April 11, 2005

TSU Brand Positioning:  An Examination of Where we are, where we want to be, and how we are going to get there.

Paul Herbig, .

Objective: 


TSU, with the recent hiring of Mr. Patrick Johansen as its new Integrated Marketing and Brand Management Director, has decided to take the art of Marketing seriously. For years, it has been struggling with its identity and perceptions.  From a marketing perspective, this is due to the fact that the school did not (and indeed mostly still to this day does not) have a recognizable brand that stakeholders can relate to.  Mr. Johansen is in the process of creating a marketing plan and initial promotional efforts towards rectifying that weakness.  

A brand positioning statement has been previously created:

“Tri-State University provides students with a career-focused hands-on education that is grounded in quantitative expertise demonstrated by the institution’s long-held tradition of offering quality programs in engineering, education, business and science.  At the core of the TSU educational experience is a teaching faculty dedicated to providing students with skills that are immediately transferable to the workplace”

This is in the process of review and probable modification.  As a marketing plan is a not-so-simple statement of how to get from one point to another, if one endpoint is the approved final positioning statement, the other endpoint must be where the institution currently is, that is, how the university currently is being perceived by its stakeholders.  Unless we know where we are today, we will have no idea what it may take to get to where we want to be tomorrow.  This study was launched to determine that initial endpoint and to provide clues on how to get to the desired conclusion..

Methodology:
 Initially five stakeholder groups were identified:  1) current students; 2) local community; 3) internal—staff, faculty, administration; 4) alumni; and 5) prospective students. To keep the project manageable, the first three groups were surveyed.  It was (and still is) highly desirable to have the latter two groups’ perspective of the university.  We would encourage development to utilize the survey and poll a sample of alumni for their inputs.  We would also encourage admissions to use the survey on both prospective and committed students to get their opinions. If true positioning is to be determined, it would be useful to have the survey completed by TSU competitors to determine the perception of the university by its competitors.

The survey was created from key words of past and proposed brand positioning statements as well as from TSU mission statement. To avoid hurried and unthinking responses, negative attributes were included every fifth item (e.g., “unattractive campus”).  These negative items were reverse scored in the final survey results.  Pre-testing of the survey allowed the testers to modify statements as needed to avoid ambiguity or vagueness.  Several additional statements were included at various managers’ requests.  In addition to the attribute list, a limited set of specific demographic questions were included for each survey.  Thus, three different but related surveys were sent.  The surveys can be seen in Appendix A1, A2, and A3.

 Marketing sent the internal surveys to faculty/staff/administration.  80 useable results were returned.  The community survey was mailed with SASE to all 380 members of the Angola Area Chamber of Commerce.  93 useable results were received.  Student sample was conducted by a marketing major by choosing at random certain identifiable classes (introduction to business, university experience for freshmen; senior projects for seniors, etc) to balance the number of surveys received between classes.  A total of 147  useable surveys were returned. Note if the majority of the survey was incomplete or lack of variation observed on the replies (marketing all 7s or 1s), the surveys were discarded.  Although the returned surveys were not tested for population representativeness, the numbers and variety of surveys received create a high degree of comfort with the samples taken being random and representative of the population.  We believe the survey results, therefore, provide an accurate pulse of the perceptions of the three stakeholders questioned.

Note:  the surveys were sent, received, and compiled during February.  The Community surveys were all received before March 1.  Therefore, the impacts from the latest March PR mishaps had not yet occurred; it is a fair assumption that if redone today results would be more negative than actually reported.

Results

SPSS 11.0 was used to compile the data and analyze the results.  Appendix B portrays the demographic analysis of the pure data.   Appendix C provides a summary of the attribute data and differences between stakeholder groups.  Figure 1 shows the Venn Diagram with Appendices  D1 and D2 showing interpretations.  Appendix E provides a listing of comments received from the respondents.  We included these as we felt if the respondents took the additional time and effort to write a short message, then we should provide an outlet for those responses—which in many cases were quite insightful and confirmed the analysis.

