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Figure 26  Student higher-order thinking by year level and field
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received. While students may be uninformed 
about many aspects of these services, they are 
nevertheless the target users of them and a large 
number of validation studies have affirmed the 
reliability and validity of the student perspective.

Three items on the SEQ underpin a composite 
measure of student satisfaction – an item focused 
on the quality of academic advice, an item on the 
entire educational experience, and an item asking 
people if they would attend the same institution 
were they to begin their studies again. Australasian 
average satisfaction scores decreased between 
first and later years from 70.7 to 66.5. This 
pattern was evident for all constituent items, but 
was most apparent for the item asking students 
if they would attend the same institution again. 
While counterfactual in nature, questions such as 
this are important for they signal students’ global 
perceptions of what an institution has delivered. 
Of course such difference will vary across 
institutional and demographic groups.

The NSSE does not offer USA comparison 
figures for the AUSSE outcome measures, but the 
perspectives of academic staff captured by the 
SSES provide a useful point of reference. Figure 28 
shows comparison figures for the five outcomes 
tapped by the SEQ and SSEQ (in 2008, staff were 

not asked to report on students’ average overall 
grades). The concordance between academic 
and student perspectives for most measures is 
significant and reassuring, suggesting that staff 
are in tune with the students they teach. But 
the difference in perceptions of early departure 
is striking. In 2008, about 30 out of every 100 
Australasian students seriously considered 
departing their institution before graduation, 
yet staff saw the number as closer to 10 out of 
100. This highlights a considerable divergence 
in views. It highlights an issue that, over time, 
needs considerably more (and perhaps ongoing) 
investigation, and affirms the importance of 
building greater understanding of students’ early 
departure intentions.

It is particularly important to monitor the 
educational outcomes of people who entered 
university with disadvantage. The AUSSE 
records whether students were from a language 
background other than English (LBOTE), the first 
in their family to attend higher education (FiF), 
from a lower socioeconomic (LSES) area, or 
provincial/remote (PROV/REM) area (for Australia 
only (Jones, 2004)), Indigenous (Aboriginal or 
Torres Strait Islander (ATSI), Māori or Pasifik 
Islander (Pasifika)), or identified as having a 
disability, impairment or long-term condition.
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Combined average scores for all students (first-
year and later-year) are shown in Table 6, which 
includes results for Australasia overall as a point of 
reference. Subgroup statistics that differ from the 
cross-national average by five points or more are 
shaded grey.

By way of summary, students with a language 
background other than English report higher 
levels of general development and lower levels 
of overall satisfaction. The outcomes for those 
who are first in family or whose home is in 
a lower socioeconomic area are on par with 
Australasian average scores. With the exception 
of departure intention, which was higher by 
3.6 points, students with homes in provincial 
locations reported outcomes on par with general 
cross-national averages. Students from remote 
backgrounds reported less development of higher 
order thinking (3.9 points below the Australasian 
average), greater general development outcomes 
(4.2 points about the Australasian average) and 
higher departure intentions (by 5.7 points). 
ATSI students reported outcomes on par with 
the cross-national figures, with the notable 
exception of departure intention, which was 
10.3 points higher than the Australasian average. 
Māori students too reported higher anticipated 
departure (7.3 points above Australasia as a 
whole), as did Pasifik Islanders (6.2 points above 
the average). Importantly, however, Pasifik Islanders 
reported greater development of general learning 
outcomes. While most results for students who 
identified as having a disability were on par with 
the cross-national figures, departure intention was 
higher by 7.9 points. 

Exploring early departure

Of all the educational outcomes measured in the 
AUSSE, early departure may very well be the 
most significant. Early departure is a complex and 
multifaceted phenomenon which incorporates 
transitions such as cross-institutional mobility, 
‘dropout’ from higher education, course transfer, 
temporary deferral, and academic failure. The 
SEQ includes a series of questions to facilitate the 
measurement of a range of different movements, 
change rationales and destinations. The current 
analysis focuses on ‘early departure’ as departure 
from an institution before the completion of a 
qualification (and not necessarily in first year).

In Australasia in 2008, 33.1 per cent of first- and 
later-year students seriously considered leaving 
their institution in the 2008 academic year. This 
rate is high – around a third of undergraduate 
students. It is also an underestimate as it excludes 
students who have already discontinued their 
study. The rate decreases from 34.5 in first year 
to 31.6 for later-year students (although note 
that this later-year figure excludes those who 
have actually discontinued since first year). The 
rate varies from 22.0 per cent at one institution 
to 44.9 per cent at another. Clearly, these figures 
are serious, and carry relevance for students 
and institutions, for the professions and for the 
economy as a whole.

Table 7 provides further details on students’ 
selected reasons for considering leaving their 
institution, sorted in descending order for first-
year students. The figures relate to the 33.1 
per cent of students who report considering 

Table 6  Average outcome measures for selected equity groups

Australasia LBOTE
First in
family LSES1 PROV1 REM1 ATSI Māori Pasifika Disability

Higher Order
Thinking

64.0 63.0 63.6 63.9 63.0 60.1 65.0 62.2 63.7 63.6

General
Learning

62.5 62.2 63.0 64.0 63.6 62.8 61.9 60.1 64.9 61.5

General
Development

43.4 48.6 43.7 44.5 43.3 47.6 45.5 44.0 50.9 43.6

Average
Overall Grade

71.9 68.6 71.5 71.6 72.6 70.6 69.3 71.0 69.4 70.9

Departure
Intention

33.1 33.8 33.8 34.6 36.7 38.8 43.4 40.4 39.3 41.0

Overall
Satisfaction

68.6 64.1 68.6 69.4 68.4 65.8 68.3 68.8 70.0 68.3

1 Australian students only
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Table 7  Student reasons for departure (per cent) 

First year Later year All students

Convenience or practical 
reasons

31.4 23.3 27.5

Improve career prospects 29.5 31.1 30.2

Financial reasons or to 
reduce study costs

25.9 26.6 26.2

Obtain better quality 
education

18.7 28.4 23.4

Table 8  Student destination plans

First year Later year All students

Yes No Yes No Yes No

Shift to
another university

21.3 78.7 12.6 87.4 17.2 82.8

Change to
another qualification

17.8 82.2 10.5 89.5 14.3 85.7

Move to vocational
education and training

3.3 96.7 4.3 95.7 3.8 96.2

early departure. They reflect the percentage of 
students in this group who selected one of the 
nominated reasons. For instance, of the 33.1 per 
cent of students who considered early departure, 
27.5 per cent indicated that they were leaving 
for convenience or practical reasons. Broadly, 
first-year students are around twice as likely to 
consider leaving for practical or financial rather 
than educational quality reasons, although the 
differences decrease for later-year students.Table 8 
reports on the destination plans of all students. 
Interestingly, very few bachelor degree students – 
less than 1 in 20 – consider shifting to vocational 
education. In first year, more students consider 
shifting to another university than changing their 
qualification, although the percentage and gap 
reduces for later-year students.

