peer reviewed research and literature, and collaborating 

with the researcher‘s institution to gain approval to conduct the research study went as 

intended and was completed early in the fall 2010 semester. However, the process of 

writing, submitting, and obtaining approval by the IRB postponed the time frame the 

researcher was hoping to maintain and delayed the date the survey was distributed to 

participants until late into the fall 2010 semester. 

 Additionally, when the survey was distributed via electronic means to the student 
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participants, a HyperText Markup Language (HTML) coding problem caused the survey 

to display an error message and inhibit participants from progressing through the survey 

fully. After working with HERI at UCLA, the error was resolved and redistributed within 

two days. Although the coding was corrected and the issue was resolved in a timely 

manner, it is unknown to the researcher the number of students who may have 

participated if the survey had been functioning properly in the initial attempt. 

 Furthermore, the sample size of the participants was relatively small, with only 

112 students participating in the research survey out of the eligible 402 students who 

could have participated. Although the number of students who participated was diverse in 

geographic location, ethnic heritage, socioeconomic status, and academic major, the 

comprehensiveness of the study could have been exponentially increased if more students 

would have participated.  

 Finally, the data obtained by the survey measured outcomes that were relative to 

the students‘ perceptions of learning during the F2F NSO program rather than actual 

learning. Actual learning may be measured through specific questions that would indicate 

mastery in the subject-specific area, reflective narrative responses, or other means of 

assessment directly linked to the content presented during the NSO program. Although 

the information obtained by assessing student perceptions was constructive and 

advantageous to the intended goal of the research, indentifying additional means by 

which to assess actual learning for future NSO program assessment is of great 

consequence for the institution and this researcher.  

Implications of the Findings 

Given the increasingly concentrated emphasis on assessing and measuring student 

learning outcomes as related to academic or social programming provided by institutions, 
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the researcher established this need to precipitate a comprehensive and evaluative 

assessment of the F2F NSO program delivered at the researcher‘s institution. 

Furthermore, as additional research on Millennial students and Millennial student 

learning has been conducted, the researcher considered the current F2F NSO program 

provided by the institution an area of great significance and opportunity for assessment 

and discernment relative to how the program was offered and the most effective means 

by which to deliver the content to Millennial students.  

From a positive perspective based on the data obtained by the researcher, the 

students who participated in both the F2F NSO program and the research study seemed to 

acknowledge an overall positive experience in which information necessary for their 

successful transition into the institution was accessible, comprehensive, and 

understandable. Additionally, the data indicated that the NSO program was an important 

component of the transition process based on the number of students who would 

recommend other new students participate in it. Furthermore, students who participated 

in the NSO program admitted to accessing information online prior to their arrival on 

campus, which only further perpetuates the need for NSO program information to be 

accessible online. Also, students acknowledged the beneficial impact the upper class 

student leaders had on reducing new student nervousness, while gaining a better 

understanding of the campus culture and creating social connections immediately upon 

arriving on campus. 

From a constructive perspective based on the data obtained by the researcher, the 

students who participated in both the F2F NSO program and the research study indicated 

that although they accessed information online prior to their arrival on campus, students‘ 

perceptions of a fully online NSO program did not seem appropriately able to meet their 
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needs for a smooth and successful transition process. In addition, students expressed that 

the current lecture style of delivery may not be conductive to the way they optimally 

learn or retain information. Moreover, the data indicated the 5–7 day length of the NSO 

program might need to be considered and revised for future programs.   

Recommendations for Future Research 

 Post-secondary institutions and students of the twenty-first century are 

increasingly more complex and characteristically more unique than previously assumed. 

As such, this research study sought to understand the complicated and demanding 

complexities of delivering a NSO program within the constraints of these two entities. 

Based on the data collected in this study, the following recommendations for future 

research in the area of NSO programs are offered with the intention of expanding this 

research area and providing additional credible, constructive, and valuable data for 

subsequent research studies.  

 First, further research studies utilizing the same overall design and framework 

could be conducted in alternative institutions so as to gain a better understanding of 

whether or not the results are institution-specific or wide-ranging across all HEIs.  