The Venn Diagram in Figure 1 is quite useful to portray the findings visually.   Each of the three circles represents a stakeholder group:  students, faculty, community.  The small area at the conjunction of the three –“A”—represents the intersection of all three groups—and signifies when all three have a consensus view of an attribute.  It is this middle ground that provides us with true understanding of TSU current perception.  The second group—B, C, and D—indicate attributes where two of the stakeholders agree.  The final set—E, F, and G—are attributes that only one stakeholder is significantly different from the other two groups.  Since if two agree the third must be an outlier, we only report where all three intersect (A) or the individual outliers (E, F, G).  Appendix D1 shows those attributes with consistent scores between all stakeholders.  Appendix D2 provides this grouping for those stakeholders with higher or lower scores than typical.. The only exception is where all stakeholder scores are very high or very low.  For example, even though, the faculty mean for safe campus is significantly higher than the other stakeholders, all are well above 5.  Hence we can say with certainly that there is a consensus perception for TSU stakeholders that the campus is safe. Therefore, safe campus is listed both in A (for consensus) and E for faculty outlier.

Appendix C –the attribute chart with stakeholder means—also shows significance levels.  Traditionally a p<.05 is considered significant.  Due to the large number of attributes and respondents, we lowered what is considered significant to p<.02 thus providing stronger results.  

In addition, when considering perception, we must evaluate the means scores.  If 4 is neither agree nor disagree, scores near 4 basically are a neutral point.  It is only when the scores get closer to 3 (disagree) or 5 (agree) that a meaning is observed.  For our purposes, unless a score is above 4.85 or below 3.25, we presume a neutral reading.  For example, for attribute w “provides active student life,” all scores are in the low 4 range indicating neither agree nor disagree.  We cannot say the results imply an “active life” nor can we imply the results indicate an “inactive life.”  All we can imply for that attribute is it is not a value that has any strong feelings either direction.  We also examined dispersal of the data.  If an attribute has a distribution that is analogous to the bell curve, consensus is not as clear as if the values tend to congregate.  The latter would tend to provide stronger evidence of a clear consensus of value among the stakeholders for that particular attribute.

TSU current brand perception.

To determine what the TSU brand perception currently is, we examined the attributes in Appendix D1—both those consistent among all stakeholders and those (although not totally consistent) were all high (at agree level of 5.0 or higher) or low (at disagree level at 3.0).  Unless an attribute was rated at a high or low level (even if consistent) it was not included in the current brand image. (Community-oriented at 4.32 is consistent among all stakeholders but basically at a neutral point.  What we can say about the community-oriented perception by the TSU stakeholders is there is not one).

The current TSU brand perception consists of these elements:

Quality Education & Quality Academic Programs

Career-Focused & Hands-on Education

Dedicated Faculty with Personal Attention

Safe Campus

Engineering-Dominant

Party School

Convenient Location

(Not) an affordable education

(not) an exciting environment (not active student life)

A comparison with the brand positioning statement currently being published indicates that the much of the statement is currently being acknowledged.  However those attributes in the current brand positioning statement which are not present and notably absent from the list above are:  quantitative education, and strong workplace skills. Other attributes of interest that are not present but could be considered interesting and important include:  comprehensive education/sufficient variety of programs, good value, sports-oriented, community-oriented, and innovative environment.

Additional information can be gleamed from examining those attributes where one stakeholders’ view was significantly above or below the other two groups.  Appendix D2 shows these differences.  (Note that not all attributes are shown, only those with major differences.)  Several conclusions can be readily drawn from the data:

1) In most instances, faculty/administration consistently over-rated the attributes while the student population under-rated them.  Whether it was because the faculty/administration saw these items through rose-filtered lenses (with the administration the rosiest and the non-tenured faculty the most constrained)  or that the students were being cynical or a bit of both.  Whatever the reason these two groups were very far apart for most items, a potentially both revealing and concerning notion.

2) Community and faculty disagreed on several key attributes, including practical education, career-focused, hands-on, workplace skills, personal attention and quality programs.  The reasoning here could be that despite what the faculty/administration believe is appropriate and career-oriented learning, the community (consisting of local businesses, employers of graduates) believe what they need to see in graduates is not being fully addressed by the education at TSU.  If this disconnect is true, than more attention must be paid to what the external world is demanding and not getting and corrective action needs to take place soonest.

3) Students do not believe their education is affordable nor are they getting good value for the money paid.   On the other hand, the faculty believes these attributes are much higher (4.08 versus 2.33) than the students rate them.  This does not bode well for the school.  Either the school is not doing an adequate job of promoting and marketing the value given to its students or the whole issue of value needs to be addressed and major effort affected immediately to instill what the students believe is value to the university.

4) Students and faculty also have a major disconnect on exciting environment and active student life.  This could be well due to different definitions of what exciting and active are to the two different stakeholder groups.  It is recommended that major effort be affected soonest to determine what students mean by exciting and active, why them deem the school so low rating those two attributes, and what could be done to make the school more exciting.  It is entirely possible that answers to these questions upon being acted upon would create additional value that would help on point three above.