Identifying concomitants of early departure 
provides insights that may be used to manage and 
reduce the phenomenon. Early departure may be 
associated with certain types of engagement or 
outcomes. Identifying these relationships provides 
a basis for identifying groups which may be 
particularly ‘at risk’.

Table 9 reports correlations (scaled to a ±100 
metric) between students’ departure intentions 
and the seven engagement scales, and remaining 

outcome measures. These correlations are 
sorted in ascending order by first-year results. 
As all of these correlations are statistically 
significant (considered independently or as 
part of simultaneous regression analyses), to 
facilitate analysis it is helpful to deploy another 
interpretative metric. Given the large-scale nature 
of this analysis, those correlations around ±10 
might be considered meaningful from an ‘effect 
size’ perspective.

By way of example, the correlation of -36.0 
between Overall Satisfaction and first-year early 
departure implies that a decrease in this global 
measure of satisfaction is associated with an 
increased early departure intention. In statistical 
terminology, the -36.0 correlation is referred to 
as the ‘standardised estimate’. The corresponding 
‘unstandardised estimate’ for first-year students 
is -0.86, exposing that each score-point increase 
in satisfaction sees a decline of 0.86 in early 
departure intention. Considered independently, 
Overall Satisfaction scores account for around 13 
per cent of the observed variation in reported 
departure intentions.

These correlations offer evidence that, broadly 
speaking, it is overall satisfaction, perceptions of 
support, and sense of learning and development, 
which appear to be most significant for first-year 
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students. These factors also hold for final-year 
students, although developing higher-order forms 
of thinking and the work relevance of learning is 
also seen to count.

While neither a causal nor linear relationship 
may be assumed, the above analysis does suggest 
that in Australasia in 2008, satisfaction, support 
and learning outcomes are seen by students as 
the most important correlates of pre-graduation 
institutional departure. It is helpful, therefore, to 
explore which student subgroups report lower 
than average scores on these measures, and hence 
might be more likely to prematurely discontinue 
their study. Subgroups with low scores in multiple 
areas may be of particular concern.

Students in the architecture, creative arts and 
education fields, for instance, all report higher 
than Australasian average departure intentions. 
Architecture and business students, however, also 
report lower overall satisfaction, perceptions of 
support, and learning and development outcomes. 
Creative arts students feel supported and satisfied, 
but that they have gained less in terms of general 
learning and development. International students 
report being more likely to depart, along with 
being less satisfied and reporting lower levels of 
academic achievement. Students with disabilities 
report lower levels of achievement and more 
general forms of learning.

Such analysis can be extended in a variety of 
directions, yet when various analytical possibilities 
are tested, they tend to converge around the 

importance of students’ average overall grade. In 
particular, students with grades between 50 and 
60 appear considerably more likely to consider 
departing than others – 11.5 per cent for first-
year students and 12.2 for later-year students. 
Cross-nationally, 12.4 per cent of students 
reported low marks. Certain groups of students 
were over-represented in this category, however, 
including international students (24.0%) students 
with a home language other than English (22.3%) 
Pasifik Islanders (20.5%), and Australian Indigenous 
students (20.1%). Low grades were also reported 
for relatively high proportions of business students 
(18.1%), IT students (16.3%), students with 
disabilities (15.5%) and M ̄aori students (15.5%).

The finding that low marks are associated with 
early departure may not be surprising. At a 
minimum, the AUSSE 2008 results may be seen as 
providing evidence and further details in support 
of this proposition. Such evidence helps affirm 
the importance for institutions of implementing 
carefully designed monitoring and preventive 
procedures that can track student progress, 
identifying at risk students, and putting in place 
conditions which may support and inspire student 
success.

Setting conditions for success

The engagement scales in Table 9 have less direct 
relationships with early departure intentions, but 
it is possible that their influence is mediated by 
those outcomes which do appear more closely 

Table 9  Correlations between departure intentions and AUSSE engagement and outcome measures

First year
departure
intention

Later year
departure
intention

Overall Satisfaction -36.0 -37.6

Supportive Learning Environment -20.2 -22.6

General Learning Outcomes -17.9 -23.0

Average Overall Grade -12.4 -10.2

General Development Outcomes -10.0 -13.2

Work Integrated Learning -8.0 -10.6

Higher Order Thinking -7.6 -10.8

Enriching Educational Experiences -5.1 -5.0

Academic Challenge -5.1 -7.1

Active Learning -3.1 -2.5

Student and Staff Interactions -0.8 -3.8
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connected with retention decisions. Therefore, it is 
useful to examine which engagement conditions 
are linked with educational success.

The perspective of teaching staff on this matter 
is important, for they have an important 
responsibility for setting the scholarly and social 
conditions that will enhance engagement. As 
part of the SSES, academics were asked to rate 
the importance of each of the AUSSE scales 
for university education. The results, scored on 
a 0-100 point scale, are presented in Figure 29. 

With the exception of Work Integrated Learning, 
all defined facets of engagement have an average 
score greater than 80. The cross-institutional Work 
Integrated Learning score is low, although this 
varies considerably across fields from 54.7 and 
54.9 for humanities and sciences staff, to 75.1 and 
72.7 for health and education academics. These 
results, importantly, affirm the importance of the 
aspects of engagement measured in the AUSSE 
and SSES.

Table 10 reports correlations between the six 

Table 10  Engagement and outcome links

First year

 
General
Learning

General
Development

Average
Grade

Overall
Satisfaction

Academic Challenge 47.3 39.8 13.4 24.6

Active Learning 34.7 33.5 9.9 18.2

Student and Staff Interactions 30.8 36.0 3.7 18.1

Enriching Educational Experiences 31.9 34.6 6.0 20.0

Supportive Learning Environment 50.0 47.0 10.8 55.8

Work Integrated Learning 44.3 34.9 9.4 23.5

Later year

Academic Challenge 47.1 39.8 15.2 26.9

Active Learning 33.6 29.5 15.3 19.0

Student and Staff Interactions 29.6 32.8 12.3 24.0

Enriching Educational Experiences 27.9 28.3 12.7 18.4

Supportive Learning Environment 48.9 46.5 8.7 55.7

Work Integrated Learning 40.3 28.6 14.2 23.0
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Enriching educational experiences

Supportive learning environment
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Figure 29  Staff ratings of the importance of engagement
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AUSSE engagement scales and key outcomes 
which the above analysis has linked with early 
departure decisions. For instance, the correlation 
of 47.3 between Academic Challenge and General 
Learning implies that a rise in students’ perception 
of academic challenge is associated with an 
increase in learning outcomes. The unstandardised 
statistical estimates for the first- and later-year 
correlations are 0.72 and 0.69 respectively. This 
implies that a rise of one score point on the 
Academic Challenge scale leads to a rise on the 
General Learning Outcomes scale of 0.72 score 
points for first-year students, and 0.69 for later-
year students.

As reported for AUSSE 2007 (Coates, 2008a), 
the correlations affirm the positive links between 
engagement and outcomes. The statistics for 
average overall grade are lower, particularly in 
first year, which is partly due to the compressed 
distribution of this measure.