 Second, planning and executing a bifurcated research study with a control group 

that would participate in a traditional, F2F NSO program and an experimental group that 

would participate in an online NSO program would be useful. Although both the control 

group and the experimental group would be on separate orientation tracks, they would 

both be asked to participate in the same assessment of their orientation utilizing identical 

questions. It would be this researcher‘s expectation to gain access to both perceived and 

actual data related to the comparative effectiveness and value of each of the methods of 

program delivery. 
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 Third, through the review of literature, research pertaining to NSO programs 

indicated vast and varying degrees of F2F and online instrument utilization including 

exclusively F2F, exclusively online, and blended models of delivery utilizing components 

of both F2F and online approaches. This research revealed a number of variations relative 

to the comprehensive range and specificity of each method of delivery specific to the 

delivery types. By understanding the specific components that work best and collectively 

utilizing or integrating these best practices into a single NSO program, it is this 

researcher‘s expectation that the institution and the new students would benefit greatly 

and have a more successful orientation experience. 

 Fourth, administering a comprehensive pre-assessment of the new students‘ 

current online abilities and a post-assessment of the new students‘ level of satisfaction 

and success in an online platform would benefit NSO administrators so as to track and 

evaluate the feasibility of implementing an online NSO program. Although several 

institutions currently utilize this format of pre- and post-assessment, by collecting 

additional institutional data on current student inclination toward and success with online 

program delivery, further research and application within a variety of classes may 

become visible. 

 Finally, by mandating students participate with both the NSO program and the 

NSO assessment, it is more likely that a high level of participation would be assured. As 

such, a high yield in participation and assessment response would provide more credible 

and valuable data within a broader context of student opinion and comprehension. 
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Measureable Learning Outcomes Grid 

 

Student Outcomes Dimensions of 

Outcomes 

Sample 

Developmental 

Experiences for 

Learning 

Bodies of 

Knowledge 

1. Cognitive 

complexity 

Critical thinking, 

reflective thinking, 

effective reasoning; 

intellectual 

flexibility; 

emotional/identity/ 

cognition 

integration 

Readings, 

discussions, campus 

speakers; problem 

based learning; 

study abroad; 

campus newspaper  

and media; diversity 

programming 

Cognitive 

development, 

identity 

development, 

interpersonal 

sensitivity; 

epistemology, 

reflective judgment, 

consciousness; 

pedagogy 

2. Knowledge 

acquisition, 

integration, and 

application 

Understanding 

knowledge in a 

range of disciplines; 

connecting 

knowledge to other 

knowledge, ideas, 

and experiences  

(integration); relate 

knowledge to daily 

life (application) 

Service learning, 

group projects, 

;internships, jobs 

(on/off campus), 

career development 

courses and 

programs; Web-

based information 

search skills; 

activities 

programming 

boards; publications 

Experiential 

learning; cognitive 

development, 

identity 

development, 

interpersonal 

sensitivity; 

epistemology, 

learning theory, 

career development 

3. Humanitarianism Understanding and 

appreciation of 

human differences; 

cultural 

competency; social 

responsibility 

Diverse 

membership of 

student 

organizations; 

intergroup dialogue 

programs; service 

and community 

learning; diversity 

programming; study 

abroad 

Identity 

development; 

multicultural 

competence; 

campus climate; 

reflective judgment; 

moral development; 

cognitive 

development 

4. Civic 

engagement 

Sense of civic 

responsibility; 

commitment to 

public life through 

communities of 

practice; engage in 

principled dissent; 

effective in 

leadership 

Involvement in 

student 

organizations; 

service learning; 

student governance 

groups; community 

based organizations; 

leadership courses 

and programs 

Leadership theory; 

community 

development; group 

dynamics; 

organizational 

development/change 

theory; moral 

development 
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5. Interpersonal 

and intrapersonal 

competence 

Realistic self 

appraisal and self 

understanding; 

personal attributes 

such as identity, self 

esteem, confidence, 

ethics and integrity; 

personal goal 

setting; meaningful 

relationships and 

interdependence 

Identity based 

affinity groups; 

personal counseling 

and support groups; 

academic/life 

planning; peer 

mentor programs; 

para-professional 

roles (e.g. RA); 

disability services; 

student employment 

Psychosocial theory; 

identity 

development; 

interpersonal 

sensitivity; multiple 

intelligences; moral 

and ethical 

development 

6. Practical 

competence 

Effective 

communication; 

capacity to manage 

one‘s affairs; 