5) The community did not rate the university high on “sports-oriented.”   Although the university offers a large number of intercollegiate sports, the word is not getting through to the community.  This is a town-gown disconnect.  

6) The attributes were compared to year in school for students, to position for faculty/administration, and to school registered for students.  Consistent and insignificant results were seen for all three tests. Although not significant, a pattern for students did appear:  a ‘U” shape with Freshmen and Seniors consistently reporting higher values and the middle undergraduates lower.  One explanation could be the freshmen are still in the honeymoon stage while the seniors are accommodating with graduation so close while the Sophomores and Juniors must face reality for several more years.  Administrators consistently scored higher than other positions with non-tenured professors being the lowest. Is a reality check overdue for administration?  As concerned school registered,  Arts & Sciences majors consistently rated lowest with Education majors highest among the schools (although not significantly).  

Recommendations:

1) Quantitative should be removed from the brand positioning statement.  It is not a recognizable strength.  The University is too associated and recognized with Engineering and this statement just makes it more so.  Given the diversity of the curriculum, it is also misleading.

2) In lieu of enrollment trends, considerable effort must be made to downplay (not ignore just lower) attention paid to engineering.  Other growing parts of the university (e.g., Criminal Justice and Arts& Sciences) should be given increased visibility.  

3) To be able to accurately say “workplace skills” a survey of businesses and employers need be completed to determine those skills demanded.  A major disconnect between faculty/administration and community/business exists and needs to be resolved.

4) Negative perceptions (party school, non-affordable, non-exciting) are not those that we wish to present.  Efforts must be undertaken to move these items to a more positive position.

5) More effort must be made to work with the community.  TSU’s reputation with the community is very poor, negative, and works against the university.  Recent moves have not aided that perception.  More town ‘n gown efforts need be implemented.  It must be two way street:  the university must come down from its ivory tower and meet the community half way.

6) The apparent contradiction between “quality” school and “ poor value” can be explained by reviewing what quality may mean to the students.  If it means they are getting a satisfactory education and a reasonable job at the end of it and they also think the same about comparable state schools (major competitors are not similar private schools but state schools such as IU Purdue, Western Michigan, IPFW, Ivy Tech) then TSU would certain appear overpriced to them.  Note that most other smaller schools do not compare themselves to the public schools but to comparable private schools.  

Appendix A1:  Community Survey
Please take a few minutes to fill out the survey below.  Tri-State University is interested in learning more 

about the perception of the university among its stakeholders.  Your honest answers to these questions 

will be appreciated. All responses will be kept anonymous.  Thank you.

Using the scale below:

__1_______2_________3_________4__________5_________6__________7____

Totally       Strongly       Disagree       Neither            Agree           Strongly           Totally

Disagree    Disagree                   Agree nor Disagree                       Agree              Agree

Rate your opinions of the following descriptions of Tri-State University (mark 1 through 7 in space provided)

a)     
Quality Education
_______

b)
Exciting Environment
_______


c)
Quality of Facilities
_______

d)
Unattractive Campus
_________

e) 
Comprehensive Education   _______

f)
Affordable Education
_________

g)
Comfortable Environment    _______

h)
Impractical Education
___________

i)
Quantitative Education       __________

j)
Career-Focused Education   ________

k)
Hands-on Education
_________

l)
Dedicated Faculty 
 ________

m)
Quality Academic Programs _________

n)
Inconvenient Location
__________

o)
Good Value for Money       ______

p)
Sports-oriented
               _________

q)
Personal Attention
__________

r)
Not a party school
___________

s)
Community-oriented
____________

t)
Innovative atmosphere
_____________

u)
Wide variety of athletic programs available   _______

v)
Provides insufficient workplace/life skills
      _________

w)
Provides active student life   __________

x)
Offers Insufficient variety of academic programs   _______

y)
Engineering dominant   ___________

z)             Safe campus     

_____________

2.  Gender  :    Male  _________            Female  __________

3.  I am   ____Business Owner      _____employee       ____self-employed contractor

4.  How many years have you lived or worked in Steuben County    ___________

5.  Industry Description:   ______ retail       ________ industrial       _______ services

Thank you. Please return in the attached SASE  to  Patrick Johanssen, Director of Brand andIntegrated Marketing or Paul Herbig, Professor,  both at Tri-State University.