These results repeat a pattern reported in the 
first AUSSE Research Briefing (Coates, 2008b) of 
the particularly important role played by challenge 
and support. The idea that academic challenge 
and individual support promotes engagement and 
learning outcomes is not new. In his 1975 book 
Faces on Campus, for instance, Graham Little 
defined a typology of university learning climates 
underpinned by variations in students perceptions 
of challenge and support – see Figure 30. He 
argued that the ‘cultivating climate’ was most 
productive for undergraduate student learning 

and development, this being characterised by high 
academic standards, support and recognition.

Little’s typological distinction can be explored 
using AUSSE data by categorising students 
according to their perceptions of challenge and 
support. To do this, students were classified into 
one of four ‘learning climate’ groups, depending on 
whether their Academic Challenge or Supportive 
Learning Environment scores were above or 
below the Australasian average. Students reporting 
low support and low challenge, for instance, were 
assigned to the ‘neglecting climate’ group. Those 
reporting high levels of challenge and support 
were assigned to the ‘cultivating climate’ group.

Average engagement and outcome scores 
for each of these four groups are reported in 
Figure 31 and Figure 32. (The Academic Challenge 
and Supportive Learning Environment scales are 
omitted from Figure 31 as these are used in the 
construction of the climate groupings.) The results 
suggest that high challenge and high support 
are linked with greater student engagement. 
Figure 31 affirms Little’s typology, showing a 
steadily increasing relationship between neglecting 
and cultivating climates. Results for the challenge 
and support scales have been omitted. Students 
who report studying in a neglecting climate, for 
instance, report average Active Learning scores 
of around 31.8 compared with 46.6 for those 
working in a cultivating climate. A cultivating 
climate leads to a doubling of the Student and 
Staff Interactions scale score.

Importantly for retention, cultivating climates – 
those that reflect high levels of challenge and 
support – are related to increased student 
outcomes. Neglecting and training climates are 
linked with lower satisfaction and higher departure 
intentions, signalling that in these areas it is the 
lack of support that counts. The growth in average 
grades is more measured in line with the variation 
in this distribution, but still reflects a third of the 
standard deviation of 9.9 score points. General 
forms of learning and development are influenced 
less by low levels of support. For both of these, it 
appears to be the joint absence of challenge and 
support that leads to a drop-off in average scores.

In line with existing research, these insights 
underscore the educational value of monitoring 
and improving student engagement. By tracking 
patterns of student engagement and indicators of 
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Figure 30  Little’s typology of learning climates
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Table 11  Areas of greatest variation between institutions

Made a class or online presentation1.	
Conversations with students of different ethnic 2.	
group
Providing care for dependents3.	
Working for pay off campus4.	
Worked with students during class5.	
Blended academic learning with workplace 6.	
experience
Asked questions or contributed to discussions in 7.	
class or online
Explored how to apply your learning in the 8.	
workforce
Worked with students outside class9.	
Used an electronic medium for assignment10.	
Conversations with students who are very different11.	
Practicum, internship, fieldwork or clinical 12.	
placement
Used email or a forum to communicate with 13.	
teaching staff
Used student learning support services14.	
Came to class having completed readings or 15.	
assignments

Attend same institution if starting over16.	
Working effectively with others17.	
Managing personal business18.	
Participated in community-based project19.	
Discussed grades with teaching staff20.	
Acquiring job-related or work-related knowledge 21.	
and skills
Attending campus events and activities22.	
Used library resources on campus or online23.	
Sought advice from academic staff24.	
Included diverse perspectives25.	
Relationships with administrative personnel and 26.	
services
Industry placement or work experience27.	
Worked harder than you thought you could28.	
Voting informedly in local, state or national 29.	
elections
Foreign language study30.	
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Figure 33  Cross-institutional benchmarking radar
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departure intentions, institutions can use student 
engagement data to set conditions that enhance 
educational success.

Benchmarking is a particularly powerful approach 
that institutions can use for monitoring and 
enhancement. Examples of benchmarking are 
included here by way of rounding out the 
current analysis. These flesh out the more general 
overview provided in the AUSSE Enhancement 
Guides which are surveyed in the final chapter.  
Benchmarking can be undertaken in a range 
of ways, such as internal or external, norm- or 
criterion-referenced, outcome- or process-
oriented. The AUSSE is designed to balance local 
relevance with cross-contextual generalisability.

Figure 33 shows how two institutions – Engaged 
University and Learning University – may 
begin their benchmarking conversations. These 
institutions may have pre-existing benchmarking 
arrangements and data-sharing agreements, 
or Learning University may have initiated the 
conversations using publicly reported information. 

For such comparisons to be useful, it is helpful 
to enumerate the similarities and differences 
between the institutions, to establish a long-
term benchmarking relationship, and to define 
substantive points of reference (criteria) for the 
numerical results. After looking further into results 
for particular subgroups, the institutions may be 
able to spotlight areas of particular concern, and 
processes that could be re-engineered to facilitate 
effective change.

To help guide such benchmarking, it is useful to 
have a sense of the areas of greatest variation 
between institutions. Table 11 lists the 30 items 
that vary most between institutions, ranked in 
descending order of variability. By way of example, 
the aspect of student engagement that varies 
most across institutions is whether students 
report making a class or online presentation. 
There is also variation between institutions in the 
extent to which students report conversations 
with students of different ethnic groups.

Cross-institutional conversations between like 
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institutions are important – particularly when 
conducted within similar fields, but the 2008 
NSSE report affirms Pascarella’s (2001: 20) 
prescient remark that “within-college experiences 
tend to count substantially more than between-
college characteristics”. Figure 34 repeats the 
format of Figure 33 but this time includes 
average scores for four selected fields within a 
single institution. Such results might form a basis 
for internal benchmarking that is undertaken 
between faculties or schools. Compared with 
health students, for instance, what individual 
and environmental factors lead architecture and 
building students to perceive lower levels of 
academic challenge yet report higher participation 
in active learning?

As these results suggest, student engagement 
data can inform practical deliberations about the 
significant dynamics, constraints and opportunities 
facing higher education institutions. It offers a 
lens that provides key insights into what students 
are actually doing, a structure for framing 
conversations about quality, and a stimulus for 
guiding new thinking into practice.
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Guides for monitoring and enhancing 
education

Developing strategies to use engagement data 
for continuous quality improvement is a very 
important part of the AUSSE. Information about 
student engagement can play a valuable role in 
enhancing the quality of higher education, if only 
by stimulating conversations about how students 
engage in high-quality learning, or by exposing 
students and teaching staff to lists of good learning 
practices.

Institutions need to make informed, professional 
decisions about what particular student 
engagement data they will act on and about 
how to take necessary action. To assist with this 
process, a series of initial AUSSE Enhancement 
Guides have been developed to help institutions 
make the most use of their AUSSE data and 
results (see: www.acer.edu.au/ausse).

Students’ perceptions of their education are 
shaped by the expectations that have been 
negotiated – explicitly or otherwise – with their 
institution. Hence one AUSSE Enhancement 
Guide explores how institutions can use resources 
such as the Student Engagement Questionnaire 
to establish and manage relationships with their 
students.