economic self 

sufficiency and 

vocational 

competence; 

maintain health and 

wellness 

Campus recreation 

programs; drug and 

alcohol education; 

career development; 

financial planning; 

club sports and 

recreation 

programs; personal 

counseling 

Psychosocial theory; 

self efficacy; career 

development; self 

authorship 

7. Persistence and 

academic 

achievement 

Manage college 

experience to 

achieve academic 

and personal 

success; academic 

success/degree 

attainment 

Learning skills; peer 

and staff mentoring; 

disability services; 

supplemental 

tutoring; orientation 

programs; financial 

aid 

Retention theory; 

person-environment 

fit; socialization; 

family systems 

 

Adapted from: ACPA/NASPA. (2004). Learning reconsidered: A campus-wide focus on 

the student experience. Washington, DC. Retrieved April 30, 2010 from 

www.myacpa.org/pub/documents/LearningReconsidered.doc 
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2010 CIRP Freshman Survey 
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Freshman Survey Invitation 

 

 

Dear <student name> 

 

In partial completion of the Doctorate of Education Degree (EdD) at Nova Southeastern 

University, this researcher and our college is participating in a national study about 

incoming college students. Conducted by the Higher Education Research Institute 

(HERI) at UCLA, this survey asks your opinion on many items relevant to the impact of 

college and the effectiveness of the New Student Orientation Program. Our college 

receives very important information about your class from this survey, and we hope you 

will take the time to complete it. 

 

The website for the survey is: 

https://www.drcsurveys.com/CIRPFreshmanSurvey/et.aspx?Logon=XXXX 

 

Simply click on this address to go directly to the survey. If this does not work, copy and 

paste this address into the address bar of your Internet browser. 

 

Your participation in this research is strictly voluntary. Furthermore, your response (or 

decision not to respond; you may opt out of the project on our website) will not affect 

your relationship with the college. Your ID number, name and address are only requested 

so that the researchers at UCLA can merge your responses with future data in order to 

support a comprehensive research program. However, please note that your responses 

will be used for research purposes only and will be strictly confidential. No one at our 

college, or at UCLA, will ever associate your individual responses with your name. 

 

Your completion and submission of the questionnaire indicate your consent to participate 

in the project (please read the ―Survey Information Sheet‖ on the survey website for more 

information about your rights as a survey participant). If you have questions about your 

rights as a research subject, you may contact: 

 

The Office for Protection of Research Subjects 

11000 Kinross Avenue, Suite 102 

Box 951694 

Los Angeles, CA 90095-1694 

(310) 825-8714. 

 

Thank you for participating in this important research project. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Jennifer M. Awe, M.S. 

Associate Dean of Students 

jawe@ringling.edu 
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2010 COOPERATIVE INSTITUTIONAL RESEARCH PROGRAM (CIRP) 

FRESHMAN SURVEY INFORMATION SHEET 

 

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY  
You are asked to complete this survey as part of a national study conducted by the Higher 

Education Research Institute (HERI) at the University of California, Los Angeles. This 

study is designed to determine what happens to students when they attend college. Since 

1965, over 15 million students at over 1,900 colleges and universities have participated in 

this research. The data gathered are used in studies designed to better understand student 

learning and development and to help improve the quality of college education. Your 

participation in this research study (or decision not to participate) will not affect your 

relationship with your college nor your grades.  

 

PROCEDURES  
If you volunteer to participate in this study, we would ask you to complete the attached 

survey and return it to the designated person at your campus (if you complete a paper 

form) or submit it via the Internet (if you complete an on-line form). Most respondents 

can complete this questionnaire in about 25 minutes, although individual progress will 

vary by how quickly you move through the questions.  

 

If you volunteer to complete this survey, you may decide not to complete the survey for 

any reason at any time without consequence of any kind. The Higher Education Research 

Institute does not offer payment for participation. Your completion and return of the 

enclosed questionnaire indicate your consent to participate in the study.  

 

POTENTIAL BENEFITS TO SUBJECTS AND/OR SOCIETY  
You may have the opportunity to reflect on your prior academic experiences and your 

expectations for college as you complete the survey, which may enhance self-

understanding. Your responses to the survey also will be directly beneficial to your 

college or university, and may benefit future generations of college students as well.  