Appendix A2:  Faculty-Staff-Administration Survey

Please take a few minutes to fill out the survey below.  Tri-State University is interested in learning more

about the perception of the university among its stakeholders.  Your honest answers to these questions 

will be appreciated. All responses will be kept anonymous.  Thank you.

Using the scale below:

__1_______2_________3_________4__________5_________6__________7____

Totally       Strongly       Disagree       Neither            Agree           Strongly           Totally

Disagree    Disagree                   Agree nor Disagree                       Agree              Agree

Rate your opinions of the following descriptions of Tri-State University (mark 1 through 7 in space provided)

a)     
Quality Education
_______

b)
Exciting Environment
_______


c)
Quality of Facilities
_______

d)
Unattractive Campus
_________

e) 
Comprehensive Education   _______

f)
Affordable Education
_________

g)
Comfortable Environment    _______

h)
Impractical Education
___________

i)
Quantitative Education       __________

j)
Career-Focused Education   ________

k)
Hands-on Education
_________

l)
Dedicated Faculty 
 ________

m)
Quality Academic Programs _________

n)
Inconvenient Location
__________

o)
Good Value for Money       ______

p)
Sports-oriented
               _________

q)
Personal Attention
__________

r)
Not a party school
___________

s)
Community-oriented
____________

t)
Innovative atmosphere
_____________

u)
Wide variety of athletic programs available   _______

v)
Provides insufficient workplace/life skills
      _________

w)
Provides active student life   __________

x)
Offers Insufficient variety of academic programs   _______

y)
Engineering dominant   
___________

z)             Safe Campus

______________

2.  Gender  :    Male  _________            Female  __________

3.  Staff  _______   Faculty-tenured _______      Faculty non-tenured  ________   Administrator  _____

4.  How many years have you been at Tri-State University   ___________

5.  I reside   _________  in Steuben County          _________ outside Steuben County

Thank you. Please return to  Patrick Johanssen, Director of Brand and Integrated Marketing

Appendix  A-3:  Student Survey

Please take a few minutes to fill out the survey below.  Tri-State University is interested in learning more

about the perception of the university among its stakeholders.  Your honest answers to these questions 

will be appreciated. All responses will be kept anonymous.  Thank you.

Using the scale below:

__1_______2_________3_________4__________5_________6__________7____

Totally       Strongly       Disagree       Neither            Agree           Strongly           Totally

Disagree    Disagree                   Agree nor Disagree                       Agree              Agree

Rate your opinions of the following descriptions of TSU  (mark 1 through 7 in space provided)

a)     
Quality Education
_______

b)
Exciting Environment
_______


c)
Quality of Facilities
_______

d)
Unattractive Campus
_________

e) 
Comprehensive Education   _______

f)
Affordable Education
_________

g)
Comfortable Environment    _______

h)
Impractical Education
___________

i)
Quantitative Education       __________

j)
Career-Focused Education   ________

k)
Hands-on Education
_________

l)
Dedicated Faculty 
 ________

m)
Quality Academic Programs _________

n)
Inconvenient Location
__________

o)
Good Value for Money       ______

p)
Sports-oriented
               _________

q)
Personal Attention
__________

r)
Not a party school
___________

s)
Community-oriented
____________

t)
Innovative atmosphere
_____________

u)
Wide variety of athletic programs available   _______

v)
Provides insufficient workplace/life skills
      _________

w)
Provides active student life   __________

x)
Offers Insufficient variety of academic programs   _______

y)
Engineering dominant 
 ___________

z)
Safe Campus

__________

2.  Gender :    Male  _________            Female  __________

3   Year:  Freshman ___     Sophomore ____    Junior ___     Senior  ___    Grad Student ___

4.  My family home is   _____ miles from the university. 

5.  I first heard about Tri-State University from   __________

6.  Number of students in your high school graduating class   _______

7.  I participate in Intercollegiate Sports:    Yes______          No________

8.  I participate in campus sponsored non-sport activities:  Yes  _____     No  ____

9.  School:  Engineering   ___      Business ___       Education __     Arts & Sciences ___                

10.  I live On-campus-Dorm  _____     off-campus ____      I commute from home _____

11.  Do your friends   attend TSU ______     attended  _______     not-attend  ______

12.  What other schools did you apply to?  _______   ________    __________

13  Are you a transfer student?    Yes_______               No______

14. Are you on financial aid?     Yes  _______        No_______     % I pay out-of-pocket ____
Thank you for participating in this survey.