Involving students in organisational learning has 
grown to play an important role in contemporary 
higher education quality, and endorses students as 
members of the university community. Work on 
‘survey engagement’ (Coates, 2006) has explored 
what steps institutions can take, and an AUSSE 
Enhancement Guide explores these in relation to 
the AUSSE.

Engagement is an institution-wide phenomenon, 
and institution-wide approaches are likely to be 
among the most effective means of enhancing 
practice. An AUSSE Enhancement Guide focused 
on this matter develops ideas about how 
institutions can understand student engagement 
and develop responsive and locally effective 
strategies.

As noted earlier, AUSSE 2008 results affirm 
findings from the corpus of empirical studies 
which underline the vital educational benefits 
that can result from students’ interactions with 
staff. A range of constraints limit the development 
of such contact – such as staff time, competing 
research priorities, and the growth and diversity of 
students – but it remains important for institutions 
to think through effective ways for managing 
such engagement. One AUSSE Enhancement 
Guide explores options for extending interactions 
between staff and students outside formal class 
time, while another looks more generally at how 
teachers might broaden their involvement in 
student learning.

An important component of the AUSSE is that 
it offers institutions evidence and opportunities 
for benchmarking and monitoring quality over 
time. To this end, one AUSSE Enhancement Guide 
explores the concept of benchmarking (such 
as criterion- and norm-referenced approaches, 
selecting partners, and process benchmarking), 
while another sets out key principles associated 
with monitoring trends over time.

Within an educational institution, exploring the 
concept of student engagement may in itself 
play an important role in developing policy and 
practice. An AUSSE Enhancement Guide has 

 
Conversations about change
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been prepared to assist institutional researchers, 
scholars, teachers and administrators think 
through various ways in which they can look 
further into their results and to develop helpful 
insights for practice.

As these guides suggest, student engagement 
information can be used to provide information 
to potential students, for internal and external 
quality assurance activities, to help academic staff 
target their teaching, to understand how students 
are interacting with institutional resources, to 
inform employers about student characteristics 
and growth, and to manage particular student 
cohorts. Most importantly, understanding student 
involvement can be used to engage and help 
students succeed in university education.

Building new perspectives

The immediate foundations for the AUSSE were 
set between late 2006 and early 2007 through 
conversations between institutions and ACER 
about developing a measure of current students’ 
engagement in Australasian university education. 
The SEQ and the AUSSE collection system were 
developed in early 2007 and an initial collection 
was conducted that year.

Reports were provided to institutions in late 2007, 
and served as a basis for a range of evidence-
focused conversations in 2008. Institutions 
reviewed their results internally, made them 
available for external quality audits, undertook 
cross-institutional benchmarking, ran seminars with 
Heads and Deans, conducted focus groups with 
students, put their results on the web, took part 
in ACER-facilitated cross-institutional workshops, 
undertook follow-up analyses, made contact 
with participating USA and Canadian institutions, 
set up benchmarking groups, prepared in-house 
executive summary reports, held faculty-based 
workshops, considered the relevance of various 
items and scales to institutional missions and 
practices, reported findings to the media, and 
explored aspects of the AUSSE methodology.

In 2008, ACER facilitated these conversations 
through a program of cross-national workshops, 
developing the Staff Student Engagement 
Survey, publishing the first Australasian Student 
Engagement Report, disseminating AUSSE 
Research Briefings, undertaking background 
validation work, and managing AUSSE 2008.

The AUSSE provides a basis for refocusing 
conversations about Australasian university 
education on student learning and development. 
Consolidation of existing activities provides a 
basis for continuous improvement and ongoing 
development. In 2008, ACER started working with 
several institutions to explore aspects of the SEQ 
and SSEQ such as their relevance to external or 
distance learners.

The AUSSE is taking further shape in 2009. The 
contribution of the AUSSE was affirmed in the late 
2008 report of the national review of Australian 
higher education (Bradley, Noonan, Nugent & 
Scales, 2008). Institutions have started planning 
engagement-focused workshops for 2009, and 
ideas are taking shape for the first Australian and 
New Zealand forum on student engagement. 
Recent proposals have been advanced to develop 
a Postgraduate Survey of Student Engagement 
(POSSE), and also a subject-level collection that 
facilitates direct links between local teaching 
and learning processes and institution level 
results. Further validation work will be planned, 
potentially progressing criterion validation work 
that links AUSSE results with learner and graduate 
outcomes. In addition, models for measuring the 
contribution and value of higher education may 
be explored (Coates, 2009), as may links between 
the engagement of university students and other 
tertiary learners (Coates & Hillman, 2007). 
Executive Summary reports were prepared for 
institutions in 2008, and 2009 will see introduction 
of a report designed for widespread distribution 
to current and potential students.

The 2008 NSSE report tracks a decade of growth 
in the USA collection, charting development 
of the core collection as well as expansion in 
collection and reporting approaches. As with 
the NSSE, rigorous methodologies and research 
foundations offer solid grounds for extending the 
power of the AUSSE to contribute to meaningful 
improvements in student engagement. The 
involvement of educators in developing students’ 
engagement in effective educational practices is 
vital. 
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Appendix 1:  2008 Student Engagement Questionnaire (SEQ)
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Appendix 2:  AUSSE scales, measures and SEQ items

Table 12 and Table 13 provide descriptions of AUSSE engagement scales and outcome measures, and 
present their constituent items.

Table 12  AUSSE engagement scale descriptions and items

Engagement scale SEQ item
Academic Challenge

The extent to which 
expectations and 
assessments challenge 
students to learn

Worked harder than you thought you could to meet a teacher’s/tutor’s standards or 
expectations
Analysing basic elements of an idea
Synthesising and organising ideas
Making judgements about value of information
Applying theories or concepts
Reading assigned textbooks, books or book-length packs of subject readings
Written assignments fewer than 1,000 words
Written assignments between 1,000 and 5,000 words
Written assignments more than 5,000 words
Preparing for class
Spending significant amounts of time on studying and on academic work

Active Learning

Students’ efforts to 
actively construct 
knowledge

Asked questions or contributed to discussions in class or online
Made a class or online presentation
Worked with other students on projects during class
Worked with other students outside class to prepare assignments
Tutored or taught other university students (paid or voluntary)
Participated in a community-based project (e.g. volunteering) as part of your study
Discussed ideas from your readings or classes with others outside class

Student and Staff 
Interactions

The level and nature of 
students’ contact and 
interaction with teaching 
staff

Discussed your grades or assignments with teaching staff
Talked about your career plans with teaching staff or advisors
Discussed ideas from your readings or classes with teaching staff outside class
Received prompt written or oral feedback from teachers/tutors on your academic 
performance
Worked with teaching staff on activities other than coursework
Work on a research project with a staff member outside of coursework requirements