 

POTENTIAL RISKS AND DISCOMFORTS  
There could be survey items that you are uncomfortable answering or to which you 

would simply prefer not to respond. Your participation in this study is strictly voluntary, 

and you will be under no obligation whatsoever to answer any questions that you are not 

inclined to answer. You may choose not to answer any specific questions you do not want 

to answer and still remain in the study.  

 

CONFIDENTIALITY  
Please note that your responses will be used for research purposes only and will be 

strictly confidential. Any information that is obtained in connection with this study and 

that can be identified with you will remain confidential. All your confidential responses 

in the questionnaire will be returned to your institution for local statistical analysis, 

except that we will not include your name, address, or phone number in that information. 

Further, before receiving student information your institution is required to certify that 

the data will only be used for research purposes and will not be used to investigate 

specific individuals. Your student ID # on the form will be returned to your institution in 
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order to facilitate institutional assessment, but again, your institution has pledged not to 

examine individual responses.  

 

IDENTIFICATION OF INVESTIGATORS  
If you have any questions or concerns about the research, please contact the Managing 

Director of HERI, John H. Pryor at this address:  

 

Higher Education Research Institute 

UCLA Graduate School of Education and Information Studies 

Box 951521 

Los Angeles, CA 90095-1521 

Email: heri@ucla.edu 

Phone: 310-825-1925 

 

RIGHTS OF RESEARCH SUBJECTS  
You may withdraw your consent at any time and discontinue participation without 

penalty. You are not waiving any legal claims, rights or remedies because of your 

participation in this research study. If you have questions regarding your rights as a 

research subject, contact the UCLA Office for Protection of Research Subjects, 11000 

Kinross Avenue, Suite 102, Box 951694, Los Angeles, CA 90095-1694, (310) 825-8714. 

 

Higher Education Research Center [HERI]. (2010). Cooperative Institutional Research  

Program Freshman Survey. Retrieved May 31, 2010, from http://www.heri.ucla.edu  
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Supplemental Research Questions for CIRP Freshman Survey 

 For questions 44 thru 63, please select the response that corresponds to your 

opinion of the NSO program as it relates to your experience using a five-point Likert 

scale: (1) strongly agree, (2) agree, (3) neutral, neither agree nor disagree, (4) disagree, 

and (5) strongly disagree.  

 

44.  As a new student, I feel that participating in the New Student Orientation (NSO) 

program was beneficial in my transition into Ringling College of Art and Design. 

 

45. I feel the social programs included in the NSO program contributed to my 

acclimation at the college. 

 

46. I was able to easily meet other new students during the NSO program. 

 

47. I feel the academic programs in the face-to-face (F2F) NSO sessions (Academic 

Overview, Department Conversations) were important to help me understand the 

requirements of the institution.  

 

48. If I had the opportunity to access the information provided in the F2F NSO program 

prior to coming on campus during orientation week, it would have enhanced my 

understanding of the college and eased my transition at the institution.  

 

49. I actively participated in all the academic and social programs during the NSO week. 

 

50. I felt the F2F NSO program helped me understand the campus culture at Ringling 

College of Art and Design more than if the information would have been presented 

online. 

 

51. The lecture style delivery of the NSO program is optimal for my learning. 

 

52. I easily found information about the NSO program online before I arrived on campus. 

 

53. If the NSO program was delivered online, I would more likely participate. 

 

54. Participation in the NSO program has eased my nervousness about attending Ringling 

College of Art and Design. 

 

55. I benefited from my interactions with the upper class students, including Resident 

Assistants (RAs), Orientation Leaders (OLs), and Smile Staff. 

 

56. College expectations were reinforced during the NSO program. 

 

57. I understand the Student Learning Outcomes associated with the NSO program. 

 

58. The locations used during the NSO programs (campus, Van Wezel) accommodated 

my learning. 
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59. I would recommend other new students participate in the F2F NSO program. 

 

60. I would prefer to access the information delivered during the F2F NSO program 

online, on my own schedule verses attending scheduled sessions. 

 

61. The length of time for the NSO program delivery (5–7 days) was optimal for my 

transition into the college. 

 

62. The most effective way to communicate with me about important information from 

the school is through email or online. 

 

63. I feel the face-to-face (F2F) NSO program prepared me to enter Ringling College of 

Art and Design through providing pertinent and realistic information during the week.
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