Appendix B:  Demographic profile of respondents

Table 1:  Type

Faculty/staff/administration   80

Community businesses          93

Student


147


Freshmen  31


Sophomore 30


Junior  37


Senior  49

Table 2:  Gender


Male
171


Female 148

Table 3: Business Type


Owner


55


Employee

  31


Contractor/Self employed  6

Table 4:  Business by Industry


Retail

25


Industrial
  9


Services
58

Table 5: Years in Steuben County by Businesses


Mean and Median:  22 yrs

Table 6:  Internal by position



Staff

40



Tenured
11



Non-tenured    16



Administrator  11

Table 7:  Years at TSU



Mean 7.7



Median 5

Table8:  Residence of faculty:  Steuben County:  61   Non-county  19

Table 9:  Student distance from home:



Mean  128 miles    Median  90 miles

Table 10:   Graduating class size



Mean  247;  Median   254

Table  11:  Sports involvement:  



Yes  88   No  62

Table 12:  Non-sports involvement



Yes  109  No  38

Table 13:  School registered



:  Engineering   _38__     

Business __41_       

Education __43     

Arts & Sciences 25

Table 14:  Student Residence:



Dorm  ____65_    

 off-campus __74__     

 I commute from home  8

Table 15:  
Students Friends



attend TSU __104____    

 attended  ______17_    

 not-attend  _____25_  

Table 16:  Transfer Student?:  Yes 18   No 123

Table 17:  Financial Aid:  Yes  80   No  67

Table 18: Reason or how they heard of Tri-State

1. Parents

2. Family

3. Brother/Sister Attending here

4. High School Guidance Counselor

5. College Fair

6. Athletic Recruitment

Table 19:  Other Schools Current TSU Students Applied To

1. Purdue University

2. Indiana University

3. Notre Dame

4. Rose Hulman

5. Manchester

6. Valparaiso

7. Miami of Ohio

8. Michigam

9. Michigan State

10. Colgate

11. Wake Forest

12. UC Santa Barbara

13. University of Indianapolis

14. Depauw

15. Earlham College

16. University of Illinois

17. San Diego State University

18. Cornerstone University

19. Aquinas College

20. Kalamazoo College

21. Hope College

22. Calvin College

23. Northern Michigan University

24. Michigan Tech

25. Detroit Mercy

26. Ohio Northern University

27. Ohio Dominican University

28. Malone College

29. University of Texas

30. UTEP

31. Texas Tech University

32. Penn State 

33. Slippery Rock State University

34. University of Rhode Island

35. NYU

36. University of North Carolina

37. University of Florida

38. IPFW

39. University of Saint Francis

40. Indiana Tech 

41. Ivy Tech

42. Taylor University-Upland

43. Bethel College

44. Marian College

45. Wheaton College

46. Wisconsin Milwaukee

47. Southwest Missouri State University

48. University of Northern Illinois

49. Ball State

50. Toledo

51. Ohio State

52. Cleveland State

53. Fairmount State University

54. Goshen College

55. Huntington College

56. Kellogg Community College

57. Butler

58. Franklin College

59. Grace College

60. Grand Valley State

61. Ferris State University

62. University of Arizona

63. Villanova

64. Vanderbilt

65. University of Kentucky

66. Western Kentucky

67. University of Akron

Appendix C:  Attribute results

*=p<.05     **=p<.01     ***=p<.001

__1_______2_________3_________4__________5_________6__________7____

Totally       Strongly       Disagree       Neither            Agree           Strongly           Totally

Disagree    Disagree                   Agree nor Disagree                       Agree              Agree

Rate your opinions of the following descriptions of TSU  (mark 1 through 7 in space provided)