Enriching Educational 
Experiences

Students’ participation in 
broadening educational 
activities

Used an online learning system to discuss or complete an assignment
Conversations with students of a different ethnic group than your own
Conversations with students who are very different in terms of religious beliefs, political 
opinions or personal values
Practicum, internship, fieldwork or clinical placement
Community service or volunteer work
Study group or learning community
Study a foreign language
Study abroad or student exchange
Culminating final-year experience
Independent study or self-designed major
Participating in extracurricular activities
Encouraging contact among students from different economic, social and ethnic 
backgrounds
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Engagement scale SEQ item
Supportive Learning 
Environment

Students’ feelings of 
support within the 
university community

Relationships with other students
Relationships with teaching staff
Relationships with administrative personnel and services
Providing support to succeed academically
Helping cope with non-academic responsibilities
Providing support to socialise

Work Integrated 
Learning

Integration of 
employment-focused 
work experiences into 
study

Blended academic learning with workplace experience
Improved knowledge and skills that will contribute to your employability
Explored how to apply your learning in the workforce
Industry placement or work experience
Acquiring job-related or work-related knowledge and skills

Table 13  AUSSE outcome measure descriptions and items

Outcome measure SEQ item
Higher Order Thinking

Participation in higher-
order forms of thinking

Analysing basic elements of an idea
Synthesising and organising ideas
Making judgements about value of information
Applying theories or concepts

General Learning 
Outcomes

Development of general 
competencies

Acquiring a broad general education
Acquiring job-related or work-related knowledge and skills
Writing clearly and effectively
Speaking clearly and effectively
Thinking critically and analytically
Analysing quantitative problems
Using computing and information technology
Working effectively with others
Learning effectively on your own

General Development 
Outcomes

Formation of general 
forms of individual and 
social development

Voting informedly in local, state or national elections
Understanding yourself
Understanding people of other racial and ethnic backgrounds
Solving complex real-world problems
Developing a personal code of values and ethics
Contributing to the welfare of your community

Average Overall Grade

Average overall grade so 
far in course

Which category best represents your average overall grade so far?

Departure Intention

Non-graduating 
students’ intentions on 
not returning to their 
institution the following 
year

Not considered change (reverse coded)
Considered change to improve career prospects
Considered change for convenience or practical reasons
Considered change for financial reasons or to reduce study costs
Considered change to obtain better quality education
Considered change for other reasons
Continue with current study (reverse coded)
Leave university before finishing qualification

Overall Satisfaction

Students’ overall 
satisfaction with their 
educational experience

Quality of academic advice received at institution
Entire educational experience
Attend same institution if starting over
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Appendix 3:  AUSSE and SSES institutions 2007, 2008

AUSSE 2007 AUSSE 2008 SSES 2008
Auckland University of Technology  
Australian Catholic University    
Australian National University  
Central Queensland University      
Charles Sturt University    
Curtin University of Technology  
Deakin University  
Flinders University  
Griffith University    
James Cook University  
La Trobe University      
Macquarie University      
Massey University    
Murdoch University    
Queensland University of Technology    
Southern Cross University      
Swinburne University of Technology  
UNITEC New Zealand    
University of Auckland  
University of Ballarat  
University of Canberra    
University of Canterbury    
University of Melbourne  
University of New England      
University of Newcastle      
University of Queensland    
University of South Australia      
University of Southern Queensland  
University of Tasmania  
University of Technology, Sydney  
University of the Sunshine Coast  
University of Waikato  
University of Western Australia    
University of Wollongong  
Victoria University    
Victoria University of Wellington      
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Appendix 4: AUSSE 2008 summary statistics

Table 14 and Table 15 provide summary statistics for the six AUSSE engagement scales. Table 16 and Table 
17 provide summary statistics for the six outcome measures.

For both the scales and measures, figures are shown for first-year, later-year and all students. For each 
cohort, the first report provides information about scale averages (means (X)), medians (middle values (M)) 
and variation (standard deviation (SD)).

The second report for each cohort provides percentile tables that report the score below which a certain 
percentage of scores lie. By way of example, 60 per cent of Australasian first-year students scored 38.1 or 
below on the Active Learning scale. By contrast, 60 per cent of later-year students had a score of 42.9 or 
below for this facet.

Table 14  AUSSE engagement scale student summary statistics

First year Later year All students
X M SD X M SD X M SD

Academic 
Challenge

45.9 45.6 12.1 48.1 47.5 12.7 47.0 46.5 12.5

Active Learning 35.9 33.3 14.8 40.0 38.1 16.3 37.9 38.1 15.7
Student and Staff 
Interactions

19.8 16.7 14.5 24.5 22.2 16.1 22.2 20.0 15.5

Enriching 
Educational 
Experiences

23.2 21.8 11.7 26.8 25.0 13.8 25.0 23.4 12.9

Supportive 
Learning 
Environment

55.0 55.6 17.1 51.3 50.0 17.0 53.1 52.8 17.2

Work Integrated 
Learning

40.1 40.0 20.4 50.1 46.7 23.1 45.2 40.0 22.4
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Table 15  AUSSE engagement scale benchmark percentiles

  0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

First year

Academic 
Challenge

0.0 30.8 35.7 39.2 42.7 45.8 48.8 52.1 56.4 61.6 100.0

Active Learning 0.0 19.0 23.8 28.6 33.3 33.3 38.1 42.9 47.6 57.1 100.0
Student and 
Staff Interactions

0.0 5.6 6.7 11.1 16.7 16.7 22.2 22.2 27.8 38.9 100.0

Enriching 
Educational 
Experiences

0.0 9.5 13.4 16.3 19.0 21.4 24.2 27.4 31.7 38.5 100.0

Supportive 
Learning 
Environment

0.0 33.3 41.7 44.4 50.0 55.6 58.3 63.9 69.4 77.8 100.0

Work Integrated 
Learning

0.0 16.7 25.0 26.7 33.3 40.0 46.7 46.7 58.3 66.7 100.0

Later year

Academic 
Challenge

3.0 32.4 37.7 41.5 44.6 47.6 51.2 54.9 58.9 64.6 97.0

Active Learning 0.0 19.0 28.6 33.3 38.1 38.1 42.9 47.6 52.4 61.9 100.0
Student and 
Staff Interactions

0.0 5.6 11.1 16.7 16.7 22.2 27.8 27.8 38.9 46.7 100.0

Enriching 
Educational 
Experiences

0.0 11.1 15.1 18.2 21.8 25.0 29.0 33.3 38.5 45.6 100.0

Supportive 
Learning 
Environment

0.0 30.6 36.1 41.7 47.2 50.0 55.6 61.1 66.7 72.2 100.0

Work Integrated 
Learning

0.0 20.0 26.7 33.3 41.7 50.0 60.0 66.7 73.3 83.3 100.0

All students

Academic 
Challenge

0.0 31.4 36.7 40.5 43.7 46.7 49.9 53.6 57.5 63.1 100.0

Active Learning 0.0 19.0 23.8 28.6 33.3 38.1 42.9 47.6 52.4 57.1 100.0
Student and 
Staff Interactions

0.0 5.6 11.1 11.1 16.7 20.0 22.2 27.8 33.3 44.4 100.0

Enriching 
Educational 
Experiences

0.0 10.4 13.9 16.7 20.0 23.4 26.2 30.3 35.7 42.9 100.0

Supportive 
Learning 
Environment

0.0 30.6 38.9 44.4 47.2 52.8 58.3 61.1 66.7 75.0 100.0

Work Integrated 
Learning

0.0 20.0 26.7 33.3 40.0 46.7 50.0 58.3 66.7 80.0 100.0
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Table 16  AUSSE outcome measure student summary statistics

First year Later year All students
X M SD X M SD X M SD

Higher Order 
Thinking 

62.4 66.7 21.1 65.6 66.7 21.1 64.0 66.7 21.1

General Learning 
Outcomes 

60.1 59.3 18.5 65.0 66.7 18.8 62.5 63.0 18.8

General 
Development 
Outcomes 

42.6 38.9 22.3 44.2 44.4 23.1 43.4 44.4 22.7

Average Overall 
Grade 

72.1 75.0 10.2 71.7 75.0 9.7 71.9 75.0 9.9

Departure 
Intention 

34.5 0.0 47.6 31.6 0.0 46.5 33.1 0.0 47.0

Overall 
Satisfaction 

70.7 66.7 20.0 66.5 66.7 22.2 68.6 66.7 21.2
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Table 17  AUSSE outcome measure benchmark percentiles

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

First year

Higher Order 
Thinking 

0.0 33.3 41.7 50.0 58.3 66.7 66.7 75.0 83.3 91.7 100.0

General 
Learning 
Outcomes 

0.0 37.0 44.4 51.9 55.6 62.5 66.7 70.4 77.8 85.2 100.0

General 
Development 
Outcomes 

0.0 11.1 22.2 27.8 33.3 38.9 50.0 55.6 61.1 72.2 100.0

Average Overall 
Grade 

50.0 55.0 65.0 65.0 75.0 75.0 75.0 75.0 85.0 85.0 50.0

Departure 
Intention 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Overall 
Satisfaction 

0.0 44.4 55.6 66.7 66.7 66.7 77.8 77.8 88.9 100.0 100.0

Later year

Higher Order 
Thinking 

0.0 33.3 50.0 58.3 58.3 66.7 66.7 75.0 83.3 100.0 100.0

General 
Learning 
Outcomes 

0.0 40.7 48.1 55.6 63.0 66.7 70.4 74.1 81.5 88.9 100.0

General 
Development 
Outcomes 

0.0 13.3 22.2 33.3 38.9 44.4 50.0 55.6 66.7 77.8 100.0

Average Overall 
Grade 

50.0 55.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 75.0 75.0 75.0 75.0 85.0 50.0

Departure 
Intention 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Overall 
Satisfaction 

0.0 33.3 44.4 55.6 66.7 66.7 66.7 77.8 88.9 100.0 100.0

All students

Higher Order 
Thinking 

0.0 33.3 50.0 50.0 58.3 66.7 66.7 75.0 83.3 91.7 0.0

General 
Learning 
Outcomes 

0.0 37.0 48.1 51.9 59.3 63.0 66.7 74.1 77.8 88.9 0.0

General 
Development 
utcomes 

0.0 11.1 22.2 27.8 33.3 44.4 50.0 55.6 61.1 72.2 0.0

Average Overall 
Grade 

50.0 55.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 75.0 75.0 75.0 75.0 85.0 50.0

Departure 
Intention 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 0.0

Overall 
Satisfaction 

0.0 44.4 55.6 55.6 66.7 66.7 77.8 77.8 88.9 100.0 0.0
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Appendix 5: Summary statistics for key items

Table 18 to Table 23 report weighted percentages for the items included in the six AUSSE engagement 
scales and six  AUSSE outcome measures. Table 24 to Table 29 report these statistics for the outcome 
measures. Australasian figures are given for first-year students, later-year students, and for all students.

Table 18  Academic Challenge item response category statistics

First year Later year All
Reading assigned textbooks, books or book-length 
packs of subject readings

None 3 4 4
1 to 4 40 43 42

5 to 10 38 32 35
11 to 20 12 11 12

More than 20 7 9 8
Total 100 100 100

Number of written assignments fewer than 1,000 
words

None 20 30 25
1 to 4 57 48 53

5 to 10 17 15 16
11 to 20 4 5 5

More than 20 1 2 2
Total 100 100 100

Number of written assignments between 1,000 and 
5,000 words

None 11 7 9
1 to 4 56 43 49

5 to 10 28 37 33
11 to 20 4 11 8

More than 20 1 2 1
Total 100 100 100

Number of written assignments more than 5,000 
words

None 85 72 78
1 to 4 12 24 18

5 to 10 2 3 2
11 to 20 1 1 1

More than 20 0 1 0
Total 100 100 100

Course work emphasised: Analysing the basic elements 
of an idea, experience or theory, such as examining a 
particular case or situation in depth and considering its 
components

Very little 2 2 2
Some 22 19 20

Quite a bit 48 47 47
Very much 29 33 31

Total 100 100 100
Course work emphasised: Synthesising and organising 
ideas, information or experiences into new, more 
complex interpretations and relationships

Very little 6 5 6
Some 34 29 31

Quite a bit 41 42 41
Very much 20 24 22

Total 100 100 100
Course work emphasised: Making judgements about 
the value of information, arguments or methods, such 
as examining how others gather and interpret data 
and assessing the soundness of their conclusions

Very little 7 7 7
Some 33 29 31

Quite a bit 40 40 40
Very much 20 24 22

Total 100 100 100
Course work emphasised: Applying theories or 
concepts to practical problems or in new situations

Very little 4 3 4
Some 24 20 22

Quite a bit 41 40 41
Very much 31 36 34

Total 100 100 100
Worked harder than you thought you could to meet a 
teacher’s/tutor’s standards or expectations

Never 17 14 16
Sometimes 47 47 47

Often 29 30 30
Very often 7 9 8

Total 100 100 100
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First year Later year All
Hours per typical seven-day week spent preparing for 
class (e.g. studying, reading, writing, doing homework 
or lab work, analysing data, rehearsing and other 
academic activities) 

None 1 2 2
1 to 5 33 35 34

6 to 10 28 25 26
11 to 15 16 15 16
16 to 20 10 10 10
21 to 25 5 6 5
26 to 30 3 3 3
Over 30 3 4 4

Total 100 100 100
Institutional emphasis: Spending significant amounts of 
time studying and on academic work

Very little 2 3 2
Some 21 22 21

Quite a bit 52 50 51
Very much 26 26 26

Total 100 100 100

Table 19  Active Learning item response category statistics

First year Later year All
Asked questions or contributed to discussions in class 
or online

Never 6 5 6
Sometimes 48 43 46

Often 31 32 31
Very often 14 20 17

Total 100 100 100
Made a class or online presentation Never 31 18 25

Sometimes 44 42 43
Often 20 28 24

Very often 5 11 8
Total 100 100 100

Worked with other students on projects during class Never 16 16 16
Sometimes 39 37 38

Often 33 33 33
Very often 12 14 13

Total 100 100 100
Worked with other students outside class to prepare 
assignments