Overall Mean
Community
Faculty

Students

a)     
Quality Education
_______

5.39

5.46

5.71***

5.18***

b)
Exciting Environment
_______

3.56

4.32

4.00

2.84***


c)
Quality of Facilities
_______

4.98

4.91

4.79

5.12

d)
*attractive Campus
______

4.73

5.14

5.15

4.46***

e) 
Comprehensive Education   _____
4.80

4.82

4.94

4.72

f)
Affordable Education
______

3.10

3.48

4.09

2.33***

g)
Comfortable Environment    ______
4.72

4.82

4.95

4.53**

h)
*practical Education
______

5.12

4.86*

5.37**

5.15

i)
Quantitative Education       ______
4.49

4.50

4.62

4.42

j)
Career-Focused Education   _____
5.35

5.22

5.63**

5.29

k)
Hands-on Education
______

5.14

4.77***

5.49***

5.18

l)
Dedicated Faculty 
 ______

5.26

5.01

5.80***

5.13

m)
Quality Academic Programs ______
5.11

4.98

5.36

5.05

n)
*convenient Location
_______

5.22

5.09

5.15

5.39

o)
Good Value for Money       ______
4.1

4.30

4.48

3.77***

p)
Sports-oriented
               _________4.64

4.29**

4.86

4.71

q)
Personal Attention
__________
5.20

4.83***

5.68***

5.18

r)
* a party school
___________
5.39

5.43

5.87

5.27

s)
Community-oriented
________

4.32

4.46

4.39

4.20

t)
Innovative atmosphere
________4.00

4.37

4.19

3.67***

u)
Wide variety of athletic programs available  4.72

4.49

5.13**

4.65

v)
*Provides sufficient workplace/life skills4.26

4.17

4.70*

4.08
 

w)
Provides active student life   __________3.98

4.21

4.32

3.65***

x)
*Offers sufficient variety of academic programs  4.24

4.24

4.44

4.13

y)
Engineering dominant 
 ________5.38

5.04

5.26

5.66***

z)
Safe Campus

_________5.46

5.48

5.80**

5.26**

 Figure 1:   Venn Diagrams

Appendix  D1:   Interpretation of  Venn Diagram

Attributes all Stakeholder Groups are in Consensus (A)

These attributes did not have significant differences between stakeholders

Quality of Facilities     4.98

Comprehensive Education  4.80

Comfortable environment  4.72

Quantitative Education  4.49

Quality of Academic Programs 5.11

Convenient Location  5.22

Sports-oriented  4.64

Community oriented  4.32

Variety of Academic Programs  4.24

In addition, the following attributes, although not consistent and  did not involve consensus among stakeholders, were sufficiently high (or low) to be noted:

Quality Education  5.39

Affordable education  3.10

Career-focused 5.35

Dedicated faculty 5.26

Party School 5.39

Engineering-Dominant 5.38

Safe Campus  5.46

Personal Attention 5.20

Hands-on  5.14

Appendix  D2:  

The following attributes had significant differences between stakeholders indicating a disconnect or communications failure between the groups indicated.






Community
Faculty

Students

a)     
Quality Education
_______


5.71***

5.18***

b)
Exciting Environment
_______




2.84***


d)
*attractive Campus
______




4.46***

f)
Affordable Education
______




2.33***

h)
*practical Education
______
4.86*

5.37**



j)
Career-Focused Education   _____


5.63**



k)
Hands-on Education
______
4.77***

5.49***



l)
Dedicated Faculty 
 ______


5.80***



o)
Good Value for Money       ______


4.48

3.77***

p)
Sports-oriented
               ________4.29**

4.86



q)
Personal Attention
_________4.83***
5.68***



t)
Innovative atmosphere
________



3.67***

u)
Wide variety of athletic programs availabl4.49
5.13**

4.65

v)
*Provides sufficient workplace/life skill

4.70*

4.08
 

w)
Provides active student life   _________

4.32

3.65***

y)
Engineering dominant 
 ________



5.66***

z)
Safe Campus

_________

5.80**

5.26**

Appendix E:  Respondent Comments

Community comments


“Major dependent.”


“I was a non-traditional student and Tri-State Graduate.  When my son was eligible for college, I was very disappointed in lack of opportunity for scholarships for him and in how much tuition had gone up--$6000 in 4 years is ridiculous.  School is worrying too much how it looks on outside and now what is going on in the inside with instructors and the alcohol use of the students.”


“negative community response to continuous elimination of good employees—not good PR for school.”


“Believe more community support if programs/evening/short seminars available to draw residents to campus.  Arts/Humanities/concerts/lectures—continuous education for all.”


“I do not know enough to give an accurate answer.  Ads a resident, I am always puzzled when the University has so many turnovers in staffing. Rumors on the street do not always reflect a strong long term base of staff.  I attended Tri-State for 2 years in the 70s.  I liked the school then.  It had good programs then.”


“I don’t know anything about the university except that it is too expensive for most people.”


“Administration is severing connection with community—sad but true.”

Faculty Comments


“need a fountain”


“no faculty has received tenure since the 80s”


“I hope you will share the results.”

Students comments


“hands on education . . . only Herbig.”


“friends—only because I made them here.”