Never 17 13 15
Sometimes 38 36 37

Often 33 35 34
Very often 12 17 14

Total 100 100 100
Tutored or taught other university students (paid or 
voluntary)

Never 78 72 75
Sometimes 16 19 17

Often 4 6 5
Very often 2 3 2

Total 100 100 100
Participated in a community-based project (e.g. 
volunteering) as part of your study

Never 80 69 75
Sometimes 13 19 16

Often 5 8 6
Very often 2 4 3

Total 100 100 100
Discussed ideas from your readings or classes with 
others outside class

Never 8 8 8
Sometimes 39 42 41

Often 36 35 36
Very often 16 14 15

Total 100 100 100
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Table 20  Student and Staff Interactions item response category statistics

First year Later year All
Discussed your grades or assignments with teaching 
staff

Never 41 29 35
Sometimes 41 47 44

Often 14 18 16
Very often 4 6 5

Total 100 100 100
Discussed ideas from your readings or classes with 
teaching staff outside class

Never 55 44 49
Sometimes 36 43 40

Often 8 11 9
Very often 2 2 2

Total 100 100 100
Talked about your career plans with teaching staff or 
advisors

Never 61 46 53
Sometimes 29 38 34

Often 8 12 10
Very often 2 4 3

Total 100 100 100
Received prompt written or oral feedback from 
teachers/tutors on your academic performance

Never 13 10 12
Sometimes 48 49 49

Often 32 33 32
Very often 7 7 7

Total 100 100 100
Worked with teaching staff on activities other than 
coursework (e.g. committees, orientation, student 
organisations, etc.)

Never 82 72 77
Sometimes 13 20 17

Often 4 6 5
Very often 1 2 1

Total 100 100 100
Work on a research project with a staff member 
outside of coursework requirements

Not yet done 98 94 96
Done 2 6 4
Total 100 100 100
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Table 21  Enriching Educational Experiences item response category statistics

First year Later year All
Had conversations with students who are very 
different from you in terms of their religious beliefs, 
political opinions or personal values

Never 8 9 8
Sometimes 37 40 38

Often 32 32 32
Very often 23 20 22

Total 100 100 100
Had conversations with students of a different ethnic 
group than your own

Never 8 9 9
Sometimes 34 36 35

Often 32 31 31
Very often 26 24 25

Total 100 100 100
Institutional emphasis: Encouraging contact among 
students from different economic, social or ethnic 
backgrounds 

Very little 20 28 24
Some 38 39 38

Quite a bit 29 24 27
Very much 12 9 10

Total 100 100 100
Hours per typical seven-day week spent participating 
in extracurricular activities (e.g. organisations, campus 
publications, student government, clubs and societies, 
sports, etc.)

None 41 40 40
1 to 5 36 34 35

6 to 10 14 15 15
11 to 15 5 6 5
16 to 20 2 3 3
21 to 25 1 1 1
26 to 30 0 0 0
Over 30 0 1 0

Total 100 100 100
Used an online learning system to discuss or complete 
an assignment

Never 24 22 23
Sometimes 41 41 41

Often 25 26 25
Very often 10 11 11

Total 100 100 100
Practicum, internship, fieldwork or clinical placement Not yet done 91 72 81

Done 9 28 19
Total 100 100 100

Community service or volunteer work Not yet done 86 73 79
Done 14 27 21
Total 100 100 100

Participate in a study group or learning community Not yet done 78 72 75
Done 22 28 25
Total 100 100 100

Study a foreign language Not yet done 86 83 85
Done 14 17 15
Total 100 100 100

Study abroad or student exchange Not yet done 97 93 95
Done 3 7 5
Total 100 100 100

Culminating final-year experience (e.g. honours thesis, 
comprehensive exam, etc.)

Not yet done 99 97 98
Done 1 3 2
Total 100 100 100
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Table 22  Supportive Learning Environment item response category statistics

First year Later year All
Institutional emphasis: Providing the support you need 
to socialise

Very little 27 37 32
Some 43 42 42

Quite a bit 24 17 21
Very much 6 4 5

Total 100 100 100
Institutional emphasis: Providing the support you need 
to help you succeed academically

Very little 4 7 5
Some 27 35 31

Quite a bit 48 44 46
Very much 21 14 18

Total 100 100 100
Institutional emphasis: Helping you cope with your 
non-academic responsibilities (e.g. work, family, etc.)

Very little 39 50 44
Some 40 35 38

Quite a bit 17 12 15
Very much 4 3 4

Total 100 100 100
Quality: Relationships with other students 1 Unfriendly, 

unsupportive, 
sense of 

alienation

1 1 1

2 3 3 3
3 6 7 6
4 14 14 14
5 23 23 23
6 26 27 26

7 Friendly, 
supportive, 

sense of 
belonging

26 25 26

Total 100 100 100
Quality: Relationships with teaching staff 1 Unavailable, 

unhelpful, 
unsympathetic

1 1 1

2 3 4 3
3 8 8 8
4 21 20 20
5 28 28 28
6 23 25 24

7 Available, 
helpful, 

sympathetic
15 15 15

Total 100 100 100
Quality: Relationships with administrative personnel 
and services

1 Unhelpful, 
inconsiderate, 

rigid
2 3 2

2 5 7 6
3 12 13 13
4 27 25 26
5 25 25 25
6 17 17 17

7 Helpful, 
considerate, 

flexible
12 11 12

Total 100 100 100

73



Table 23  Work Integrated Learning item response category statistics

First year Later year All
Blended academic learning with workplace experience Never 41 25 33

Sometimes 34 36 35
Often 18 25 21

Very often 8 15 11
Total 100 100 100

Improved knowledge and skills that will contribute to 
your employability

Never 8 6 7
Sometimes 36 33 35

Often 40 43 41
Very often 16 18 17

Total 100 100 100
Explored how to apply your learning in the workforce Never 20 14 17

Sometimes 40 38 39
Often 29 33 31

Very often 11 16 13
Total 100 100 100

Industry placement or work experience Not yet done 88 67 78
Done 12 33 22
Total 100 100 100

Acquiring job-related or work-related knowledge and 
skills

Very little 8 5 7
Some 28 23 26

Quite a bit 39 38 39
Very much 24 33 28

Total 100 100 100

Table 24  Higher Order Thinking item response category statistics

First year Later year All
Analysing basic elements of an idea Very little 2 2 2

Some 22 19 20
Quite a bit 48 47 47
Very much 29 33 31

Total 100 100 100
Synthesising and organising ideas Very little 6 5 6

Some 34 29 31
Quite a bit 41 42 41
Very much 20 24 22

Total 100 100 100
Making judgements about value of information Very little 7 7 7

Some 33 29 31
Quite a bit 40 40 40
Very much 20 24 22

Total 100 100 100
Applying theories or concepts Very little 4 3 4

Some 24 20 22
Quite a bit 41 40 41
Very much 31 36 34

Total 100 100 100
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Table 25  General Learning Outcomes item response category statistics

First year Later year All
Acquiring a broad general education Very little 3 3 3

Some 25 22 23
Quite a bit 50 47 49
Very much 22 28 25

Total 100 100 100
Acquiring job-related or work-related knowledge and 
skills

Very little 8 5 7
Some 28 23 26

Quite a bit 39 38 39
Very much 24 33 28

Total 100 100 100
Writing clearly and effectively Very little 8 5 7

Some 32 24 28
Quite a bit 42 44 43
Very much 18 27 22

Total 100 100 100
Speaking clearly and effectively Very little 14 10 12

Some 37 30 34
Quite a bit 34 39 37
Very much 14 20 17

Total 100 100 100
Thinking critically and analytically Very little 3 2 2

Some 18 13 16
Quite a bit 47 44 46
Very much 32 41 36

Total 100 100 100
Analysing quantitative problems Very little 7 5 6

Some 28 24 26
Quite a bit 44 44 44
Very much 21 27 24

Total 100 100 100
Using computing and information technology Very little 8 6 7

Some 27 23 25
Quite a bit 37 38 37
Very much 28 33 30

Total 100 100 100
Working effectively with others Very little 7 7 7

Some 31 27 29
Quite a bit 42 42 42
Very much 20 24 22

Total 100 100 100
Learning effectively on your own Very little 5 5 5

Some 26 22 24
Quite a bit 44 44 44
Very much 25 29 27

Total 100 100 100
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Table 26  General Development Outcomes item response category statistics

First year Later year All
Voting informedly in local, state or national elections Very little 63 60 62

Some 22 24 23
Quite a bit 10 11 10
Very much 4 5 4

Total 100 100 100
Understanding yourself Very little 16 16 16

Some 35 31 33
Quite a bit 34 34 34
Very much 15 19 17

Total 100 100 100
Understanding people of other racial and ethnic 
backgrounds

Very little 18 19 18
Some 35 35 35

Quite a bit 31 31 31
Very much 15 16 15

Total 100 100 100
Solving complex real-world problems Very little 11 10 10

Some 35 32 33
Quite a bit 38 39 38
Very much 17 19 18

Total 100 100 100
Developing a personal code of values and ethics Very little 17 16 17

Some 35 34 35
Quite a bit 33 33 33
Very much 14 17 15

Total 100 100 100
Contributing to the welfare of your community Very little 27 28 27

Some 39 38 38
Quite a bit 24 24 24
Very much 9 10 10

Total 100 100 100

Table 27  Average Overall Grade item response category statistics

First year Later year All
Which category best represents your average overall 
grade so far?

No results 2.6 0.8 1.7
Less than 50 2.6 1.0 1.8

50 to 59 9.9 10.9 10.4
60 to 69 25.5 29.4 27.5
70 to 79 38.2 39.4 38.8
80 to 89 18.9 16.4 17.6

90 to 100 2.3 2.1 2.2
Total 100 100 100
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Table 28  Departure Intention item response category statistics

First year	 Later year All
Not considered change (reverse coded) Yes 67 70 69

No 33 30 31
Total 100 100 100

Considered change to improve career prospects Yes 10 10 10
No 90 90 90

Total 100 100 100
Considered change for convenience or practical 
reasons

Yes 11 7 9
No 89 93 91

Total 100 100 100
Considered change for financial reasons or to reduce 
study costs

Yes 9 8 9
No 91 92 91

Total 100 100 100
Considered change to obtain better quality education Yes 6 9 8

No 94 91 92
Total 100 100 100

Considered change for other reasons Yes 19 15 17
No 81 85 83

Total 100 100 100
Continue with current study (reverse coded) Yes 90 65 78

No 10 35 22
Total 100 100 100

Leave university before finishing qualification Yes 2 2 2
No 98 98 98

Total 100 100 100

Table 29  Overall Satisfaction item response category statistics

First year Later year All
Quality of academic advice received at institution Poor 3 5 4

Fair 20 24 22
Good 53 51 52

Excellent 24 20 22
Total 100 100 100

Entire educational experience Poor 2 3 3
Fair 15 19 17

Good 56 53 54
Excellent 27 24 26

Total 100 100 100
Attend same institution if starting over Definitely no 2 4 3

Probably no 9 14 12
Probably yes 45 47 46

Definitely yes 44 35 39
Total 100 100 100
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Appendix 6:  Australian Council for Educational Research (ACER)

The Australian Council for Educational Research (ACER) is one of the world’s leading educational research 
centres. Its mission is to create and promote research-based knowledge, products and services to improve 
learning across the lifespan. 

ACER was established in 1930 and for more than 75 years has built a strong reputation as a provider of 
reliable support and expertise to education policy makers and professional practitioners. As a not-for-profit 
organisation, independent of government, ACER receives no direct financial support and generates its entire 
income through contracted research and development projects and through products and services that it 
develops and distributes. ACER has experienced significant growth in recent years and now has around 260 
staff located in Melbourne, Sydney, Brisbane, Perth, Dubai and New Delhi. 

ACER is a leader in the provision of quality educational research, both within Australia and internationally. As 
a national, independent research body, ACER brings a high level of expertise and objectivity to its work. 

In recent times ACER has expanded on its program of research and development in support of learning in 
vocational education and training and in higher education institutions while maintaining and expanding work 
undertaken in support of schools. 

Blending solid experience and creative talent with established methodologies, ACER is a full-service research 
consultancy specialising in collecting and interpreting information to shape strategic decision making. 
Researchers bring many years of experience and expertise in a range of disciplines and research methods to 
their projects. ACER has seven research programs.

Research into transitions and post-school education and training focuses on the transitions which people 
make in moving from school into further study, employment and adult life, and on higher education and 
vocational education and training.

The assessment and reporting program conducts research into a wide range of educational outcomes 
(academic and social). This work, undertaken for clients nationally and internationally and in support of 
ACER’s own tests and assessment programs, includes the refinement of test constructs; studies of test 
validity and reliability; assessment methods and formats; psychometric analyses of test data; and methods for 
item banking, online test delivery and reporting. 

Research in the national and international surveys area draws on staff expertise in sampling, survey 
management, the analysis of survey data, and the interpretation and reporting of results in conducting 
large scale survey research. Current work includes the leadership of three major programs of international 
surveys including the OECD Programme for International Student Assessment, the IEA Civics and 
Citizenship Education Study, and the IEA Teacher Education Study.

The system-wide testing program identifies more effective ways of monitoring achievement across entire 
education systems. 

Research into teaching, learning and leadership focuses on the cognitive, affective and behavioural processes 
and factors that affect learning, as well as the relationship between teacher professional development and 
improved student learning. 

The policy analysis and program evaluation unit explores education policy issues and conducts program 
evaluation. 

In addition to being a national centre for educational policy research and advice, ACER develops and 
provides a range of research-based products and services to support the work of professional practitioners. 

ACER provides secure, fee-for-service testing programs to schools, universities, employers and professional 
organisations. These programs include selection tests for entry to schools and universities, scholarship tests 
and tests for diagnostic and monitoring purposes, and recruitment tests. 

The organisation also encompasses ACER Press, the Cunningham Library, the Centre for Professional 
Learning, the International Institute, and the ACER Leadership Centre.
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